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ABSTRACT 

The last25 years have seen widespread growth in the availability of marriage 
enrichment programs throughout the United States: The working assumption of 
these programs is that participants have satisfying, well-functioning marriages 
and seek only to strengthen their present relationships and prevent possible 
disruption. Some research would suggest, however, that this assumption may not 
be entirely correct. Although participants may not be as dissatisfied with their 
marriages as couples who seek counseling, neither do they appear as satisfied 
with their marriages as non-participants (Powell & Wampler, 1982). The present 
research attempted to discover whether there were distinctive personality 
characteristics of marriage enrichment program participants which might be 
reflective of corresponding strengths or weaknesses in their relationships. 
Findin~s from the Adult Personality Inventory(API) indicated that participants 
in one program tend to appear more like couples who have problem marriages 
than those who have well-functioning marriages. Additionally, the API appears 
to be a sensitive indicator of relevant areas of interpersonal conflict and can be 
expected to become an increasingly important tool in relationship counseling. 

PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS OF WIVES AND HUSBANDS 
PARTICIPATING IN MARRIAGE ENRICHMENT 

The alarming frequency with which marriages dissolve has been a very 
significant factor in the growth of marriage enrichment programs. The basic 
philosophy of such programs is preventative and the emphasis is on strength
ening well-functioning marriages, rather than restructuring dysfunctional 
relationships. The purpose of this article is to determine whether participants in 
marriage enrichment programs really have as well-functioning relationships as 
they are presumed to have or whether they should be recognized as coming from a 
disturbed relationship and treated accordingly. , 

A number of diverse approaches and formats have been explored. The 
Marriage Encounter program, which began in the Roman Catholic church in 
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Spain in 1958 and has subsequently been promoted by various church groups, 
normally takes the form of an intensive retreat during which couples participate 
in a variety of exercises designed to improve communication and understanding. 
Marriage Encounter is only one of more than 50 programs that are currently 
available for marriage enrichment (Hof & Miller, 1980). A 1976 survey estimated 
that nearly 1 million couples had by that time participated in some programmatic 
form of marriage enrichment (Otto, 1976). 

A number of independent research studies have concluded that personality 
factors play a significant role in marital satisfaction (Buss, 1984; Cattell & 
Nesselroade, 1967; Eysenck, 1980; ,Meck& LeUnes, 1977; Moody& Lederer, 1983; 
Zaleski & Galkowska, 1978). But, what do we know about the personality of 
people who are attracted to programs designed to increase marital satisfaction? 
The manner in which they are normally promoted would suggest that partic
ipants are in some sense the cream of the crop. They are people who have 
recognized the importance of a good relationship and have taken the time to 
improve on a good thing. On the other hand, an increasing number of practi
tioners are using marriage enrichment programs as adjuncts to marital therapy 
with troubled relationships (Hof & Miller, 1980). Recent research findings have 
suggested that these couples are less satisfied with their marriages than non
participants, but not as dissatisfied as couples who directly seek counseling 
(Powell & Wampler, 1982). 

Assµming the correctness of Powell and Wampler's conclusions, a logical next 
step is to ask whether there is something in the personality makeup of participant 
couples that might represent one source of such discontent. Our research was 
designed to provide some evidence regarding the personality characteristics of 
spouses who were participants in one marriage enrichment program. Specific 
hypotheses we explored were: 

(1) when viewed individually, do these men and women display per
sonality characteristics that distinguish them from the general 
population? 

(2) do the characteristics of husbands and wives as couples combine in 
ways that suggest corresponding areas of strength or weakness in the 
relationship as a whole? 

METHOD 

The instrument used in the present study was the Ad ult Personality Inventory 
(API: Krug, 1984). The API is the most recent development in a psychometric 
tradition that began nearly a half century ago with research that led to the 
development of Cattell's 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF). The 16PF 
has served as the wellspring for a large number of instruments designed for a 
broad spectrum of specific applications. These include a paper-and-pencil 
inventory for the diagnosis of anxiety-based disorders in adults (Krug, Cattell & 
Scheier, 1976), multidimensional questionnaires for measuring personality traits 
in young children (Cattell & Cattell, 1969; Cattell & Porter, 1975), and computer
based instruments for career development, marriage counseling, police selection, 
and therapeutic intervention (see Krug [1986] for a summary). 
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The API is a computer-based instrument that uses three sets of scales to 
measure personality characteristics, interpersonal style, and career interests. 
The seven personal characteristic scales include some of the broadest and best . 
replicated factor-analytically defined trait dimensions. The circumplex structure 
of the next eight scales reflects models of interpersonal behavior described by 
Leary (1957), Foa (1961), Wiggins (1979), and others. Six empirically derived 
career scales represent major axes of personality differences among people in 
various occupations. Four validity scales complete the profile. 

Each set of scales may be thought to represent a different template for specific 
decision needs. The API design called for an instrument directly oriented to user 
concerns rather than measurement co~structs. The test user is free to select 
whichever template is most relevant, whether the decision relates primarily to 
personality description, to interpersonal dynamics, or to career preference and 
job satisfaction. 

The interpersonal scales of the API (Caring-Hostile, Adapting-Rebellious, 
Sociable-Withdrawn, Assertive-Submissive) provided the theoretical model for a 
recently introduced marriage enrichment program called GROW (Henry, Henry 
& Krug, 1984). GROW consists of a series of four "lessons," each of which 
combines individualized personality feedback with a series of structured learning 
experiences. The emphasis in each unit is on learning about and practicing skills 

· related to one axis of the interpersonal model. For example, the goal of the first 
unit ("Growing Closer Together") is to enhance caring behaviors. The indi
vidualized feedback portion emphasizes related personality characteristics 
including warmth, sensitivity, and trust. Related learning activities present 
different techniques to strengthening the bond between spouses. Other units in 
the program are built on the Sociable-Withdrawn axis ("Talking and Listening"), 
the Assertive-Submissive axis ("Growing in Decision Making"), and the Adapting
Rebellious axis (" Adapting to New Roles"). 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 

The data used in the present study was provided by a number of practitioners 
throughout the United States. From the answer sheets they returned for 
processing into GROW lessons, we drew a sample of 100 couples who ranged in 
age from 20 to 64. Some had been married only six months and others as long as 
40 years with an average of 12 years. 

A contrast group was selected from among adult men and women tested 
during the API standardization. Each person in this group was matched in terms 
of age (to the nearest year) and sex to one of the individuals in the experimental 
group. These 100 men and 100 women were subsequently paired on the basis of 
age patterns in the married couples. One such "pseudo couple" was matched to 
each real couple. This approach permitted us to compare personality patterns in 
naturally occurring relationships with those that might be expected on the basis 
of chance pairing of two individuals equivalent in age, but not married to each 
other. Contradictory explanations have been offered both in the folk literature 
("opposites attract," "birds of a feather flock together") and the scientific
literature (theories of complementariness and similarity) to explain the role of 
personality in marriage. The existence of a set of randomly paired profiles, 
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matched..only for age, provides an intriguing basis against which to determine 
whether greater or less similarity was in fact the norm. We shall subsequently 
refer to the experimental subjects as GROW husbands, GROW wives, and GROW 
couples. The other groups will be referred to as control men, control women, and 
pseudo couples. 

PROCEDURE 

The analysis began with a test of the generalized null hypothesis of no 
personality differences among the four groups. Multiple discriminant analysis 
simultaneously answered this question and identified dimensions of significant 
between-groups covariation. Since the discriminant model controls for correla
tions among the variables, we used all 21 personality scales of the APL 

Three subsequent analyses were undertaken, each of which focused on the 
dyad rather than the individual as the earlier analysis had done. In the first case, 
we analyzed the vector of difference scores that resulted by subtracting the 
GROW wives' scores from their husbands' scores. By using the algebraic (signed) 
differences, we were able to determine whether there were tendencies for wives in 
the GROW sample to exceed their husbands consistently on any characteristics. 
For example, was there a tendency for GROW women to be more submissive than 
their husbands, as stereotypes might suggest? 

The second analysis focused on the vector that resulted by summing the scores 
of GROW husbands and wives. This analysis was designed to tell whether there 
was a tendency for cumulative personality strengths or weaknesses to appear in 
the relationship as a whole. 

The third approach considered the degree of similarity between spouses by 
analyzing the vector that resulted from taking the absolute values of differences 
between the profiles. 

In each case we formed parallel variables for the sample of 100 pseudo couples. 
This allowed us to determine whether patterns of significant differences and 
similarities in the GROW couples were greater or less than what would be 
expected as a result of random pairing of two people . 

RESULTS 

Means and standard deviations of the four groups are shown in Table 1. API 
scores are reported on a standard scale that has a range of 1 to 10, a mean of 5.5, 
and a standard deviation of 2.0 in an unselected population. 
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Table 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE STUDY SAMPLE 

GROW Cou~les Pseudo Cou~les 
Men Women Men Women 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Extraverted 5.89 1.71 5.95 1.77 5.82 1.70 5.97 1.74 

Adjusted 4.53 1.68 4.35 1.78 5.36 1.60 5.39 1.76 

Tough-minded 6.24 2.01 5.75 1.62 6.22 1.80 6.31 1.77 

Independent 6.90 1.80 6.14 1.77 6.80 1.62 6.41 1.87 

Disciplined 4.67 2.16 5.66 1.72 5.66 2.08 5.56 2.03 

Creative· 7.16 1.97 6.66 2.01 6.95 1.83 6.35 1.77 

Enterprising 6.65 1.99 6.96 2.18 7.10 2.22 6.42 2.15 

Caring 4.45 2.13 5.37 2.24 5.29 2.47 5.75 2.26 

Adapting 4.08 2.02 5.15 1.98 4.89 2.00 5.13 2.24 

Withdrawn 5.60 1.74 5.97 1.64 5.42 1.50 5.49 1.79 

Submissive 5.92 1.94 6.19 1.83 5.16 1.73 5.43 1.80 

Hostile 6.28 2.01 5.97 2.07 5.49 2.13 5.61 2.16 

Rebellious 5.83 2.15 4.76 1.77 5.08 2.06 5.20 2.45 

Sociable 6.02 1.92 5.41 1.70 5.36 1.81 5.54 2.12 

Assertive 4.83 1.86 5.22 1.72 5.21 1.97 5.59 1.79 

Practical 4.88 1.93 4.75 2.32 5.46 1.76 5.63 1.94 

Scientific 6.61 1.85 6.10 1.78 6.39 1.64 6.42 1.98 

Aesthetic 6.98 1.99 7.42 2.05 6.54 1.79 6.50 1.87 

Social 5.94 1.92 5.75 1.98 5.62 1.79 5.37 1.69 

Competitive 7.02 1.84 6.76 1.92 6.93 1.87 6.74 1.92 

Structured 4.20 2.35 5.71 2.15 4.92 2.36 5.64 2.27 

Good 
Impression 4.98 1.78 5.12 1.78 5.54 1.92 5.09 1.74 

Bad 
Impression 5.92 2.16 5.83 . 2.05 5.40 1.67 5.67 2.01 

_Infrequency 4.42 2.99 3.72 2.55 3.92 2.44 3.38 2.32 

Uncertainty 5.39 1.81 5.14 1.45 5.63 2.09 5.47 1.97 
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Considering the sizes of the samples there are some reasonably significant 
departures from expectation in these results. For example, the GROW men 
averaged three quarters of a standard deviation below the population mean on · 
Adapting ( 4 .08) and the GROW women averaged almost a full standard deviation 
above the population mean on Aesthetic (7.42). Profile deviations among the 
control groups were generally less extreme. 

Results of the first discriminant analysis are reported in Table 2. All three 
functions were found to be statistically significant far beyond conventional 
levels. 

Table 2 
RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

AMONG FOUR GROUPS 

A: Discriminant Structure Coefficients 

1 2 3 

Extraverted .05 .02 -.06 

Adjusted .09 -.66 .17 

Tough-minded -.08 -.27 -.15 

Independent -.30 -.19 -.05 

Disciplined .29 -.08 .46 .. 
Creative -.30 .09 .06 

Enterprising -.07 .09 .38 

Caring .36 -.18 .19 

Adapting .36 -.05 .31 

Withdrawn .08 .31 .01 

Submissive .03 .52' -.23 

Hostile -.12 .27 -.28 

Rebellious -.26 -.09 -.40 

Sociable -.16 .05 -.35 

Assertive .25 -.18 .04 

Practical .10 -.45 .05 

Scientific -.13 -.13 -.18 

Aesthetic .01 .49 .00 

Social -.16 .19 -.03 

Competitive -.12 -.01 .00 

Structured .50 .04 .19 

B: Means of the Groups on the Discriminant Functions 

GROW men -.78 .16 -.33 

GROW women .46 .62 .15 

Control men -.35 -.35 .44 

Control women .67 -.43 -.26 
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Coefficients of the discriminant structure matrix are shown first. These values 
represent the correlations between the API test scales and each discriminant 
function. The means of the four groups on the discriminant functions are 
presented next. As they show, the first function primarily explains differences 
between men and women and the second explains differences between GROW 
participants and the control groups. The third function contrasts GROW women 
and control men, at the one pole, with GROW men and control women at the 
other. 

Function 1 has its highest correlations with the Structured (.50), Adapting 
(.36), Caring (.36), Creative (-.30),-and Independent (-.30) scales. This suggests a 
general dimension of cooperative, undemanding behavior with some overtones of . 
warmth and sensitivity. Since women in the study scored higher than men on this 
function, this might at first glance be dismissed as a factor reflecting general sex 
differences on the API scales. However, the scales that play a major role here 
show no significant -differences between men and women in an unselected 
population (Krug, 1984). 

Function 2 has its highest correlations with the Adjusted (-.66), Submissive 
(.52), Aesthetic (.49), Practical (-.45), and Withdrawn (.31) scales. On this 
dimension, husbands and wives in the GROW sample scored higher than the 
control groups. The combination of scales involved in this pattern immediately 
suggests a dimension of maladjustment in which anxiety is the most prominent 
characteristic. The positive correlation with the Aesthetic scale and the negative 
correlation with the Practical scale suggests some absorption in fantasy and 
possibly some lack of reality contact. 

Function 3 has its strongest correlations with the Disciplined (.46), Rebellious 
(-.40), Enterprising (.38), Sociable (-.35), and Adapting (.31) scales. In terms of 
group positioning on this dimension, the highest average score was obtained by 
men in the control sample, followed by GROW women. Women in the control 
sample and GROW men fell at the opposite end of the continuum. Three of these 
scales (Disciplined, Rebellious, and Adapting) suggest an underlying dimension 
of control. The negative relationship with the Sociable scale is not inconsistent 
with this pattern, but the positive relationship with the Enterprising scale might 
seem out of place at first glance. However, some of the adjectives that have been 
found to correlate with higher scores on the Enterprising scale include self
disciplined and assertive, which would be considered consistent with the concept 
of control. 

The next set of results shifted us from the individual perspective to com
parisons of these people as couples. 

A discriminant analysis of the signed (algebraic) difference scores between 
the GROW couples and the pseudo couples resulted in overall significance beyond 
the .05 level. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 3. 

155 



/ 

MULTIVARIATE EXPERIMENTAL CLINICAL RESEARCH 

Table 3 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE SCORES 
(Husbands minus Wives) 

~-
Means Discriminant 

GROW Pseudo Structure 

Couples Couples Coefficients 

Extraverted -.06 · -.15 -.04 

Adjusted .18 -.03 -.09 
Tough-minded .48 -.09 -.27 

Independent .76 .38 -.19 

Disciplined -.99 .10 .45 

Creative .50 .60 .05 

Enterprising -.31 .68 .40 

Caring -.92 -.46 .17 

Adapting -1.07 -.24 .34 

Withdrawn -.37 -.06 .16· 

Submissive -.27 -.27 .00 

Hostile .31 -.12 . -.17 

Rebellious 1.07 -.11 -.47 

Sociable .61 -.17 -.34 

Assertive -.39 -.38 .00 

Prac'tical .14 -.18 -.13 

Scientific .51 -.03 -.26 

Aesthetic -.43 .04 .21 

Social .19 .25 .03 

Competitive .26 .20 -.03 

Structured -1.51 -.72 .30 

Column 1 of this table gives the mean differences for the GROW couples. The 
largest difference was found on the Structured scale with GROW wives scoring 
about three quarters of a standard deviation above their husbands. Differences of 
approximately a one-half standard deviation magnitude were found on Rebellious 
(husbands higher), Adapting (wives higher), Disciplined (wives higher), and 
Caring (wives higher). 

Column 2 shows comparable values for the pseudo couples. Within this group 
of randomly "mated" couples, the differences between men and women are much 
smaller. For about half the scales the sign of the difference is consis ent across 

· the two groups, suggesting perhaps that some general sex differences are 
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operating. However, a few of the discrepancies are noteworthy. In particular, the 
large differences on the Disciplined and Rebellious scales noted earlier among the 
GROW couples appear to be even greater when they are compared to the values in 
column 2. 

Column 3 presents the coefficients of the discriminant structure matrix. The 
magnitude of these correlations largely confirms the patterns already seen in the 
profiles of mean differences between the groups. 

A discriminant analysis of the summed profiles resulted in overall differences 
between the GROW couples and pseudo couples that were significant beyond the 
.0001 level. These results are shown in Table 4 in a format that parallels results of 
the previous analysis. 

Table 4 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF THE SUMMED PROFILES 

Means Discriminant 
GROW Pseudo Structure 
Couples Couples Coefficients 

Extraverted 11.83 11.79 -.02 

Adjusted 8.88 10.75 .71 

Tough-minded 11.99 12.53 .19 

. Independent 13.04 13.21 .06 

Disciplined 10.34 11.21 .29 

Creative 13.82 13.30 -.17 

Enterprising 13.60 13.51 -.03 

Caring 9.81 11.04 .35 

Adapting 9.22 10.02 .25 

Withdrawn 11.57 10.91 -.26 

Submissive 12.12 10.59 -.53 

Hostile 12.24 11.09 -.37 

Rebellious 10.60 10.28 -.io . 
Sociable 11.43 10.90 -.19 

Assertive 10.05 10.80 .27 

Practical 9.63 11.08 .46 

Scientific 12.71 12.81 .04 

Aesthetic 14.40 13.04 -.44 

Social 11.68 10.99 -.24 

Competitive 13.78 13.67 -.04 

Structured 9.91 10.56 .18 
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Again, this analysis is quite revealing. As the first two columns of means 
show, among the couples who participated . in this enrichment program, the 
overall levels on Adjusted, Disciplined, Caring, Assertive, and Practical are less 
than is found in the control group. Conversely, the overall levels on Submissive, 
Hostile, and Aesthetic are higher than was found in the control group. 

The discriminant analysis of unsigned ·profile differences between the real 
and pseudo couples did not yield significant results. 

DISCUSSION 

When we compared men and women participating together in marital 
enrichment with control subjects matched for age, consistent patterns of 
personality differences emerged. Both GROW participants were less adjusted, 
less caring, and more hostile than non-participant controls. In addition, the men 
in the GROW sample showed higher tendencies toward irresponsibility as 
evidenced by generally lower scores on the Disciplined scale and higher scores on 
the Rebellious scale. 

Over and above the adjustment area, a large portion of the differences between 
participant and control couples appears to be explained by the interpersonal 
scales of the APL Participant couples' combined totals on Caring and Adapting 
were substantially below corresponding values for control subjects. At the same 
time, their totals on Hostile were substantially higher than those for controls. 

Differences on two of the career scales - Practical and Aesthetic - were also 
substantial. These could be a function of socioeconomic differences between the 
groups, since it was not possible to match for occupation. 

From these results we conclude that there are some important ways in which 
men and women who participate in marriage enrichment differ fr~m the general 
population, both individually and as couples. They appear to be generally less 
well adjusted and more dysfunctional in their interpersonal relationships. 

We have no direct measure of satisfaction or marital stability for the couples 
we have studied. However, based on many past studies which have linked 
personality and degree of spouse similarity to satisfaction, we can reasonably 
speculate that things aren't all that rosy for participant couples. It is not possible 
to generalize beyond the present sample because it may be that some practitioners 
who administered the GROW program saw it as an adjunct to traditional therapy 
for problem relationships. It may be prudent, however, for program leaders to 
assume that problems may exist that require resolution before true enrichment is 
possible. 

Regardless of whether such selection factors operated, it is heartening to note 
that the theoretical design of the GROW program seems correctly oriented to 
some of the most important personal needs participant couples display. 
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