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HBIPIER Ao Z2ago| Beo| ASNE: YN UY, HSTHWA, oAIAE USRI OlilE &3
Eligible patients (n=80)
- Ist recruitment (n=16)
- 2nd recruitment (n=16)
- 3rd recruitment (n=16)
- 4th recruitment (n=16)
- 5th recruitment (n=16)
v
Randomization (n=80)
[
v v
Allocation to experimental group (n=40) Allocation to control group (n=40)
- Ist recruitment (n=8) - 1st recruitment (n=8)
- 2nd recruitment (n=8) - 2nd recruitment (n=8)
- 3rd recruitment (n=8) - 3rd recruitment (n=8)
- 4th recruitment (n=8) - 4th recruitment (n=8)
- 5th recruitment (n=8) - 5th recruitment (n=8)

v v

Discontinued intervention (n=2) Discontinued participation (n=2)
- Refused to participate (n=1) - Refused to participate (n=1)
- Unexpected family event (n=1) - Sudden medical problem (n=1)
Failure to complete the measures (n=2) _Failure to complete the measures (n=3)
Analysis (n=36) Analysis (n=35)

<Figure 1> Flowchart of the trial

& 3 gom 7] egagloH, 24 §EE F 13, 24 7€ FRA s BHolu X g7|yEe] FHEAY ¥4
MR Z 53]9) Ak TR gRs A FIGn T2 IS ) ZW(negativity)s A2AZI=d FY&] 221, Gottman}
Wk As A7 vlIellA AFHE Gottmano] F-§-X Notarius(2000)%= 209l 43 @2 ATES 8 #3452
8 workshope TESIT 21d olAte] RAEXE W w{ ¢ Oedks ol AT QAN SN FRIF A
AAPE 71 A 2Af 291, HE & w19, AREE 2o digk 3HAA AAES FIAA FREAY g g
AAF 271, ARAEIAL 119] eI AEvkE T ESATh FEE Fe Zlo] olZdutal REIAASZ o MUY
A 13 T2IRE AFs] Ao T Al LT AP < gtk o]e] Gottman®] ‘Sound marital house theory’ ©]
off Fxste ARAE Fatol ARzALE AAaglon, 53 % 2L #44d ZEE ddske IR oivnt 233
o ZRIAE i & F Aol ApdREAS FUS HE e T Hoprh FRIE A2 sl Bt zlo]
AL APFERANE AAEIITE dE2TS AT7713F Bl o UE ol E I E Hv vhdetn a9 MRS dx
2 Fd T PRAG Z2 gdle) ZFojshx| UnE 9o &k Zo] 71&e] =2 aRao s & apd/dolt stk
o, d7Eel7t By o]Fo} & AFe] ZEIRG wgo R Jacobson 5(1985)2 U2 FHFAE aRATES AL
sto] AlZet A= R FSHA A7) BEE ASSSith 3 A3 A F1d B¢ 2 2 AEHE 2RANE
o3 22 37HA 739 ®gy vehdthe APE wEY
BEMA B =20 o AHA, Zeol ge AEHA FHEH FEBA(positive
interaction)”} 7181, B4, 45 FENAY 244 75
B AFelAE Kong(2004)©]  Gottman(1999)2]  “Sound Hl(negativity) 7} FastRod, MA, A543l FHH
marital house theory”E 237t &lo] sNdst BEAA =X H234A7} Z718190E Gottman(1999)& Jacobson £(1985)2)
A Z2TAE AT olgigt ATAINE wgoZ 37k F8 ¥t dojurE

ohst7ta st X 35(6), 20058 10€ 993



T E A&
7] 9% FAAA FAPASS TAHGC, ol Bl F Yt Sl A, A, B5L R ks 34
SAZ, FHAE A A9 ORlE Bhee o] Festn MR ¥R 29 S AG AAR0E T gu
w3 olo] Wt FAL F71%Th Comman(1999)0] T A WS Vehsich Wb $HHQ Bl G
AR 2k el ojs) ek Asu theat gk o glo] ol B Foldl RR) A% 19As) 28A
H9e BA WA A4S FAACE QAW olFlof 2%
o 19 AEYE Al 244 B4 28 Creating el di =07k aAg oz offed 4 Ytk

positive affect in non-conflict contexts)

Gottman, Coan, Carrere®} Swanson(1998)2 <FgZ o1 3=
g FRoAN BEE Fo AFear 344 AHA FF
2l 3L gtk g8y olu] ZFo] AW R
A 33E e EuldodE AL W oAfE dojEw
kel A ofstEr] A BA AN SAHA I
& AEIIEE B FAF Fesivty Btk Ov olE
‘o 4 2 Z A FHemotional bank account)} HHt, WA FF
7 33E e Zsleivtd 7o) AvFs delx & F
B 4 glrpa A9t ol& s vhEd 22 A F

APYE ALgTE

AR, F57F A2 w2k AeA WEAAel s of=
Aol ZQ8H, ol ‘AR T(love map) AYelEH= 7HE
FallA] olFojznh wel BRI} M whgE wiRE AF7t
A ALAA 7P 34 o] FURY £hE st

T= 3H= “oral history interview”S AMEEOo M HEI} 7}
A vl gxlel] thdt “1x]8  F7Hcognitive room)” & W EZF
5=t EA|, ‘Foletal £F3H= vlS(fondness & admiration
system) & H s} }\1i°ﬂ &l Fotstn

W, Aol B
ApAT WA «]EH o] HAA
aAA ske 71olth A, ke HAA
7 A E(“uming toward”)E 33}kstr] % 71H
o} F571 Hu] 9 g, AEsE 4 sk A 2

=M=k
77

ol
%

3wt FHRA digE e A Tl 239 ‘:]' o]
oAt A 17 A8 Ao A wheE HolA
ok= Hh-3(“turning away™)¥} TREHECZAH 7 onl7} B 3
a4 + Aok

o 2utA . FAA A FWHSHA 8H7)(Creating positive
sentiment override; PSO)
1A 344 2 AEE T FEitel A Ao
Zust st sojopnt SABAZ & /X2 £ Utk
Gottman-b} Notarlus(ZOOO)% A A1s =) Z2AHA 74

FEAA g i a8
Fue ohie PHel 53
2%

e 30t 259
o] @AM ExE

Z7(Regulating conflict)
B3xE 2459 2R F
2A4E ZEle Foly, ‘4542l F(dream within conflict)
olglz TAE B3 25 Ade de " Ee ohlY
AR ulg gk e e

A l"?“ﬂ:""ﬂ?ﬂ 59
b, 3% 2452 34 27k ez ERdo shue 84
758t A5 (solvable issue)olr, THE e AT F U
5 (perpetual problem)o]th. |4 7153t 452 AsHdo]
UAJARQD FEAlol] HgtE|o] Wshs HdFolth o] B¢ F
oAl E&AQ A2/ T FoEN EAS
248 4 JUEF Zoof T Gottman(1999)y2 F57F ks
A2k uf k% i 9-Ae] RAHo|n AXA AFEE dis)
(harsh start-up)7} 25 ostedlor Agdte AL AHst
Az 71MelE FEPA thskA A |(softened  start-up)’
g ZIFshe A, WA detEes AN FEA RS
(repair attempt)’, ‘Hj-9-24S] FF FE3P| & AT

Bl FAA

rf

=
FAE FANAE FATES

o

£ R

o)

i

ki

SopA G339 ¢ G 2BoRA 1 oldel ¥
el AAQ et $AA YoM eAF MBHoR

A&Eo) A7 AAYT AZIYHE =S 2 S 2

5 BE) o BEL RRUT FoM 0% IEE A
R R R B A P
AL AEE W ST Aololq HEFAG HRE olEd
PAE daste s 252 osle 250 US PHAD
2 olgfs BAlY S A5l FuAA el B
A4 GES B WRAA A5 wsjel FRvt S
S e Fvh B2k, T o AFL 3
N LR R =

r~1m

g = o Hu

7
(phys1010glcal arousal), & F
Z9]

5

u7b FrkskaA Avtes 9 ddh 2557 wEEd
9] thgk =y ¥k-S(fight-flight reaction) F7do] LERt=H|, ©]
ok AAH 5L 3Kphysiological soothing)dh= 7Zlo] A

o 4%tA . AR &u]2] Ff (Creating shared symbolic

meaning)

thetzt& 83l x| 35(6), 20058 10"



HEANSE EC TR0l B0 AENSE, ZYN A, ZESXYWA, JJAIAE ofsecll Ojkis &

RR7} A&Hor Ryles whEHel 259 o|Hdl: ) A NE A ¥ AAH g Y] A% ot
Qg Bol} Aote ¥, 4 Wst mE A Sol A 7Pl(tuming toward) WHES HFFO0R Agdie], ¥4
T AE 497 Btk Gottman(1999)> HH7F A2 AL 7b DB A & BEe et ofEeh 24
delH o|FAYE ek Holuh AWE A e o €zt w8 A3 fohe BowA ¥H7F 2R AY
gak ol zAle] AEABIN ojFeld F Qltkm AZLE B AE7A Az FolA 7g BEEE Az 846
u HEA FE7R) FAAQ T2 ddo] o]FoRty &0 ZR(“oral history interview”), AE WA 7td FH4
wokeh webd &el B uE HRI @A gAetn T AQl A Fuststs Alztolth ol Gottmand] ©]&
= AL FAS 2502 A% YPYAHE Wl & Y= o 19419 Qisl 2uAE A TEIWe s WE Ho
2 5= 927} "ok 2 ZAA 1AL Ztslsl=d) 238 T3 9k ARz

o] IAY @ 817 (turning towardyoll thEt 7ol HE€F

23 FAE A3l FE AFSEHE s JiR1e] Fol
Aol A¥, ghe] Her e Ald Fol dis) gdskE
“oJujof] chdt HeH(Meanings interview)” I xpi1e] A7} A
HHAAE 2 H(rituals), THLES] I, dF, EX Tl o
g FE7 MR gdde ‘e WP (Meta-emotion
interview)”©] it} o]2id HUEES T WA &, Hsh

A9 5ol Axpe] A7pEeA ofWA FAE ZRJAAE ol
st3, TEALE BRI 4 E9Y AR 3Ed nE
o] WHEE Esjof Fht

olelg olES vHoR B Afdie sivle) =z

= MEsigion, e8] A e B AEAe o
&2 v Zri<Table 1>
o A 13

Bow ARG AFEAL 2Qle]
AV, WeARA g7 59 9
Wole Bal GRS AU7 ANe wekw, A4 o

>

Fota e HAdels HPoRA, FRPA R
71, “FE7F AR Foletal EFdhE vk Askelr] 5
°2 P4 ol Gotmand o 2elA2) 1870 s
H= 7belel ASES ZEgdog e Aol ofF
A= AYE kA AdsH, Gottmane] 7
F WIAE T g 7 Al AAsta Al
S el ohz wHE HEF sto] Mz tie] gol of
= A0 Tede IRPYIL, AR Folstl EFshe vk
2 A EAAL gestgiEd, 70719 B8t HY A
FLES UFTO1TJ— eAE Folsta Z‘—%‘—o}* o

ol2 wj$zjelA s}
SR, A7,

CHEr2t S 88| X| 35(6), 2005 10€

o

Aasls 11, YA EAL7E “oral history interview” I}

o A 43 BRAE0) 49, tspgd, EAdel o )
g ge A1 POEH zﬂialé;% 53 Ad AP

ks ixé“&‘ﬁ%ﬁ( ‘:"dﬂ] ‘?Hﬂ’\] o271, e 9F
3 wolZolw B W, WAIRE 9T AR WE
7l) AAE b8l 2]l(four horsemen) I 3|7b WS

gFog Wj$1 ‘?“;%?}E}. ]L Gottman2] °©]&92] 3¢4

2EE i A ArtSeM Y 94, BE, 98 F2 ©
AhEA, F57F AL Ho vl A Fadt
A olF|rta e MY wg FRFoEM, T
o] AT MEL Su|E A FxdE A 2
t} o]= Gottman®] ©]&9] 3¢tA £ X&£ZFH0F wHEE
' A% did AHe ZESY T 4949 A
ou] T/ FFS =Moo T wE ot FAT it
o} AL A5 ojHel wAX w2k HH Al
st Aelel A58FE YT F, ol d4dEAl
ArE| B2 ALSL S RE X FEZo] PYIt] HelHoR
R3arsich

S

o AEREE

2 AFdA=

Az 2 =437 9ol Roach, Frazier
2} Bowden(1981)8] ZENELE S (Marital  Satisfaction
Scale)& Lee$} Yoo(1986)7F RHIqh3t 48%a FojA @4
b E215ETE ARSI o B 44 HER A0

(ol

995



Ag_ ,_g_n

-

£

{Table 1> Purposes and contents of marital-relationship enhancement program

Title of session

Purposes

Contents

Session 1:

Orientation & Evaluation

*Psychiatrist,
Social worker

1. Overall orientation is given and
participants are introduced.

2. Couple will be motivated and
prepared the participation of program.

1. Introduction of participants through warming-up with game
format.

2. What is healthy marital relationship?

- Seven factors of happy/unhappy couple

- Self-assessment of couple

(Assess the strength and weak point of couple using Gottman

checklist)

Session 2:
Creating positive
affect (1)

*Mental
health nurse,
Social worker

Couple will be able to process their own
interaction and make it better. Ultimately,
marital friendship will be rebuilded in the
process of reinforcement for positive
affect and strength each other.

1. Love map game
Spouses establish a baseline in their knowledge of one another
and begin to become better known. Partners take turns
selecting a card from the 'Love Maps' deck and try to answer
the question on the card.

2. Fondness and admiration
Using the Gottman “I Appreciate ---” Adjective Checklist,
partners take turns selecting the three or five of 72 adjectives
and share their responses and explain their choices.

Session 3:
Creating positive
affect (2)

*Mental health nurse,

Couple will be able to have the emotional
bank account and the idea of turning
toward versus turning away, so that they
can evaluate the strengths they wish to
build in their marriage.

—_

. Turning toward
Using the Gottman Turning Toward Checklist, partners select
the things they wish to be doing more together, and discuss
their responses and come up with a consensus.

2. Oral history interview

Partners describe how they met and talk about the various

Psychologist periods in their relationship, especially about positive
memories. These memories reinforce the marital friendship.
Session 4: Couple will understand the difference 1. Perpetual issues versus solvable issues

Regulating conflict

*Mental health nurse,

Psychologist, Psychiatrist

between solvable and perpetual problems
and they will learn the various skills of
conflict regulation.

- Using the Checklists about each issue, couple understand the
difference between issues.
2. Four horsemen(criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling)
- Couple perform the role-play about the negative factors of
marital conversation(four horsemen)
3. Effective skills on conflict regulation
- Softened start-up
- Accepting influence and compromise
- Repair attempts and de-escalation
- Physiological soothing

Session 5:

Dream within conflict and

shared meaning

*Nurse, Psychologist,
Psychiatrist,
Social worker

Couple will understand the partner's life
dream within conflict and create their own
shared meaning.

—_—

. Dream within conflict
Partners explore the symbolic meaning of the partner's position
and his/her fears of accepting influence on this issue.
2. Creating shared meaning
Partners explore the partner's family rituals, roles and goals,
and they share and create their unique meaning.

* Involved therapists in each session
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<Table 2> Demographic characteristics of subjects by group
. Exp.(n=36) Cont.(n=35)
\Y
ariables Category N(%) N(%) t p
Religion husband none 14 (38.9) 9 (25.7) 3.699 296
christian 16 (44.4) 14 (40.0)
buddism 1 (2.8) 4 (11.4)
catholic 5 (13.9) 8 (22.9)
wife none 10 (27.8) 7 (20.0) 2.478 479
christian 16 (44.4) 12 (34.3)
buddism 2 (56) 3 ( 8.6)
catholic 8 (22.2) 13 (37.1)
Education husband <high school 0 (0.0 0 (0.0) 3.239 193
college 2 (16 4 (114)
university 22 (61.1) 14 (40.0)
>graduate school 12 (33.3) 17 (48.6)
wife <high school 1 (28) 1 (29 1.659 .646
college 5 (13.9) 2(57
university 19 (52.8) 18 (51.4)
>graduate school 11 (30.5) 14 (40.0)
Occupation husband office work 19 (52.8) 8 (22.9) 8414 .078
service work 1(28) 1 (29
engineer work 2 (5.6) 7 (20.0)
professional work 11 (30.5) 13 (37.1)
others 3(83) 6 (17.1)
wife office work 4 (11.1) 6 (17.1) 6.202 185
service work 1(28) 0 (0.0)
engineer work 1 (28) 0 (00
professional work 10 (27.8) 17 (48.6)
home maker 20 (55.5) 12 (34.3)
Income 2000-3000 10 (27.8) 10 (28.6) 505 918
(thousand won/month) 3000-4000 14 (38.9) 12 (34.3)
4000-5000 4 (11.1) 3 (83)
>5000 8 (22.2) 10 (28.6)
Type of marriage love marriage 20 (56.6) 25 (71.4) 2.881 237
match marriage 8 (22.2) 3 (86)
mixed type 8 (22.2) 7 (20.0)
Number of children none 8 (22.2) 10 (28.6) 4.666 198
1 5 (13.9) 9 (25.7)
2 22 (61.1) 16 (45.7)
3 1(28) 0 ( 0.0)
Type of family life only couple 9 (25.0) 11 (31.4) 3.299 348
couple and children 24 (66.7) 18 (51.4)
with husband's family 2 (5.5) 3 (8.6)
with wife's family 0 (0.0) 2 (57
others 1 (2.8) 1 (2.9)
zrolde 2oy ke AAE Btk HHe Fees zrade AFsty) A5 $44 AEL ohld B¢
ohfle] A9 mix7IA 2 AP TNAME 46.637 M 49.08% AP FAME 617580 65912 48 ATst Frer W
o7 1573 Axt F74 9, dixdede 28y oty B, 2ol 61.94%800M 62,628 0% oFgte] FUlRE B
s WAk AR AEREEE FHSFE s FEAL £ Ak FHe AT AT E 64255004 6638 R
A3 A3 s oh 25 F Aegkel] #8 Apelrt 9l 24 Amsh Foke W, dizTellAE 63324004 63.747 C.

S THp<.001).
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<Table 3> Homogeneity of demographics and major variables between the groups

Experiment(n=36)

Control(n=35)

variables MeanzSD Mean+SD ! b
Age
Male 37.80% 5.79 37.45+ 5.46 261 795
Female 35.63= 5.69 34.80x 5.06 655 514
Number of children 144+ 0.87 1.25+ 0.98 .849 399
Age of children
First child(n=53) 8.68+ 6.62 6.28+ 6.05 1.372 176
Second child(n=37) 691+ 6.80 6.29+ 6.37 279 782
Third child(n=1) 25+ 0.00 0.00+ 0.00
Years of marriage 8.55+ 6.74 691+ 5.75 1.102 274
Wife
Marital satisfaction 4697+ 6.10 4731+ 439 -0.27 0.078
Positive affect 61.75+ 7.32 61.94x 599 1.89 0.063
Conflict regulation 56.94+ 7.32 56.17+ 4.79 0.54 0.600
Four horseman 66.13+15.10 67.02£11.19 -0.28 0.779
Husband
Marital satisfaction 47.63+ 8.78 48.14% 6.14 -0.27 0.781
Positive affect 64.25+ 7.89 63.62+ 5.79 0.37 0.706
Conflict regulation 59.36= 8.19 58.65+ 7.22 -0.29 0.773
Four horseman 60.22+16.48 61.51£14.51 0.38 0.703
<Table 4> Comparisons of changes in major study variables between the two group
. Experiment(n=236) Control(n=35)
Variable Mean+SD Mean+SD P b
Wife
Marital satisfaction pretest 46.97+ 6.10 47.31+ 4.39
posttest 48.94+ 458 47.08+ 3.87 37.73 0.000
Positive affect pretest 61.75+ 7.32 61.941 5.99
posttest 6591+ 5.83 62.62+ 5.67 5.96 0.017
Conflict regulation pretest 56.94= 7.32 56.17+ 4.79 :
posttest 60.44+ 5.86 56.48+ 4.98 61.28 0.000
Four horseman pretest 66.13£15.10 67.02+11.19
posttest 64.02+13.21 66.82+10.77 8.22 0.005
“Husband
Marital satisfaction pretest 47.63« 8.78 48,14+ 6.14
posttest 49.08+ 7.51 48.00+ 5.20 14.22 0.000
Positive affect pretest 64.25+ 7.89 63.62+ 5.79
posttest 66.38+ 5.89 63.74+ 5.51 3545 0.000
Conlflict regulation pretest 5936+ 8.19 58.65+ 7.22
posttest 62.41+ 5.66 59.22+ 5.81 11.91 0.001
Four horseman pretest 60.22+ 6.48 61.51+14.51
posttest 57.77£13.05 61.40+13.87 21.17 0.000

* Measured by ANCOVA with the pre-test value as covariate
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A Marital-Relationship Enhancement Program for Couples:
Randomized Controlled Trial*

Kong, Seong Sook”

1) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Soonchunhyang University

Purpose: This paper reports a randomized controlled trial to investigate the effects of a Marital-relationship
enhancement program(MREP) for marital couples. Methods: Volunteer couples from several well-being centers in
Seoul were randomly assigned either to a treatment group (n=36), participating in a MREP based on Gottman's
"sound marital house" theory, or to a control group (n=35) receiving no treatment. The content of the MREP was
provided to the control group after the research was completed. Data was collected from December 2003 to May
2004 using modified versions of the inventories developed by Gottman on marital satisfaction, positive affect,
conflict regulation, and communication barriers. Results: Participants in the experimental group showed significant
improvements in marital satisfaction, positive affects, conflict regulation, and communication-barrier scores
compared to the control group. Conclusion: The present program for marital-relationship enhancement is helpful in
enhancing marital relationships and regulating conflict between marital couples and, ultimately, may be useful to
prevent divorce.

Key words : Marital relationship, Affect, Conflict, Communication barriers
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