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CHAPTER iONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background ito ithe iStudy 

Marriage iis ione iof ithe isocial iorganisations ithat ihave ireceived imuch iattention iboth iin 

iacademic iwriting iand ithe ipublic iin igeneral. iIt iis iwidely iregarded ias iholy iand ivital iinstitution ifor 

imankind imay be ibecause iof iits iconsecration ias iwell ias isignificance ito ihuman iwellbeing. iMarriage 

iis ia ivital iestablishment iand ia iconsecrated isecurity iamongst ia imarried icongregant. iIt ibrings ibliss ias 

iwell ias ipeace ito ithe imarried icongregants, iand iprompts iadvancement iof isolid iimmovable 

irelationship i(Fowers, i2005). iAlso, iit ipromises ian iexceptional iyield iwith irespect ito irelationship 

ifulfilment iand isatisfaction.Marriageiis icompletely iobserved ifor ifriendship iand ilove isuggests 

ifulfilment. iThe imarriage iinstitution iinvolves ienthusiastic iand ilawful icommitment ithat iis ivery 

ibasic iin iany igrown-up ilife ias iit iplays ian iextremely icritical ipart iin ithe isolid iweb iof iconnections iof 

igiving ihelp iand iinsurance. iA isuccessful imarital ilife iought ito idevelop iand igrow isteadily ifrom 

icomprehension iand inot idrive; ifrom igenuine isteadfastness iand inot isimply isheer iliberality. iDespite 

iits isacredness iand iimportance, ithe imarriage, iespecially iin ithe icontemporary iage, iis ifaced iwith 

imyriad iof ichallenges. iThe ichallenges ifacing imarriage iwhich iis ioften imultifaceted iand 

idimensional iin inature, icould be idepressive. iMarriage ifoundation iis ione iof ithe iinstitutions ithat 

ihave ibeen idefiled iwith ithe ideveloping ipattern iof iworldwide imarital ibrutality iand idelayed idistress, 

iamong iothers iand ithereby iprompting iwretchedness. iIn isome icases, iit imight iprompt isuicide 

ibecause iof ifailure ito iacknowledge iset idesires ifulfilment. 

Meadows et.al (2015) define marital distress as a different state from the usual ups and 

downs of a marriage. It is a state in which distress married congregantsfeel fundamentally 

dissatisfied with their relationship. Moreover, the trend of their discomfort does not become 

intermittent but constant. It was further stated that in a state of marital distress, married 

congregants with high level of distress are given to regular fighting or conflict which remains 

unsolved and they become exhausted with attending alienation and communication breakdown. 

Gurman and Fraenkel, (2002). Further define marital distress as a condition in which 

married congregants in a committed relationship continue to experience a high level of 

dissatisfaction about their relationship with an accomplice distressed feelings. Also, it might 
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involves a partner to be experiencing the relationship as distressed, while the other partner is not. 

While to be legally married can never be a barrier to experiencing marital distress. 

Also, isome iissues iconfronting iconjugal irelationships iprovoke imarital idistress. iIt iis 

iordinary ithat ieveryone iwho iis ihitched imay iexperience itrouble iin ithe ilong irun iin imarriage, iend iup 

ibeing ialtogether idisappointed iand ivexed iabout itheir imarriage. iWhen ihitched iindividuals iare 

ilooked iwith imisery iand ianguish iand ithey iget ito ithe ipoint ithat ithe iimpact ion itheir iexistence iis 

igenuinely iundermined, isuch iindividuals iare isaid ito ibe igoing ithrough imarital idistress. i 

De iMead i(2002) iconceives iof ifundamental idissatisfaction iin irelationship ito ibe iconditions iwhen 

imarried icongregants ifeel icorrespondence iand ibasic ireasoning ichallenges; ia ibelief ithat iit iis 

idifficult ito icollaborate; iand iencounter iissues ienduring ieach iother's idifferences. i 

Marital idistress ioccurs iwhen imarried icongregants iface iactive ior iphysical iconflicts ior 

iissues ithat iundermine ithe irelationship. iOrdinarily, iit imay ibe iexpected iof imarried icongregants ito 

iexperience ichallenges iand iperhaps iquarrel ifrom itime ito itime. iHowever, iwhen imarital iissues 

iaffect ithe imarried icongregant isuch ithat, iin ithe iend ithey iare ifundamentally ipuzzling iand iupsetting 

ithe irelationship, ithey iare iconsidered ias igoing ithrough iwhat iis icalled imarital idistress. i 

There iare imany iissues ithat ican iincite imarital idistress. iThese iincluding, ibut inot ilimited ito, 

ipoor icorrespondence, iinconvenience ito iissues i(provoking icombat ivisits), ilack iof iassociation iwith 

iphysical iforce iand ivitality, isexual idifficulties, itreason, imisuse iof imaterials, ifamily iabuse, ireal 

ichanges, iand inegative ilife ievents, i(such ias ithe ideath iof ia icompanion ior irelative). iBalogun, i(1999) 

ihas iremarked ithat i20% iof ievery imarried icongregant iin ithe iUnited iStates iexperience imarital 

idistress iat iany itime, iwhich iis ialso ihappening iin iAfrica, iespecially iNigeria. iAccording ito irecent 

icensus idata i(1991) isupported iby iOluwole i(2018), ian iaverage iof i50% of marriage iis inot 

isuccessful. iThose imarriages ithat itagged isuccessful iare ioften itime ibeclouded iwith iunhappiness 

ithis ileads ito iuntold ihardship iin imarriages. iA ivery ihigh ipercentage ichooses ito imarry iat ileast ionce, 

iand inearly i75% iof idivorced iones ichoose ito iremarry. i 

Similarly, iOsiki, iAremu, iand iBalogun i(1999) iopine ithat iabout i20% iof itheir istudy 

ipopulation icould ibe igoing ithrough imarital idistress iat iany imoment iin itime iand ithat iten ito ififteen 

ipercent iof iindividuals iseparate iin ithe ifirst ifour iyears iof imarriage, iand ionly i70% imake iit ithrough 

ithe ifirst idecade iof imarriage. iAnimasahun iand iFemi i(2011) imaintain ithat ithe iseeming 

iunresolvable iconflict iin imarriages iis icaused iby ithe iearly-age iat imarriage iwhich ileads ito imarital 

idistress iat iall icircumstances. iThey ifurther istate ithat iwhen imarried icongregants iare inot 
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imatureiphysically, iemotionally iand iintellectually ito ihandle imarital iconflicts iwith ipatience, 

iperseverance iand iunderstanding ithey ideserve, iconflicts iand iconsequent ibreak iups ibecome 

iimminent. iAmong ithose iwith isignificant ilevels iof imarital idistress, i15% ihad iconcurrent imood 

idisorders, i28% ianxiety idisorders, iand15% ialcohol ior isubstance iuse idisorders. iTypically, ithe irates 

iof ithese idisorders iwere idouble ifor ithose iwho iexperienced imarital idistressed icompared ito ithose 

iwho iwere inot. 

To ilend icredence ito ithe iabove isubmissions, iinference icould ibe idrawn ifrom ia inumber iof 

inational idailies. iEvelyn iUsman iand iMonsuru iOlowoopejo, ireported ifrom iVanguard, i i4th iof iMay 

i(2018), ithat ia ifemale ilawyer who was i47years old istabbed iher i50 iyears iold ihusband ito ideath and 

his ichopped ioff igenitals iin iLagos. iAlso, iEmmanuel iAddeh ireported ifrom iThis iDay, iFebruary i8, 

i(2018) iof ia i30year-old iwoman isentenced ito ideath iby ihanging ifor iallegedly istabbing ihusband ito 

ideath iin iBayelsa. iAgain, iit iwas ireported iby iNwafor iSunday iof ithe iVanguard ion i7th iMarch, i(2018) 

ithat ia iwoman iin iAbuja ihad ibeen igranted ibail iafter iallegedly ikilling iher ihusband idue ito iinfidelity. 

iA ireport ifrom iOlufemi iAtoyebi iof ithe iPunch idated i27th iNovember, i(2017) ireveals ithat ia ifemale 

ilawyer ihad ibeen isentenced ito iseven i iyears iin iprison ifor ikilling iher ihusband iwith iknife iafter ia 

idisaggreement ion iFebruary i2, i(2016) iat itheir iresidence iin iAkobo iArea iof iIbadan. iEqually, iSamuel 

iOyadongha iof ithe iVanguard, ireported ion ithe i7th iNovember, i(2017) iof ia iDelta iman iaged i24, iwho 

iallegedly ikilled ihis i21year iold iwife iwith ia imachete iduring ifishing idue ito idisaggreement. iIn 

iaddition ito ithese ireports iis ithe ione imade iby iOnazure iDania iof ithe iVanguardon ithe i8th iMay, 

i(2018) iof a iDanish inational, iaged i53, iwho ikilled ihis iwife iand ia i3 iyear iold idaughter iin iBanana 

iIsland, iLagos. i 

There iare ia ilot iof ievidences ithat iindividuals iwho iencounter ivarious ichallenges iin itheir 

imarriages iare iprone ito ihave ia ivariety iof ipsychological ichallenges, iincluding idepression iand 

ialcoholism. iUnhappy imarried icongregants iare isusceptible ito ibe iclinically idepressed iand 

idistressed. iDistressed imarried icongregants, iare ialso imore isusceptible ito iphysical iand irelated 

ihealth iproblems.(Olarinmoye, i1998) maintain that spouses iwho iare ifacing imarital iturbulences 

iexperience iviolence iin itheir irelationship and that almost ione ithird iof iall imarried icongregants iwill 

iexperience iviolence iat isome itime iin itheir imarriage, iwith idistressed ispouses ibeing iat igreater irisk 

ias irevealed iby i(Olarinmoye, i1998). iMoreso, imarital idistress ican ihave iserious ieffect ion ithe 

irelationship iand ion ithe ipsychological, ias iwell ias ithe iphysical iwell-being iof ian iindividual ispouse. 

iProblems iof ibehaviour iin iyoung iones iare imore iprevalent iin ifamilies iin iwhich ithe iparents 
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iareipassing ithrough imarital iuneasiness. iChildren iwho iare iexposed ito imarital idistress iare ifound iout 

ito ibe iat ia igreater irisk ifor itheir iown iemotional iproblems i(Ibokete, i2000). 

Douglas, iRich iand iStephen i(2005) iargue ithat ibigger ipiece iof iissues iadding ito iconjugal 

idistress ican ibe icharacterised iinside ione iof ithe isix ispaces: isubjective, iloaded iwith ifeeling, ilead, 

icorrespondence, iessential iand isocial-natural. iIt iis iseen ithat ipacified imarried icongregant iare isad, 

idisturbed iand ilead ion ia ilife iof iaccomplices iin idifferent iways i(Bradbury iand iFincham, i1990). iThe 

iexercises iby ithe iaccomplice iare ialways itaken iconfirmedly i(Holzworth-Munroe iand iJacobson, 

i1995). iConcentrates iattested iby i(Bradbury iand iFincham, i1990) imoreover iexhibit ia icozy 

iconnection ibetween imarital idistress iand iconjugal iissues. iA inumber iof iindividuals iencounter 

imarital idistress iand iexperience iobliterating ilevel iheaded idiscussion iand iconflicts iyearly. 

iAvailable idocumentation iconfirm ithat imarital idistress iand idisintegrating iof ithe ifamily iis 

iassociated iwith ia ibroad iassortment iof iresults ifor ithe ichildren iincluding iissues iidentifying iwith 

imental ithriving, iparticular ichange, ichild iimmediate, iphysical icondition iand ibudgetary 

iaccomplishment i(Booth iand iAmato, i2001). 

Whisman, iBeach iand iSnyder i(2008) reported ithat imarital idisappointment ithat iwere irated 

ihigh iwere iconnected iwith ilarger iamounts iof iextramarital iundertakings, iseparation iand ipartition. 

iDistressed iwedded ipeople ispeak iless iabout ipractices ithat iare isure iand ifulfilling. iThe icouple istay 

istandoffish iand iimpartial iwhen icontrasted iwith inon-distressed iwedded ipeople. iThis isort iof 

iconduct iis iseen iin italk iand iadditionally inonverbal imethods ifor icorrespondence ibetween 

iaccomplices i(Holtzworth-Munroe iand iJacobson, i1991). iHowever, ijoy icould ielude imost iwedded 

ipeople iin imarriage ias ithey iconfront ievolving idesires, idiverse inecessities, iunpleasant iemergencies, 

iclashing isentiments iand ineeds, ilife iorganise ichanges, irequesting ichildcare ineeds, isurprising 

ieldercare ineeds, idespondency, isexual ifulfilment, icorrespondence, ianimosity, imarital ipressure, 

irealism, iloss iof ifellowship, iemotional iwellness iissues iand ilow inature iof imarriage iand iit iwas 

ireasoned ithat imarriage itoday iordinarily iis iin ia icontention iand iheading itowards iunfortunate ilife iet 

icetera. iStall iand iAmato i(2001) iavow ithat ibefore idistress iis iseen iin imarriage, ithere, iusually, iare 

icertain iindexes ithat icould ibe iseen iamong icouples. iSuch iindexes imay iinclude ithe irecurrent ineed ito 

imaintain iself-adequacy iwhich iwill isignal ithat itheir irelationship iis ihitched. i 

Stress iis ian iidea ithat ihas ibecome iexpanded iconsideration iin imarriage-and ifamily ilife 

iresearch iin irecent idecades, idemonstrating ithat iit iassumes ia icritical ipart iin iunderstanding ithe 

iquality iand isolidness iof icozy irelationship. iTherefore, ia icommon iconcept iwhich imarriage 
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iandifamily ilife iresearchers ihave icome ito iterms iwith iis imarital istressor. iMarital istressor iis iany isort 

iof ioutside iimpact, isituation ior ioccasion ithat idebilitates ia imarriage. iThese ican icause istrain iand 

idisunity iamong ilife ipartners, iand ieven ifuel iseverity ithat ican iannihilate ia irelationship. iThere ican 

ilikewise ibe imore iinconspicuous iimpacts. iSome imarital istressors icould imake imarried icongregants 

ifloat iseparated iwith ipractically ino icontention ibetween ithem. iMonetary iinconveniences, 

ijoblessness, icloseness iissues, iunfaithfulness, ivarying iperspective iof ichild irearing, isubordinate 

irelative, ithe idemise iof ia iyoung ione iand iconflicts iwith iin-laws iare iissues ithat ihave ifor isome itime 

ibeen iwellsprings iof igrating ifor imarried icongregants i(McCubbin iand iPatterson, i2008). i 

Youth i(1998) idetail ithat ifew iinvestigations ihave idemonstrated ia ipositive irelationship 

ibetween isexual ifulfilment iand icloseness ior inature iof irelationship. iThe inearer ithe ienthusiastic 

iassociation iwith ione’s ispouse, ithe imore inoteworthy ithe ishot ithat ithe irelationship iwill ibe idepicted 

ias isexually ifulfilling. iJohnson i(2001) iopined ithat isexuality iis ian iessential irequirement ifor 

icloseness iin ihuman iconnections. iAs isuch, iit igets ithrough ia iprocedure ithat iincludes iphysical, 

imental, isocial iand inatural iperspectives. iIt iincludes ithe idecisions ithat ione imakes iin iregard ito 

iassociations iwith iself iand iwith iothers. iFurther, idiscoveries iin imarriage iand ifamily ilife iresearch 

ishow ipositive iconnections iamong icorrespondence, isexual ifulfilment iand imarital ifulfilment. 

iLikewise, iit ihas ibeen irevealed ithat imarital ifulfilment iis idependent iextraordinarily ion iboth 

iproductive icorrespondence iand isexual ifulfilment. iSome idifferent iissues ithat icould ihappen iin 

imarriage iare ibrutality iin ifamily, imedication iand isubstance imishandle iand idisloyalty. 

 iLikewise, iissues iof ifund, imaladies, ipsychological iwellness iand iassociation iwith ihome 

ihave ibeen iidentified ias imarital istressors. iIt icould, itherefore ibe iinferred ithat imarriage 

iestablishments iare iexperiencing ia ifew idifficulties ithat iare iextremely idepressive ito ipeople iin ithe 

imarital iconnections. iRegularly, ithese iare iconstantly idangerous ito ifamily ilife. iFor iexample, ithese 

idepressive iindications i(which iare as ia iresult iof imarital idistress) icould iinfluence iall izones iof 

iparent/young ichildren irelationship. iIn the ilight iof ithis, imarriage ieducation icould ilike ibe 

irestorative. i 

Marriage iEducation iis ithe ipremise iof igiving ibasic idata iintended ito ienable ipeople iand 

imarried icongregants ito iaccomplish idurable, icheerful, iand ifruitful imarriages. iIt iexpects ito ibestow 

ilearning ion iminds, iand iinculcate ipractices ineeded ifor ieffective iinterpersonal iconnections. iThe 

ineed ifor imarriage ieducation ihas ibirthed ithe isub-fields iof iMarriage iand iRelationships iEducation 

i(MRE) ior iMarriage Education (ME), iwhich iis igiven ito iguide imarried icongregants iover 
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itheirelationship ilife-cycle, iincluding ithe iunattached, iunmarried, iwedded, iand ionce-wedded. iME 

ican ibe igiven ito ithe igeneral ipublic ithrough imedia icrusades, isites, itruth isheets, ileaflets, iself-

improvement iguides, iindependently idirected iinternet icourses, iand idifferent isorts iof igroup 

ioutreach iexercises. iMost igenerally, imarriage ieducation iusually itakes ithe iforms iof iorganised 

iprojects, iclasses, iand iworkshops ifor imarried icongregants iand ipeople ioffered ion ian iintentional 

ipremise. iWhile iit iis iimportant ithat ievery imarriage ieducation itries ito ithink iabout ideveloping iits 

ipush itoward imore iindividuals, igetting imarried iin ia ilifestyle iis imore ithan ijust iassembling iits 

iofficial iparts ithat iare ifreely iprogrammed ito icreate iand iexpand ibreak ipoints. iThe isocial iprogress 

ithat iblends imarriage itraining iinto ithe iinstitutional isystems iin igeneral iand ithe iday-to-day 

icompatibility iin isuch ia iway ias ihow ienvironmental iimprovements iand iindividual iprosperity ihave 

ichanged iindividual iand iglobal ilives iis iwhat iis ineeded. 

Gorman iand iFrenkel i(2002) ifound ithat imost iteachers iwork iwith imarried icongregants 

icontinuously iand ithat imarried icongregants iseek itreatment ito ideal iwith ia irange iof irelationship-

related iharassment, iincluding icorrespondence iissues, iconflict iand igender idifficulties, iand ibasic 

ithinking iabilities. iOne iof ithe iemergent iapproaches itowards imanaging ithe idifficulties iarising ifrom 

isocial ichange, iwhich iincludes imarital istress iis itheuse of Acceptance Commitment Therapy 

(ACT).Acceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)iis ian iexperimental iapproach ibased ion 

iacceptance iaimed iat ireducing iexperimental iexperimentation iand iattempts ito icontrol idestructive 

iexperiments i(Hayes, iStrosahl, iand iWilson, i1999). iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) ican 

ihelp iclients irespond iless iin iproportion ito itheir ithoughts iand iemotions iby ireducing ithe ivalidity iof 

itests i(cognitive iperception), irecognising ihow ito iperceive iand iwatch ispecific iresponses ito imental 

imisery, iand ifocus ion ithe iperceived iheadings iof ilife iand iprogress itowards ithem i(Hayes iand 

iWilson, i1994). iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy irelies ion iRational iReframe iTherapy, ian 

iextensive imedia irecord iof ihow iindividuals ifind ithemselves iin itongs iand isymbolic istructures ithat 

ihold ithem iin iconflict iwith ithe ithoughts iand ifeelings ithey isuffer i(Hayes, iBarnes-Holmes, iand 

iRoche, i2001). 

Despite ithe iway iACT ishowed icommendable iaffirmations iin iaddressing ia irange iof 

iemotional iissues iinvolving iindividuals isuffering ifrom ifears, iproblems, iendless ipain, inutritional 

iissues, iand idrug iabuse i(Strosahl iand iRobinson, i2008), this had not be applicable in treating 

marital distress among faithful in the Anglican Communion. 
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From ithe iACT ipoint iof iview, ithe iinput iand isupport ifor ipain, ibattle iand izealousness iin 

imarried icongregants istart ifrom iunchecked iand iimpractical icontrol ias iwell ias iavoidance 

iexperience iin ithe icontext iof ithe irelationship ibetween ispouses. iAvoidance iexperience irelates to 

idistantly irelating iwith ia ispouse, iwhich imay iprovoke iactive iseparation, ifragmentation iof ithe 

iemotional ior iphysical iproximity idue ito ifear iof irejection, iand iavoiding ijoint iactivities ithat ishared 

imemories. iAlso, ithe iself-concept iand idecision iabout isex iand iis ivital ito iestablishing ithe idynamics 

iof imarital istress. iThis iis iespecially iso ibecause isexual iorientation iand iself-concept iof iindividual iin 

imarital irelationship icould ibe ian iintegral icomponent iof iresponse ito imarital idistress. 

 

1.2 Statement iof ithe iProblem 

Marital distress remains one of the frequently encountered challenges in marital relationship. 

This problem is made manifest in renting of anger on spouse, breakdown in communication, stone 

walling, defensiveness, contempt, extra-marital affairs, anxiety, depression and when it persist it 

could negatively impact the health of such married congregants. The increasing trend of distress 

being experienced in houses and the society at large, for some could reached the point of profound 

and doubt about staying married. 

The effect of marital distress on families is also unquantifiable. More importantly, research 

shows the ripple effects on children from mentally distressed homes, especially when the level of 

marital distress is high, to tend to have more emotional difficulties, substance abuse and 

underachieving in their academics and life. 

Also, the unending social vices, bedevilling our society and country at large, such as, 

kidnapping, cultism, rituals, gang rapping, banditries, robbery and the hydra-headed problem of 

terrorism are all products of homes that are going through distress. This is not far fetch, because of 

the eroding of quality value system and sound principles of commitment, selflessness and the like 

on which a last home is built on.  

Another disheartened outcome in study by Mariam et. al (2015) they reported that hazard of 

divorce is prominent with couple with significantly high level of marital distress. 

Statistics regarding distressed marriages in our society point to how omnipresent and 

insidious a problem this is. Epidemiological studies typically find 20% of the population to be 

maritally distressed at any moment in time (Gurman & Fraenkel, 2002). The divorce rate has 

stabilized, with approximately half of all marriages ending in divorce. Ten to fifteen percent of 
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couples separate in the first four years of marriage, and only 70% make it through the first 

decade of marriage. 

Whisman (1999) found a strong association between marital distress and the prevalence 

of psychiatric disorders in general, and that of each of the 15 major groups of psychiatric dis- 

orders. Typically, rates of these disorders were double for those who were maritally distressed 

compared to those who were not. Among those with significant levels of marital distress, 15% 

had concurrent mood disorders, 28% anxiety disorders, and 15% alcohol or substance use 

disorders. Numerous studies have also demonstrated the impact of marital distress on physical 

health, decreased work productivity, and on the frequency and severity of problems in children 

(the latter especially in marriages in which there are high levels of conflict) (Snyder & Whisman, 

2004). Given its impact, it is no surprise that marital distress is the most frequent problem for 

which people seek psychotherapy, with a full 40% of clients surveyed reporting this as the reason 

they sought treatment (Gurman & Fraenkel, 2002). 

While this problem is being down played in various sector due to the factors of civilization, 

it has given birth to single parents – single mothers and fathers either divorced or not known as 

“Baby Mama’s and Baby Papa’s”, that is fasting become fashionable and a way of life among adults 

who do not valued long-term committed relationships. 

More so, that literature have really proof to be a serious problem, given the facts the 

challenges it continues to pose to our country and in recognising the purposeful iexertion iput iinto 

ipast iexaminations ion imarital irelationship, ibliss iand ifulfilment. I feel very strong that psychologist 

could use two therapeutic interventions, Marriage Education 

(ME)andAcceptanceCommitmentTherapy(ACT) as it has being used in order studies or area 

before, such as in the treatments of anxiety disorder, and some other psychopathological marital 

challenges and that if this is used in addressing marital distress, it will help in solving major 

problem in the society. These interventions are ME and ACT, which has been useful in some arrears 

in the treatment of marital challenges, such as marital satisfaction, erectile dysfunctional, pain 

management, marital quality, etc. 

This two interventions is employed to be able to solve the challenges of marital distress, 

especially among Anglican congregants of which I have invested interest as Bishop of the Anglican 

Communion.  
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1.3 Purpose iof ithe iStudy 

 i i i i i i i i i iThe imain ipurpose iof ithis istudy iis ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof iME iand iACT iin ithe 

imanagement iof imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican 

iCommunion, iNigeria. iThe ispecific iobjectives iof ithe istudy iare ito: i 

i. determine ithe imain ieffect i of i ME iand iACT ion imarital idistressed i iindividuals; 

ii. find i iout i ithe imain i ieffect iof igender ion imarital idistressed iindividual; 

iii. assess ithe imain ieffect iof iself-concept ion imarital idistressed iindividuals; 

iv. examine ithe iinteractive ieffect iof itreatment iand igender ion i imarital idistressed iindividuals; i 

v. explore ithe imain iinteractive ieffect iof itreatment iand iself-concept ion imarital idistressed 

iindividuals;. 

vi. identify ithe iinteractive ieffect iof igender iand iself-concept ion imarital idistressed iindividuals; 

iand 

vii. explore ithe iinteractive ieffect i(three-way) iof igender iand iself-concept ion imarital idistressed 

iindividuals. 

 

1.4 Hypotheses 

The ifollowing inull ihypotheses iwere itested iat i0.05 ilevel iof isignificance. 

i. There iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion idistressed imarried icongregants. 

ii. There iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof iself-concept ion idistressed imarried icongregants. 

iii. There iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof igender ion idistressed imarried icongregants. 

iv. There iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand iself-concept ion idistressed 

imarried icongregants. 

v. There iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand igender ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants. 

vi. There iis ino isignificant iinteractive ieffect iof iself-concept iand igender ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants. 

vii. There iis ino ithree-way iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment, iself-concept iand igender ion 

idistressed imarried icongregants. 
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1.5 Significance iof ithe iStudy 

 The ioutcome iof ithis istudy icould ibe ibeneficial ito imarried icongregants, the ipre-married, 

imarriage ieducators, iclinicians, ior itherapist iand ithe ilarger iworld iof iresearchers iin iNigeria. iMore 

iso, ithe ioutcome iof ithis istudy iserves ias ia iprecursor ifor imarried icongregants iin iOndo iState ito ibetter 

ienlightened ithem ion ihow ito imanage imarital idistress ieffectively, ithrough ia iproper iorientation ion 

ithe iutilisation iof iME iand iACT ito iovercome ithe idemands iof imarital ichallenges iin ifacilitating ia 

ihealthy iand ilasting irelationship. 

Again, ithe iresult iof ithis iresearch icould ibe iof iessential ito icounselling ipsychologist, iin 

ihandling iethical imatters iin ithe icourse iof ithe idischarge iof iprofessionally ibased icounselling 

ipractices. iIn iaddition, iit iguided itherapists ito ioffer itherapy ito iclient iwhere ino ievidence iof 

ieffectiveness iexists. 

Also, ithe ioutcome iof ithis istudy icould ibe iof igreat ihelp ito igovernment, iespecially iwith ia 

iparticular ireference ito ipolicy imaking iin iNigeria iwhich iwould ifacilitate ihealthy imarriage ilife ithat 

iwould iin iturn iserve ias ia imotivation ito iworkers iin ibringing iabout iincrease iin iproductivity iand ithe 

idelivery iof iquality iservices. 

The ioutcome iof ithis istudy icould ias iwell, igive ithe igovernment iagencies ithe irightful 

iperception iand ivalue ijudgment iin isensitizing ithe ipublic iof irightful iinformation ion ithe 

idevelopment iof icounselling ioutlets ior iclinics irather ithan ithe ihuge iamount iexpended ion idrugs 

iyearly. 

The ifindings iof ithis istudy icould ialso iassist imarriage icounsellors iin ithe ichoice iof itherapies 

ias iME iand iACT icould igo ia ilong iway ito iaddress imarital ichallenges. 

More iimportantly, ithis istudy iwill iadd ito ithe ifrontier iof iknowledge, iparticularly ithe 

iliterature ion imanagement iof imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. 

 

1.6 Scope iof ithe iStudy 

This istudy iinvestigates ithe ieffects iof iME iand iACT iin ithe imanagement iof imarital idistress 

iamong imaried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria. iThe 

iProvince iof iOndo ithat iis ipresently iwitnessing ihigh irate iof imarital idistress iamong iher icongregants 

iwas ipurposively iselected, iwhile itwo idioceses i(Ondo iand iOwo) iwere irandomly iadopted. iThe  

iCathedral iof iOwo  iDiocese,Ondo  iCathedral iand  ithe imain  iParish  iChurch  iin  iBolorunduro 
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iunder  ithe iDiocese iof iOndo  iwere ipurposively iselected.  iThe istudy ialso idetermined 

itheioverriding iinfluence iof iself-concept iand igender ias imoderating ivariables ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants iused ifor ithis istudy. 

 

1.7 Operational iDefinition iof iTerms 

The ifollowing iterms iare idefined ias iused iin ithe istudy: 

Marriage Education: iMarriage Educationiis ithe iact iof iproviding ibasic iinformation idesigned ito 

ihelp imarried icongregants ito iachieve ilong-lasting, ihappy, iand isuccessful imarriages. 

Acceptance Committee Therapy: irefers ito ia iunique iempirically ibased ipsychological iintervention 

ithat iuses iacceptance iand imindfulness istrategies, itogether iwith icommitment iand ibehaviour ichange 

istrategies, ito iincrease ithe ipsychological iflexibility iof idistressed imarried icongregants. 

Married izCongregants: iThis iis ian iindividual imale ior ifemale iwho iare ialready iin ia imutual 

irelationship ias ihusband iand iwife iwho iare iexperiencing idistress iin itheir irelationships. 

Marital iDistress: iIt iis ia isituations iin iwhich imarried icongregants iexperience i icommunication i iand i 

iproblem i isolving i idifficulties, i ifind i iit i idifficult i ito i iwork itogether, iand ihave idifficulty iaccepting 

ieach iother’s idifferences. 

Marriage: iA ilegally ior iformally irecognised iunion iibetween ia iman iand ia iwoman iwho ihad igiven 

itheir iconsent ito ieach iother ito ilive ithe irest iof itheir ilife's itogether iuntil ithey iare iparted iby ideath. 

Gender: iThe istate iof ibeing imale ior ifemale i(typically iused iwith ireference ito isocial iand icultural 

idifferences irather ithan ibiological iones). 

Self-Concept: iAn iidea iof ithe iself-constructed ifrom ithe ibeliefs ione iholds iabout ioneself iand ithe 

iresponses iof iothers. 
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CHAPTER iTWO 

REVIEW iOF iRELATED iLITERATURE 

 

 In ithis ichapter, irelevant iexisting isources ion iMarriage iEducationi(ME) iand iAcceptance 

iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) ion imarital idistress iwere ireviewed. iThe irelated iliterature 

wasireviewed iboth itheoretically iand iempirically ias ioutlined ibelow: i 

 

2.1 Conceptual iBackground 

2.1.1.1 iMarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants 

Marriage iis ia iformal isocial irelationship ibetween ia iman iand ia ilady. iIt iis ia irelationship 

iwhich iunderwrites isex iand isexual icommitment ibetween icompanions. iIn idifferent isocieties, 

iindividuals iget imarried ifor idifferent ireasons. iFor isome, iit iis isolely ifor igratification ifor isome 

iothers, iit iis iwith ithe igoal iof iprocreation iwhile ia inumber iof iothers ienter iinto imarriage ifor 

ieconomic ireasons ieither ito ihide iunder ithe idefencive iwings iof ithe iproposed irich imate ior ito isecure 

iwork, iwhich ithey iconsider ias ipromising ifor iimproving itheir ieconomic istatus. iAccording ito 

iImhonde, iAluede iand iIfunanyachukwu i(2008), imaking iprogress iin imarital irelationship ifor ithe 

iindividual iconcerned iand isociety iis ia itough ierrand. iMarriage icalls ifor imodification ias ithe 

irelationship ican ihave ieither ia ipositive ior ia inegative ieffect ion ithe iphysiological iand imental 

iprosperity iof ithe imarried icongregant. iIn iany icase, ievery imarriage ihas iits iown iparticular 

iexceptional idevelopment iand iin iaddition istruggle idesigns. iIndividuals iget ihitched iwith ithe 

iexpectation iof ihaving ia icheerful imarriage, iwhich iis iconceptualised ias ia ifruitful imarriage. 

iSpannier ichampioned ia icontention iin ithe iyear i1976 ithat iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ithis iidea imay 

iappear ito ibe iquestionable, ithe ideveloping ifield iof iresearch ihere irequests iconsideration ifrom 

iscientists icrosswise iover idifferent iareas. iIn ithis iway, imarital idistress iis ia ivital izone iof iconcentrate 

ias iuncovered iby imomentum islant iwhich ihas ibeen iseen iby iscientists iworried iabout imarital 

irelationship, iAlder, i(2010). i 

In ian iAmerican iinvestigation, ispecialists inoted ithat iwith iabout i50% iof ithe ifirst imarriages 

iended iin iseparation iwithin ithe ifirst iten iyears i(Faust iand iMckibben, i2009). iRecognise igiven ithat 

ihigh imarriage idistress irates iare ioften irepeated idue ito imarital idisarray, imonitoring iresearch ihas 

iprogressively iexamined ithe iindicators iof iachievement iand inarrowness iin ithe irelationship. iDespite 

ithe ifact ithat imarriage iregulation ican iprovide idifferent ipsychosocial ibenefits, idivision 
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iandiseparation ihave ibeen iassociated iwith imany inegative iand imental ioutcomes i(Prigerson, 

iMaciejewski iand iRosenheck, i2009; iPrince iand iJacobson, i2005). iMarital idisturbance iand iconflict 

ihas ibeen ishown ito ibe ia isignificant irisk ifactor ifor iboth iphysical iand imental iissues i(Pich iand 

iNelson, i2000; iPrince iand iJacobson, i2005; iGutman, i2009). iIn icontrast ito isurvival, imarriage ihas 

ibeen iassociated iwith imental ibenefits isuch ias imortality ireductions iand irisk-taking ipractices, 

iincreased ivalidation, iconsistency iwith irestorative itherapy isystems, isexual iachievement, ithe iright 

ito imoney, iand icommercial icompensation i(Waite iand iGallagher, i2000). 

Marital idistress iand iseparation i ihave ibeen irelated iwith idiminish iin imental iprosperity, 

isexual ifulfilment, isatisfaction iand iself-acceptance, iand iincrease iin imedical iissues, idanger iof 

imortality, isocial isegregation, imoney irelated istrain, inegative ilife ioccasions, imelancholy, iand 

iliquor iconsumption iutilise i(Amato, i2000; iCowan iand iCowan i2002 iand iCherlin iand iFurstenberg, 

i2004). iIn ithis istudy, imarital idistress iis icharacterised ias ilevel iof iseriousness iof iissues ia ipartner 

iexperiences ito ihave iin imarital irelationship. iDanger iof imarital idistress, iseparation iand isingle 

iparenting ihave ialso iprompted ian iexpanded ihazard ifor ifamilies ito iencounter ineediness, 

iestrangement iand iwithdrawn ipractices i(Markman, iCox, iStanley iand iKessler, i2006). iAccordingly, 

imarital idistress iand imarital ifulfilment iare ivital iresults ito iponder iin iview iof ithe iexpansive inumber 

iof ipeople iwho imay iencounter iseparation. iUtilise istudies ion imarital idistress ivary iin iplan, iscope 

iand iresults, iprompting ivarious iclarifications irepresenting imarital idistress i(Gottman, i2009). i 

People ineed iachievement iin itheir iundertakings, iincluding imarriage. iMarriage iis ione iof, iif 

inot ithe imost, isought iafter iencounters iin ihuman ilife. iActually, ialmost i90% iof iall igrown-ups iget 

imarried iat ileast ifor ionce i(Schoen iand iWeinick, i2003). iIt iis iusual ifor ian iindividual ito iendeavouriin 

ia irelationship iwith ianother iindividual iof iopposite isex, ito ihave ia ifeel iof iwholeness ithat iexclusively 

iaccompanies ithe ijoining iof itwo icherishing iindividuals. iIf ihumans iare ivery ienthusiastic iabout 

igetting imarried, ione, itherefore, iwonders iwhy iat isome ipoint ido isome ipeople iwho iappear ito ibe 

icherishing itheir imarriage ido iend iup iin iseparation. i iMost iprobably, ithe ieffects iof imarital idistress 

ifuels iseparation. i 

Given ithe iabove, iit iis iextremely iurgent ito iinvestigate ithe iendpoint iof imarital idistress, 

iwhich iis iseparation. iAlarmingly, iseparation ihas iincreased isince i1857 iwhen ithe iEcclesiastical 

icourts iwere iannulled iin ithe iGreat iBritain iand itotal iseparation iwas iestablished i(Harris iand iStyrc, 

i2018). iIn ilater iyears iespecially ibetween i1960 iand i1978, iseparation irates ihave iincreased iin 

igeometric iprogression i(Strackbein, i2001). iIn ia i2009 istudy iby iCastro iand iBumpass, iaround 
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i66%iof iall ifirst itime imarriages iwere iviewed ias iprone ito iend iin idetachment ior iseparation iwithin i40 

iyears iof imarriage. i 

There iare ia inumber iof irelated iterms iand iconcepts. iThese iinclude ipush, idistress, ieustress, 

iand istressors. iStress iis icharacterised ias ithe ibody's ireaction ito ioutside icircumstances ior iencounters 

i(that iis, istressors) iwhich iconstrain iit ito iadjust ito ichange. iThese iencounters imight ibe isure ior 

inegative. iDistress, iwhich iderives ifrom ithe iLatin iword idis, ialludes ito iawful ipressure, iwhich ione 

imay iencounter iwhen ilooked iwith ia icircumstance iof idiscord ior idifference. iSimilarly, iEustress 

ioriginates ithe iLatin iword ieu, i(great ipressure iwhich ione imay iinvolve iin ian ienergising ior ithrilling 

icircumstance). iBoth iterrible ipressure iand igreat ipressure ideliver icomparable ireactions ifrom ithe 

ibody. iHowever, ithe igreat ipressure icauses isignificantly iless iharm. iSelye i(2015) iproposes ithat iit iis 

istanding iout iin iwhich ione i"takes iit iin" ior ihow ione ireacts ito ithe ipressure iwhich iwill idecide ione's 

icapacity ito ieffectively iadjust ito ichange. iStressors ifor ithe imost ipart iallude ito ithose ielements, iboth 

iinside iand ioutside, ithat itrigger ipressure ior idistress. i 

It ihas ibeen igenerally iacknowledged ithat idistress iis i"the iregular iice iof ipsychological 

iinstability" i(Beach, iSandeen, iand iO'Leary, i2000), ias ia iresult iof iits iincessant iability i(Belgium: i10 

ito i25% ifor iladies iand i5 ito i12% ifor imen) iand idiligent icourse. iDistress iis icritical idue ito iits ihigh 

ibackslide irates i(Emmanuels-Zuurveen, i2006), ilong inormal ilength iof iscenes i(8 imonths, iShapiro 

iand iKeller, i2001), iits ipoisonous ichronicity iand ialong ithese ilines ihazardous ihazard i(15% isuicide 

ichance, iEmmanuels-Zuurveen, i2006). iThere iare ia ifew icharacterisations iof idistress, iin iview iof iits 

iseriousness, iseparation, iaetiology iand icourse i(bipolar iversus iunipolar; iendogenous iversus 

iexogenous, imaniacal iversus ihypochondriac, ior iessential iversus iindividual). iThe imost ibroadly 

iacknowledged imeaning iof iclinical idistress iin iwriting iis isignificant idistress, ias iportrayed iin ilate 

ireleases iof ithe iDSM. iClinical ior ianalysed idistress iis inormally iexamined ias ia isubjectively 

iparticular isubstance iof iinfection, iwhereby idistress iis iviewed ias ia idiscrete iissue. iBe ithat ias iit imay, 

iunmitigated icut-off iscores ifrequently iappear ito ibe idiscretionary. iIndividuals imay ishow iside 

ieffects iof idistress iand idisorder iparticular ivulnerabilities ithat imay ikeep igoing ifor ia iconsiderable 

ilength iof itime, ieven iwithout ian ievident idiagnosable ipathology. 

Moreover, inot ievery iperson iwho iis idistressed iencounters iall ithe iside ieffect. iThe iseverity 

iof ithe iside ieffects irelies iupon ithe iindividual, iand ithe iside ieffects imay ichange iafter isome itime. iA 

ispecific iindication imay ihappen iamid ithe iunderlying iphases iof ithe idistress, ivanish iat isome ipoint, 

ibut ito ireappear. iMoreover, iit iis ihard ito idifferentiate iseparation ibetween iindividuals iwho iare 
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iproneito iexperiencing idistress icum imorbid isocial iissues ifrom imarried icongregants iwho iare 

isusceptible ito imarital idistress icum idepressive iprotestations. iTherefore, ithe iissue iof ihow ibest ito 

iwork iwith ipeople iwho iare iboth igrating iin imarital irelationship iand ithose iwho iare idistressed iis iof 

isignificance iutilise ianalysed 

According ito iSelye i(2012), istretch, idistress, ieustress, iand istressors iare ikey isegments iof ithe 

igeneral iadjustment idisorder iwhich icontains ithree iphases, iin iparticular icaution, iprotection 

i(adapting ito ipressure), iand iweariness i(exhaustion iof ithe ibody's iassets). iAt ithe ipoint iwhen ipush 

iupgrades iwork, imental ior iphysical, iit iis ialluded ito ias ieustress iand iwhen istretch iisn't isettled 

ithrough iadjustment iand imay iprompt inervousness ior iwithdrawal, iit iis ialluded ito ias idistress. iThe 

iAmerican iPsychological iAssociation i(2000) idoes inot istraightforwardly iaddress ithe ipart iof iworry 

iin isocial iissues, iit iclassifies iPartner iRelational iProblems iunder iRelational iDisorders iand 

icharacterises ithem ias iinteractional iexamples ibetween iaccomplices iwhich iinclude imutilated ior 

inegative icorrespondence, ior iwhich ifundamentally iinfluence iindividual ior irelationship iworking 

iand iare irelated iwith ithe iimprovement iof imanifestations iin ieither ithe iindividual ior ithe iwedded 

iperson. i 

The iconsideration iof isocial iissues iin ithe iDSM-IV-TR iis ia iminor ichange isince ipast 

irenditions ihave idisregarded ior iignored ithe irelational isetting iof idistress. iSnyder, iHeyman, iand 

iHaynes i(2008) icontend ithat ithis idefinition iis iconstrained ias iit icentres ibasically ion ithe ietiological 

ipart iof icorrespondence iin ithe iimprovement iof isocial iissues. iTo iexpand ithis idefinition ifor ithe 

imodified iDSM-V, iFirst iet ial i(2002) ipropose ia imeaning iof imarital idistress ias i"tenacious iand 

iexcruciating iexamples iof ifeeling, iconduct, iand irecognition iincluding iat ileast itwo iparticipants iin ia 

ivital iindividual irelationship iset iapart iby iparticular imaladaptive iexamples ithat ishow ilittle ichange 

iregardless iof ian iextraordinary iassortment iof idifficulties iand iconditions". iAiling iin ithis idefinition 

iis ian iincorporation iof i"non-symptomatic ilacks", iwhich iinfluence iindividual iand irelationship 

iprosperity i(Snyder, iHeyman iand iHaynes, i2008). iThese ideficiencies iincorporate isentiments iof 

isecurity, icherish, ieuphoria, iconfide iin, ishared iqualities, iand icomparability iin ipositive ifeelings. 

iThe iDSM's ipresent iconceptualisation iseems ilimited iin iaddressing iclinically iapplicable iissues. 

iHowever, iit iis icrucial ithat iit irecognises iinteractional iexamples ibetween iwedded ipeople ithat 

iinfluence iindividual iand isocial iworking iand iare irelated iwith ithe ibeginning iof iside ieffects ieither iin 

ithe iwedded ipeople i 
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Halford i(2001) icontends ithat imarital idistress iis ia isubjective iassessment iby ithe iindividual 

iaccomplices iof ithe irelationship iand irecommends ithat irelationship iissues ibe icharacterised iby ithe 

i"phenomenology iof ithe iexperience" iof ithe iindividual, ior ifor ithis isituation, ithe iaccomplices iof ithe 

iwedded iperson. iShe iproposes ia imeaning iof iwedded iindividual idistress ilike ithe iDSM-IV-TR ias 

isteady iand inoteworthy irelationship idisappointment idetailed iby ino iless ithan ione iaccomplice. 

iAccording ito iHalford i(2001), iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ithere iare icontrasts iin idetailed irelationship 

ifulfilment ibetween iaccomplices, iregularly, iit iis isurprising ifor ijust ia isingle iaccomplice ito ibe 

idisappointed iinside ithe irelationship. iSocial ilearning imodels iunderscore ithe iimpact iof isubjective 

iprocedures ion irelationship iworking. iThey ipropose ithat iperceptions imay idirect ithe ieffect iof 

ipractices, iwhich ithusly iimpact ithe ilevel iof idistress iand irelationship iworking. iThese iintellectual 

iprocedures iincorporate ispecific iconsideration, iaccomplices' isuspicions, idesires, iand iattributions 

i(Baucoum, iEpstein, iand iLaTaillade, i2002). i 

Question irelations ihypothesis iproposes ithat irelationship iissues iand imarital idistress imay 

icome ifrom ian iaccomplice's iadolescence iand imight ibe ia iconsequence iof ithe ikid's ipowerlessness ito 

ihave iits iself iand isocial ineeds imet, ibringing iabout ian iinability ito iarrange iformative iassignments 

i(McCormick, and Green, 2013). iThis idisappointment iprompts ian iensuing icapture iin ione iof ithe 

ifour iperiods iof iadvancement. iAn ioutline iof iObject iRelations ihypothesis iand ithese ifour istages iwill 

ibe italked iabout ifurther iin ithe icontent. iAs iper ithe ihypothesis, ichallenges ishaping ifuture ibecause 

iconnections iand ithe iforce iof ithe idistress iexperienced iwith iregards ito ithe iwedded iindividual 

irelationship iare idependent iupon ithe iformative iphase iof icapture iinside iat ileast ione istages. iThat iis, 

ithe iprior ithe ikid iis icaptured, ithe imore igenuine ithe itroubles iwill ishape ifuture isound iconnections 

iand ithe imore iexceptional ithe iperson's iand ihitched iperson's idistress. i 

Question irelations ihypothesis iadditionally ihypothesises ithat imarital idistress iis iidentified 

iwith ithe iaccomplice's ipowerlessness ito icreate iprotest isteadiness ikeeping iin imind ithe iend igoal ito 

ihave ia idecent iquestion i(a iman, ifor iexample, iparental ifigure) ito iswing ito iduring idistress ito idirect 

ieffect iand ito iself-relieve. iThe ihypothesis irecommends ithe iyoung ipeople’s ichild iassociate iwith ithe 

iprotest iis ian iessential ipiece iof ithe iimprovement iof iself iand ithe iability ito iframe iconnections. iThe 

iyoung ichild iendeavours itoward ithe iquestion ihave iits isocial ineeds imet. iThese iitems icould 

iincorporate ia ihuman iassociation iwith ian iessential iparental ifigure i(mother/father/sitter) ior ia 

itransitional iquestion i(a iteddy ibear). iIt iis ithrough ithe iassociation iwith ithese iitems ithat ithe 
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ichildijoins ia ifeeling iof iself iand ibuilds iup ithe iability ito iframe isound ihuman iconnections ifurther 

idown ithe iroad. 

 

2.1.1.2 Perception iof idistressed imarried icongregants 

Reports ifrom iprevious istudies ihave ishown isome irelationship ibetween idistress iindividual 

iidiosyncrasies iand irelationship iqualities. iUseful iappraisal iof ithese iattributes irequires ian iapplied 

istructure ifor icoordinating iboth ievaluation ispaces iand itechniques. i 

 

Relationship ibehaviours i 

Research iinspecting isocial isegments iof imarried icongregant imisery ihas iunderlined itwo 

ispaces: ithe irates iand icorrespondence iof ipositive iand inegative ipractices itraded iamongst 

icorrespondence ipractices iidentified iwith iboth iemotional iarticulation iand ibasic ileadership. iIn ithe 

ilight iof iprevious istudies, iupset imarried icongregants iare irecognised ifrom inon-bothered imarried 

icongregants iby idifferent iqualities iand isuch iinclude: i 

(a) i reoccurrence irates iof inegative inonverbal iand iverbal itrades i(differences, ifeedback, 

ithreatening ivibe); i 

(b) i larger iamounts iof icorrespondence iin inegative iconduct i(the iinclination ifor iantagonism 

ifound iin iPartner iA ito ibe itrailed iby ipessimism iin iPartner iB); i 

(c) i prolong ichains iof inegative iconduct iearlier istarted; i 

(d) i high iproportions iof ipositive ito inegative ipractices, iautonomous iof itheir idifferent irates; iand i 

(e) i bring idown irates iof ipositive iverbal iand inonverbal ipractices, ifor iinstance, iendorsement, 

icompassion, igrinning, ipositive itouch i(Weiss iand iHeyman, i2007). 
 i 

Previous iresearch ihas ishown ithat ihitched isolitary was imisery irelated ito ia iwide iextent iof 

icharacteristics iof ian iindividual. iHelpful iexamination iof iin iline iwith ithese iqualities idemands ia 

iconnected istructure ifor iorganising iassessment ispaces iand iprocedures. iSnyder, iCavell, iHeffer, iand 

iMangrum i(2005) ipropose ia imulti-quality, imultilevel iexamination ishow imade iout iof ifive icovering 

iassemble ispaces i(subjective, ibrimming iwith ifeeling, idirect, isocial, iand ihelper/developmental) 

iworking iat ifive istructure ilevels i(the inuclear ifamily, iindividuals, idyads, ithe imore iinaccessible 

ifamily, iand isocial istructures). i(Snyder iand iAbbott, i2002) igives ian iunpretentious itesting iof 

ispecific icreates icorrelated iin ieach ispace iat ieach istructure. iThe isignificance iof ia ispecific ipart iof 

ithe imodel ito irelationship itrouble ifor ieither iassistant ichanges ialtogether iacross ifinished 
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imarriedicongregants; iin ithis iway, idisclosures iprovides iguidance iwith irespect ito iearly ion izones iof 

idemand ifrom ia iperspective iof inomothetic, ithe iassociation iof ia ispecific iportion ito irelationship 

itrouble ifor ia igiven iindividual ior imarried icongregant iought ito ibe isettled ifrom ia ihelpful iindicative 

iapproach iand iassociated iideographically i(Cone, i2008; iHaynes, iLeisen, iand iBlaine, i2007; iHaynes 

iand iO'Brien, i2000). i 

Furthermore, iwise ieffects ioccur iinside ispaces itransversely ifinished ilevels, iinside ilevels 

iacross ifinished izones, iand itransversely ifinished ilevels iand ispaces. iFor iexample, iaccessories' 

iexpectations ias ifor ipartitioned ichild iraising iparts ilikely iidentify iwith isome idegree ito iboth itheir 

iindividual ifamily imodels iand imore ibroad isocial ibenchmarks; iwhat's imore, inonappearance iof 

iconsistency ifor isuch iexpectations imay iadd ito irelationship ibattle iand idiverse icoercive itechniques 

ifor iinfluencing ieach iother's ilead iif isocial icapacities ifor iannexing irelationship iconcerns iand 

imasterminding iadequate iassurance iare ilacking. iIt ilies ioutside ithe idegree iof ithis iarticle ito ireview 

ieach ione iof ithe imarried icongregant itrouble iinside ieach iterritory iat ieach isystem ilevel iand ithe 

irevelations iregarding itheir iassociation. iEpstein iand iBaucom, i(2002) irevealed ithat ian iextended 

italk iof iindividual iand irelationship iqualities ias iit irelates ito iboth itreatment iand iassessment iof 

imarried icongregant ipain. i 

 

Relationship icognitions i 

Social ilearning imodels iof imarried icongregant imisery ihave ireached iout ito icomplement ithe 

ipiece iof isubjective imethodology iin icoordinating ithe ieffect iof ispecific ipractices ion irelationship 

iworking i(Baucom, iEpstein, iand iLaTaillade, i2002). iResearches iin ithis iarea ifocused ion isuch 

ifactors ias irules iand iexpectations, ispecific ithought, iattributions ifor ipositive iand inegative 

irelationship ievents, iand ispecific irelationship iassumptions. i iFor iexample, irevelations idemonstrate 

ithat iupset imarried icongregants iroutinely ishow ia islant itoward iparticularly idealing iwith 

iantagonistic iassociate ipractices iand irelated ievents iand idismissing ior iconstraining iproductive 

ievents i(Sillars, iRoberts, iLeonard, iand iDun, i2000). iSeparated iand inon-upset imarried icongregants, 

itroubled iassistants isimilarly ioffer ito ireproach ieach iother ifor iissues iand ito iqualify ieach iother's 

ihostile ipractices ito isweeping iand istable iattributes i(Bradbury iand iFincham, i2000). iUpset imarried 

iare iin ilike imanner imore iinclined ito ihave ioutlandish irules iand idoubts iabout ihow iassociations 

ishould icapacity iand ilower itrusts ias ifor itheir iassistant's iexcitement ior iability ito ichange itheir ilead iin 

isome ipined ifor iway i(Epstein iand iBaucom, i2002). i 
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Relationship iaffect i 

Research ihave ialso idemonstrated ithat ibothered imarried icongregants iare iperceived ifrom 

inon-troubled ihitched iindividuals iby ihigher igeneral irates, ilength, iand icorrespondence iof icynical 

irelationship iimpact iand, ito ia ilesser idegree, iby icutting idown irates iof iproductive irelationship 

iimpact. iNon-troubled imarried icongregants iexhibit iless icorrespondence iof ihelpful iresult, 

ireflecting iaccessories’ ienthusiasm ior iability ito iexpress ivaluable ifeeling iquickly ifree iof itheir 

ispouse’s ipressures i(Gottman, i2009). iAccessories' ieffect ion ieach iother's inegative iimpact ihas ibeen 

irepresented iboth idistal iand iproximal ioutcomes. iFor iexample, iPasch, iBradbury, iand iDavila i(2007) 

iaver ithat iaccessories' ihostile imanner igoing ibefore idiscuss ian iindividual iissue iforeseen ibring idown 

ilevels iof ieager ihelp ithey iprovided ifor ithe ifollowing iin ithe imidst iof itheir iexchange. iFrom ia 

ilongitudinal iperspective, imarried icongregant’s iseparation's icharacter iperceived ifrom ithe 

iindividuals iwho iremain iin iwedlock iby iaccessories' ibasic ilevels iof iopposing ieffect iand iby ia imore 

igrounded ilinkage iof iearly ion iskepticism ito ithe ifollowing iperson's iantagonistic ieffect i(Cook iet ial., 

i2005). iGottman i(2009) iconfirms ithat ithe imost iperfect imarker iof imarried icongregants' 

iconceivable ipartition iwas ithe imeasure iof idespising iassistants iconveyed iin irecorded iparticipation. i 

 

Individual idistress i 

Apart ifrom ithese irelationship ishapes idepicting iconjugal imisery, ithere iis icreating ian 

iaffirmation ithat irelationship iinconveniences ico-vary iwith, iadd ito, iand iresult ifrom iindividual 

ienthusiastic iand isocial iissue i(Snyder iand iWhisman, i2003). iWhisman i(2009) iand iWhisman iand 

iUebelacker i(2003) ifound ithat imarried, ibothered iindividuals iwill ilikely ihave imental iscrambles 

ithan inon-troubled iindividuals, ithat ithis ialliance iconnects itransversely ifinished idifferent 

ienthusiastic iand ilead iissue, iand ithe isizes iof ithe iaffiliations iare iexceptionally ibroad. iWhisman 

i(2000) iequally iaffirmed ithat iconjugal itrouble iwas iconnected iwith isix ispecific iissue i(huge idistress, 

isocial iand ifundamental idread, isolidify iissue, isummed iup iapprehension iissue, iand ialcohol 

idependence ior imistreat) iwell ipast igeneral imisery iin iother icomfortable iassociations. i 

Disregarding ithe iway ithat irevelations iinterfacing imarital idistress ito isolitary icomplexities 

iin iexcited ior ilead iworking iinside ithe inon-scattered irange iare iless istrong, iBradbury iand iKarney 

i(2003) iconfirm ithat ineuroticism, ia igeneral islant ito iexperience ithe iworld ioppositely iwas iconnected 

iwith iconjugal itrouble. iNorthey iand iWhisman i(2002), iDixon iand iJohnson i(2007) ialso isuggest 
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ithatidifficulties ipertaining ito ian iindividual irender itherapy imore itroublesome iand ipainstaking. 

iTrial irevelations isupporting ithis ihave ibeen iobliged, ito isome idegree iby ivirtue iof iexclusionary 

icriteria isometimes irealized iin icontrolled itreatment iresult icontemplates. iA iunique icase 

iincorporates icontemplates ishowing ithat iwretchedness iin ione ior ithe itwo ilife iaccomplices ipredicts 

ithe ipoorer iresponse ito imarried icongregant itherapy i(Sher, iBaucom, iand iLarus, i2000; iSnyder, 

iMangrum, iand iWills, i2003). iLikewise, ia idemonstrating iissue irelating ito ian iindividual ibrokenness 

ipredicts iinauspicious idropout ifrom imarried icongregant itherapy i(Allgood iand iCrane, i2001). iThe 

iconfirmation ias ifor ithe inegative ieffect iof imarried icongregant itrouble ion ithe itreatment iof 

iindividual ienthusiastic ior ilead iissues iis ito isome idegree imore igrounded, ibearing iwitness ito ithe 

inoteworthiness iof iclinicians iespecially ireviewing imarried icongregant imisery iwhile itreating 

iparticular ipsychopathology. iFor iexample, iamong imarried icongregants itreated ifor isummed iup 

iapprehension iissue, ithe ilikelihood iof ireducing iin istrain iindications idecreases ias iconjugal itrouble 

imanufactures i(Durham, iAllan, iand iHackett, i2007). 

Also, iinvestigations iof itreatment ifor iagoraphobia iindicate ihigher irelationship idistress iat 

ipre-treatment ipredicts ia ipoorer ireaction ito itreatment i(Daiuto, iBaucom, iEpstein, iand iDutton, 

i2008). iA ifew iinvestigations ihave idemonstrated ithat imarital idistress iis irelated iwith islower 

irecuperation iin itreatment ifor igloom i(Goering, iLancee, iand iFreeman, i2002) iand ia imore iprominent 

iprobability iof ibackslide i(Hooley iand iTeasdale, i2009; iWhisman, i2001). iA ifew iinvestigations 

idiscovered ihitched isingular irelationship iissues ito iforesee ipoorer ireaction ito iliquor iand 

imedications imishandle itreatment iprogrammes i(Fals-Stewart, iBirchler, iand iO'Farrell, i2003). i 

Given ithe iimpediments iof isuch iassessment iin iroutine ipractice, iSnyder iand iAbbott, i2002 

iadvocate ia iprogressive istrategy iof iconsistently imore ilow idown ievaluation iwhen imarkers iof 

irelationship itrouble icreate. i 

(a) Conduct iclinical irequest iin ithe imatter iof iwhether irelationship iissues iadd ito ithe ifeeling iof 

iindividual idiscouraged ior ion iedge ior ifeeling iless iready ito imanage isuch iworries. i 

(b) i Alternatively, iutilise ian iunderlying ibrief iscreening imeasure i(the iKansas iMarital 

iSatisfaction iScale i(KMSS); iSchumm iet ial., i2006; ior iQuality iof iMarriage iIndex i(QMI); 

iNorton, i2003) ihaving iproof iof iboth iunwavering iquality iand idiscriminative ilegitimacy. i 

(c) i For iindividuals iannouncing imoderate ito ielevated iamounts iof iworldwide irelationship 

itrouble, icatch iup iwith ia imultidimensional iself-report imeasure i(the iMSI– iR) ito iseparate 

iamong ilevels iand iwellsprings iof ipain. iWhen iscreening ifor ieither iclinical ior iinquire 
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iaboutipurposes, iwe iadvocate ievaluation isystems ifavouring iaffectability iover ispecificity ito 

ilimit ithe iprobability iof ineglecting ipotential ivariables iadding ito iindividual ior irelationship 

itrouble. iThis isuggests ithe iunderlying iutilisation iof iexpansive iscreening ithings iin ia iclinical 

irequest ior iself-report imeasures, iensuring iutilisation iof ibroader itight iband imeasures ito 

ipinpoint iparticular iwellsprings iof iconcern, itrailed iby iutilitarian idiagnostic ievaluation 

itechniques ito iportray ithe iway iat iwhich iindividual iand irelationship iconcerns iinfluence 

ieach iother. i 

 

2.1.1.3 Associated imarital ivirtue iin imarried irelationship i 

Marriage iconnection ihas ibeen iportrayed iby idifferent ispecialists. iAristotle, ian iold iGreek 

iphilosopher, idepicted ifriendship iin ihis ibook iNicomachean iEthics ias ian iassociation ithat icreates 

iand iis ireinforced iwith itime. iThe iassociates iendeavour ito ihelp iand ilift ieach iother iand ithis ikeeps iup 

ihoisted iprerequisites iand iethics. iTheir iway iof ilife iand iaccepting iis iunadulterated iand isentimental 

iand ithey iare iconstantly iin ithe imission iof ia icommon iobjective. iThe igeneral ipopulation iendeavour 

ito iadjust, iright iand ichange ithemselves iin ithe iway iof ilife. iThe iparticipation iremains ireliable iand 

isteadfast iwith itime. iFowers ihypothesis irelies iupon ithe iAristotelian ithought iof ithe ifamily 

irelationship. iCharacter ifamily irelationship iaccording ito iFowers i(2005) ihas ithree imajor 

icharacteristics ithat iis ia inormal isteadfastness ito iexamine ifor ithings iand iconsiderations ithat iare 

igood iand iadmirable iby ithe icharacter ifriends, ian iability ito irecognise iand iget ito ithe ibest ithings iin 

ieach iother iwith ithe iobjective ithat ithey itogether ineed iwhat iis ifit iand irespectable, ia irun iof ithe imill 

ipoint imust ibe iaccomplished iand ifor ithis ithe ireasonable ibuddies iset iup iin ithe iundertakings 

itogether. iCharacter ipartnership iorganises iassociates itoward ithe ijoint ieffort iand iis istressed iover 

itheir ieuphoria i(Fowers, i2000). iCorrespondence iis icertain ifor ia itolerable iarrangement ias iit imakes 

ia ipleasant icircumstance iamong iassociates iand ioversees irisks iall ithings iconsidered irather ithan ias 

idealing iwith ian iissue ilike ifoes. iAn iintriguing istrategy ifor icorrespondence iis iseen ias i"moving 

itoward" iand i"repair itries" i(Gottman iet ial., i1998; iGottman, i1999). i 
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Marital ivirtue iof igenerosity i 

The iScience iof iGenerosity iInitiative i(2009) idescribes imagnanimity ias, i"the imorals iof 

igiving iextraordinary ithings ito ione's ifriend iuninhibitedly iand ibounteously", isupporting iand 

iregarding ithe iuprightness iand iquality iof ithe iconjugal irelationship. iIf ithe ipartners isee ieach iother's 

iqualities, ithe imarriage ipromises ito ibe ia imerry ione i(Fowers, iLyons, iand iMonteal, i1996). iMates 

iwho ichange iwith itheir imates, iaccessories iwho iare iset iup ito igive iup iand iforego itheir iwants ifor ithe 

irelationship, iassistants iwho ifeel irecognised iand iesteemed iin ithe iassociation itogether, iand iwhose 

iendeavours iare icontinually iesteemed iand ireviewed. iFor imarried icongregants, icharity iwas 

idistinctly iassociated iwith iconjugal isatisfaction iand iantagonistically iassociated iwith ithe iconjugal 

iconflict iand isaw iisolate ifrom ilikelihood. iAnderson and Palmer (2010) iexpress ithat, i"Liberal 

idirect iconcerning ione ilife iaccomplice iis ipresumably igoing ito ilead ithe iother ilife iaccomplice ito 

ireport ihigher iconjugal iquality. iBeing icompelled ito iendure ilittle ibackings, iverbalizations iof 

irespect i iand iaffection iand ipardon iis imost ilikely igoing ito iextend inotions iof iindividual iworth, 

irelationship iwith ione's ilife iaccomplice, iand ihappiness iin ithe irelationship." iSimilarly, 

iMcCullough, iKimeldorf, i(2008) iopine ithat i"Liberal iexhibitions iare ipresumably igoing ito icause ia 

isentiment igratefulness iin ithe itolerant ilife iaccomplice. iGratefulness, ihence, iis iassociated iwith 

ipositive iemotions, ifor iinstance, irapture." iThis iin ithis imanner ihelps iin idiminishing imarital idistress 

iin imarried icongregants. i 

 

Marital ivirtue iof iloyalty i 

In iany imarriage, iin ispite iof ithe iway ithat ithe imarried icongregants imay ibe isprightly, inow 

iand iagain, imay ibe ibothered iand ifeeling iof ianguish i(Gable and Algoe, 2010). iHowever, iif ithe 

irelationship iis ia isound ione, ithe icommitment itowards ieach iother ican ikeep iup iand ibolster ithe 

iassociation itogether i(Dutton and Ragins, 2017). iA ifrail iand ifragile ifoundation ican inever ipass ion ia 

irelationship iadequately ifar. iFor iinstance, iresolve iis ibasic iif iany imarriage iis ito isurvive i(Fowers, 

i2000). iAn iamazingly istrong iand iespecially ienergetic ipower ithat icompels ithe iassociates ito iremain 

iwith ieach iother iis iunwaveringness. iThe irelationship iis isecure ibecause iof ithese igoals iand iall 

ievents iand imeasures iare iassociated iwith ithis iunmistakable iquality. iImmovability iand idedication 

irely iupon ia icommitment ito iassociation iand isharing. iEnergetic iassistants ievery inow iand iagain 

ineed ito iget ideveloped iwith ieach iother. iSteadfastness iin ian iexchange iis iin ilike imanner ibasic. iAct 

iof icompassionate iand ituning iin ito ithe icompanion iwith icautious iobsession, iinforms ithe iassistant 
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itoifeel ithat ishe ior ihe iis ithe imost iindispensable iindividual iin iother's ilife. iAlso, icommitments ito ithe 

iaccessory ifor iunwavering isolidify iand isecure ithe imore ia irelationship. i 

 

Conjugal ivirtue iof ifairness i 

The imarriage iand ithe ifamily iare ioverseen iin ithe ibest iconceivable iroute iby idealing iwith 

ireasonableness iby ithe imarried icongregant. iThe iindividuals iassume ia ipart iin ithe iwedlock iin 

idifferent iroutes iand iwith ivarious ipowers. iHere, ithere iis ian iunlimited iconviction ithat ithe 

iaccomplice iis iplaying iout ithe iobligations ito ithe ibest iof ione i's iability. iIn ia imarriage ipart, ithe 

iobligation iof iwork iinto isensible iareas imight ibe ivalued, iyet ia isuperior isystem iis iperforming iit 

itogether. i 

 

2.1.1.4 Influence iof idepression iand imarital idistress i 

Recent iresearch ireflects ithe ilearning ithat ithe ietiology iof idivorces ican ibe iseen ias ia 

imultifaceted iassociation iamong iinside iand ioutside isegments iat ivarious ilevels. iSome istudies ihave 

ifocused ion ipointers ithat ico-change iwith imisery. iThe iconcomitance iamong idepression iand 

iconjugal imisery ihas ibeen iunderlined, iand ithere ihas ibeen ia ilong-standing iaffirmation ithat ithe itwo 

ielements iare imost ilikely igoing ito ico-happen i(Whisman, i2001). iThis ialliance ihas iappeared iinside 

ia imarried icongregant iof igathering ibased iand iclinical icases i(Beach iand iO'Leary, i2003; iDenton, 

iGolden, iand iWalsh, i2003). iThe icover ibetween iconjugal itrouble iand ipity iin ithese iillustrations iis 

igenerally ihalf, ipaying ilittle iregard ito iwhether idespondency iis ideciphered ias ian iassortment iin 

ireactions ior ias ia idiagnosable iissue, iin itests idecided ifor iconjugal iissues ior iin itests idecided ifor 

idistress i(Weissman, i2007; iWhisman, i2001; iWhisman iand iDelinsky, i2002). i 

In iaddition, iconjugal iissues iand idistress iare iamong ithe imost ipersistent iissues ifor iwhich 

iadults isearch ifor itreatment iin ian iemotional iprosperity ioffice i(Beach iand iO'Leary, i2002). iAlong 

ithese ilines, ithere iis ipersuading ievidence iregarding ia iconnection ibetween imarital idistress iand 

idistress iin ilight iof ian ienormous iarray iof icorrect iaffirmation iconcealing ia iwide idisplay iof iresearch 

idiagrams iand iassessment iframeworks i(Johnson iand iJacob, i2007, iO'Leary iet ial., i2004; iSchmaling 

iand iJacobson, i2000; iScott iand iCordova, i2002; iWhisman iand iUebelacker, i2009). iThe 

iconcomitance iof iwretchedness iand imarital idistress iought ito ibe iorchestrated iin ia ibroader 

icomputed, itheoretical iand iobservational istructure. iThe inearness iof ithis iassociation iraises ithe iissue 

iof iwhether ia icausal iassociation ibetween iconjugal iissues iand idespondency iexists i(Beach iet 
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ial.,i2008). iA iwide igrouping iof imodels ihas ibeen iproposed ito iclear iup ithis i(Van igive iin iBroucke 

iand iVandereycken, i2006). iThe icomposition iisn't ipersuading iwith irespect ito ithis iissue, iand 

iunmistakable iexaminations iseem ito ihelp ispeculative iperspectives, iwhich iare iproposed ito ispeak ito 

ithe irelationship iamong idespondency iand iconjugal itrouble. iAll ithings iconsidered, ithere iare ithree 

ibasic iways iin iwhich iperspectives ican ibe ishown: imarital idistress iprompts isadness; i 

I. depression iprompts iconjugal imisery; iand i 

II. there iis ia ibi-directional iexample iof iimpact. i 

 

Marital idistress ileads ito idepression 

Evidence ifor imarital idistress iprompting igloom ioriginates ifrom ilongitudinal iresearch 

i(Fincham iand iBradbury, i2003; iWhisman iand iUebelacker, i2009; iWhisman, i2001) iand ialso 

iponders iinto ithe ifleeting irelationship iviz-a-viz imarital idisappointment iand ithe ibeginning iand 

icourse iof isorrow, iand iimminent icompanion iexamines i(Whisman iand iBruce, i2009). iDisappointed 

ilife ipartners iwere iabout ithree itimes imore iprone ito ibuild iup ia inoteworthy iwretchedness ithan 

ifulfilled icompanions i(Jacobson iet ial., i2001). iOf iall ithe iunpleasant ilife ioccasions ithat igo ibefore 

ithe ibeginning iof igloom, iincrements iin imarital iclash ior iinterruption iwere ithe imost inormally 

ireferred ito i(Koerner, iPrince, iand iJacobson, i2004). iMarital idistress ihas ibeen iappeared ito ianticipate 

ia ichange iin idepressive iside ieffects, iand ibackslide iin ionce iin ithe ipast idiscouraged iindividuals 

i(Hooley iand iTeasdale, i2009; iWhisman iand iUebelacker, i2009). i 

 
Depression ileads ito imarital idistress i 

As iindicated iby ithis ipoint iof iview, ithe idiscouraged iindividual icarries ion iin ian iaversive 

ipath itowards ithe iaccomplice, iwho iis iprobably igoing ito iattempt ito irepress ihis ior iher inegative 

ireaction i(Benanzon, i2001; iCoyne iet ial., i2002; iKoerner iet ial., i2004). iLife ipartners iof ithe 

idiscouraged iindividual imay iencounter imore iprominent imarital idistress isince ithey ifeel itroubled iby 

ithe idiscouraged iaccomplice's ineeds iand inegative iarticulations i(Benanzon iand iCoyne, i2000; 

iCoyne iand iBenanzon, i2001), iand ithey imay ipass ion itheir ibothering ito ithe iaccomplice. iAs ia iresult, 

idiscouraged iaccomplices imay iend iup idisappointed iin ithe iaffairs iand isignificantly imore 

idiscouraged i(Carnelley, iPietromonaco, iand iJaffe, i2004). iDifferent iinvestigations ihave idiscovered 

ithat idepressive iside ieffects iat ipattern iare irelated ito ia ilongitudinal ichange iin 
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imaritalidisappointment i(Ulrich-Jakubowksi, iRussell, iand iO'Hara, i2008), ior ithat idejection ieven 

igoes ibefore iseparate. i 

 
A ibi-directional, irecursive iexample i 

In ian iextensive icoverage iin isymptomatology iamongst isadness iand imarital idistress, ione 

imay ithink iabout ihow ione ican ifigure iout iwhich istarted ithings iout i(Berg-Cross, i2007). iNo idoubt, 

ithat ithe iexisting irelationship ibetween imarital idistress iand imelancholy iis irecursive iand ibi-

directional, ithey iboth iimpact iand iare iaffected iby ieach iother i(Whisman iand iUebelacker, i2009). 

iOften itime, irelational iunions iwith ia idiscouraged iaccomplice ihave imore ithan itheir ioffer iof imarital 

iissues. iThen iagain, idespondent, idistressed iconnections ican iincite ia iclinical isorrow iin ieither iof ithe 

iaccomplices. iTherefore, ian iemotionally iunacceptable imarriage ican iinstigate iclinical idejection, 

iwhich, ithusly, ican iput ian iextra iweight ion ithe imarriage i(Berg-Cross, i2007). i 

 

2.1.1.5 Married icongregants: iAn ievidence-based iapproach i 

Marital idistress, ior i"accomplice isocial iissues," ithat iis irelated iinteractional itroubles irelated 

iwith iclinically ihuge iimpedance iin iindividual ior irelationship iworking ior ithe iadvancement iof 

iindications iin ione ior ithe itwo iaccomplices. iMarried icongregant ievaluation iis iperceived ifrom 

iappraisal ivia iits icomplement ion imutual ishapes ithat iinterface iwith iyet isurpass isingular ifeatures. 

iBut imost iindividual iappraisal iapproaches ioffer iat iany irate itoken icertification iof ithe isignificant 

icontributing ipiece iof ithe irelationship iand iwider isocio-natural isegments, ithey ido inot ilay 

iemphasise ion irelationship iissues. iIn ia imarried icongregant-based ievaluation, irelationship ishapes 

iare ithe ihidden ipurpose iof ijoining iof iconceptualisation iand iestimation iprocedures, iwith iindividual 

iand iwidened isocial isystem iframes icomposed ias iessential ihowever isecond-orchestrate ifragments. 

iMarried icongregant idistress iis iunavoidable iin igathering iepidemiological iexaminations iand iin 

iinvestigating iincluding isingular itreatment itests. i 

In ithe iUnited iStates, ithe imost iremarkable ipointer iof imarried icongregant idistress iremains ia 

idetachment irate iof igenerally ihalf iamong imarried icongregants i(Kreider iand iFields, i2002), iwith 

iabout ibit iof ithese ioccurrences iinside ithe iunderlying i7–8 iyears iof imarriage. iIndependent iof 

idivision, ithe iexamination icomposing iprescribes ithat ivarious irelational iunions, iif inot imost, 

iexperience itimes iof igigantic iunsettling iinfluence ithat iplace ithem iin irisk ifor icrumbling ior 

iindication ichange i(despairing ior iapprehension) iin ione ior ithe itwo iassociates iin ithe iend. iOnly 
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iaisolitary ithird iof imarried icongregants ireport ibeing i"greatly iplayful" iwith itheir imarriage, idown 

ifrom imore ithan ione ibit iof i25 iyears iearlier. iAround i37% iof imen ideveloped i50 ito i59 iand i20% iof 

iwomen ideveloped i40 ito i49 ireports ihaving ihad ian iillegal irelationship iat iany irate ionce iin ithe imidst 

iof itheir irelationship i(Laumann, iGagnon, iMichael, iand iMichaels, i2004). iAn iearly iexamination 

ishowed ithat ia ibigger inumber iof iindividuals isearched ifor ilikely itreatment ifor imarital iissues ithan 

ifor isome iother isort iof iissue i(Veroff, iKulka, iand iDouvan, i2001). iIn ia ipresent inational ioutline, ithe 

imost ias ifrequently ias iconceivable ireferred ito ipurposes ibehind iextreme ieager idistress iwere imarital 

iissues, iincluding idetachment, iparcel, iand iother imarital istrains i(Swindle, iHeller, iPescosolido, iand 

iKikuzawa, i2000). i 

Other ilate iinvestigations idemonstrate ithat iaggressively iharsh iindividuals iare 

ioverrepresented iamong iindividuals isearching ifor iemotional ihealth iorganisations, ipaying ilittle 

iattention ito iwhether imarital idistress iis ibeing ireported ias itheir ibasic igrievance i(Lin, iGoering, 

iOfford, iCampbell, iand iBoyle, i2006). iIn ian iexamination iof i800 idelegate ihelp iprogram iclients, 

i65% iassessed ifamily iissues ias i"amazing" ior i"phenomenal" i(Shumway, iWampler, iDersch, iand 

iArredondo, i2004). iIn iaddition, ian iexamination idone iby iLaw iand iCrane i(2000) iof iremedial 

irecords ifor i292 ipatients ifrom ia iprosperity ibolster iaffiliation iexhibited ithat ipatients iwho igot 

imarital ior ifamily itherapy iinside iand iout idecreased itheir iuse iof isocial iprotection ibenefits iby 

i21.5%, idemonstrating ia iliberal icost-adjust ieffect ifor isuch itherapy. iThe ilinkage iof irelationship 

idistress ito ithe iunsettling iinfluence iof iindividual ienergetic iand iphysical iflourishing imoreover 

ifocuses ion ithe inoteworthiness iof iorganizing iobservationally ibased imethodology ifor iassessing 

imarried icongregant idistress ias ian iadditional ito iconvincing imediation isystems iwith iindividuals. 

iResearch iunmistakably idemonstrates ithat imarried icongregant idistress icovaries iwith isingular 

iinterests iand ilead iissue iwell ipast icozy iconnections i(Whisman, iSheldon, iand iGoering, i2000). i 

 

2.1.1.6 Causes, idiagnosis, isigns iand isymptoms, iprevention iand itreatment iof imarital idistress 

By iand ilarge, imarried icongregants imay iencounter iissues iat ian iopportune itime iin itheir 

irelational iunions, iwhile iothers imight ibe iupbeat ifor ia ilong itime ibefore iissues icreate. iThere iare 

inumerous ielements ithat imay iprompt imarital idistress; ithe ifollowing iare iprobably imarital idistress 

iwell-known ireasons. 
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Poor icommunication: i 

Professionals iin ithe ifield iassume ithat icommunication igap iis ithe imost iunderstood 

iexplanation ibehind imarital idistress. iSocial icapacities ijoin inon-verbal, iverbal i(outward 

iappearances, ivocal itones iand imovements), iand ilistening iaptitudes. iThese icapacities iare ibasic iin ia 

irelationship isince ithey iempower iindividuals ito iacknowledge iwhat ito istate, ihow ito iutilise isound 

ijudgment, iand ihow ito ibear ion iin idifferent iconditions. iIndividuals iwith ipoor isocial icapacities imay 

ibe idown iand iout ior iirate iwith ihow itheir iassociates iare iacting, inonetheless, ithey ido inot ishow itheir 

ifeeelings. iIn ivarious icases, italking iabout isuch iissues irealizes idoing icombating. iNow iand iagain 

iindividuals iwill iswear ioff idiscussing itroublesome iissues iwith ia iparticular iultimate iobjective ito 

iprevent idisputes. i 

Subsequently, ithe iperson's iopinions igo iindeterminate iand ichanges iare inot imade ito 

iimprove ithe irelationship. iCorrespondence iissues ievery inow iand iagain imake ilife of iaccomplices 

ifeel idreadful iabout ithemselves, itheir iaccessories, iand itheir iassociations. iRight iwhen ia ifew ihas 

icorrespondence iissues, iindividuals ievery inow iand iagain iare iof ithe iopinion ithat itheir iassociates iare 

iaffecting ioutrageous idemands ithan ithey ican igive. iDifferent iindividuals imay ifeel ithat itheir 

iassistants iare iunreasonably ipulled iback ior idon't ishare ior iopen iup ienough. iHaving ipoor 

icorrespondence ienhances ithe ilikelihood ithat iother imarital iissues, ifor iinstance, inon iattendance iof 

icloseness, isexual iinconveniences, iand icritical ilife iprogresses icould ilead ito imarital idistress. i 

 

Arguing 

Frequent iargument iis ia irun-off-the-mill iexplanation ibehind imarital idistress. iVarious 

imasters iassume ithe isubject ibeing ifought iis iless ifundamental ithan ihow ithe idispute iis itruly 

imanaged. iIf iany iof ithe itwo iindividuals iin ia imarriage ihas ipoor isocial icapacities, ithey iwill inot be 

iable ito ifittingly isettle itheir idisputes iand iin ithis iway, ithey imay ifight imuch iof ithe itime. iIndividuals 

iwho ican't iexchange ioff, iarrange icontrasts, iand itune iin ito iothers iinto iothers iare ibound ito istand iup 

ito imarital idifficulties. iA imarried icongregant iof ispecialists isuggest ithat iit iis ibasic ithat imarried 

icongregants isee itheir irelationship ias ian iassociation. i 

 

Lack iof iintimacy i 

An iabsence iof ipassionate ias iwell ias iphysical icloseness iamong imarried icongregants imay 

ilikewise iprompt imarital idistress. iFor iexample, isentimental imotions, i(for iexample, 
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ipurchasingiblooms) ior iend iof ithe iweek idate ievenings imay iturn iout ito ibe iless isuccessive iafter 

isome itime. iDespite ithe ifact ithat ithis iis iviewed ias itypical ifor imost imarried icongregants, ia ifew 

ipeople imay isee ithis idecrease iin iromance ipractices ias ilost icherishing iemotions. iThese iemotions 

imay iprompt ia ilessened ienthusiasm ifor isexual iexercises. iCloseness imay idecay ifor isome, idifferent 

ireasons, iincluding ipassionate ipressure iand isexual itroubles. iFor iexample, iworking iextend iperiods 

iof itime imay imake ia iman ifeel idrained iand ifocused iwhen ihe igets ihome. iTherefore, ihis/her 

iaccomplice imay inot ifeel ias isincerely ior iphysically iassociated iwith ithe iindividual. 

 

Sexual idifficulties i 

Sexual idifficulties isuch ias ierectile idysfunction i(ED) ior imenopause i(which ileads ito ia 

idecreased ilibido) imay ilead ito iserious iproblems iin imarriage. iSexual iactivities iare icrucial ifor imany 

imarriages ibecause iit iis ione iway ifor imarried icongregants ito ibe iphysically iclose iwith ione ianother. 

 

Infidelity i(affair) i 

Infidelity iis ia ibane ito imarriage ilife iand igreatly ileads ito imarital idistress. iInfidelity imay ilead 

ito ifeelings iof imistrust, ijealousy iand ilack iof iintimacy. 

 

Major ilife itransitions i 

Often itime imarried icongregants ipass ithrough imarital idistress iduring imajor ilife itransition 

isuch ias ithe ibirth iof ichildren. iChanges ithat iaffect ia ispouse's irole iin imarriage isuch ias iretirement, 

iemployment isuccess, ior iunemployment imight iput ia ilot iof istress ion ia imarriage. 

 

Negative ilife ievents i 

Negative ilife ievents iare icausative ifactors ito imarital idistress isuch ias ithe ideath iof ia iloved 

ione, idiagnosis iof ia ichronic ior iterminal iillness, ibankruptcy, ior iinability ito ihave ichildren. 

 

Substance iabuse i 

Substance iabuse iis ianother isource iof imarital idistress; ithis itype iof ibehaviour icould istrain ia 

imarried icongregant's irelationship iand ithus icause iincreased iarguments. iThis iis ibecause idrugs iand 

ialcohol imay iinterfere iwith ia iperson's ijudgment iand icause ipeople ito ibehave iin iways ithey inormally 

iwould inot. iIf ithe iindividual iis ifrequently iunder ithe iinfluence iof ialcohol ior idrugs, iit imay ilead ito 
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iaidecrease iin iemotional iintimacy. iIn iaddition, imany isubstances, iincluding ialcohol, imay ilead ito ia 

idecreased ilibido i(sex idrive). 

 

Domestic iviolence ior iabuse i 

Domestic iabuse imay iprompt imarital idistress; ithis ihappens iwhen ian iindividual iverbally, ior 

iphysically iabuses ihis/her imate ior iclose iaccomplice. iBe ithat ias iit imay, icasualties imay ilikewise 

iincorporate ikids ias iwell ias iother irelatives. iIt iis iessential ithat icasualties ienduring iabuse icontact ithe 

ifitting iexperts iquickly. iDomestic iabuse iis ia iwrongdoing ithat iought inot ito igo ion iwithout iserious 

iconsequences. iSpecialists iprescribe ithat icasualties icall i911 ito ireport ithe iassault iand iget iquick 

imedicinal iconsideration. iIndividuals iabused iare iadvised ito ileave itheir iconnections. iSince iit imight 

ibe ihard ito ileave ia idamaging irelationship, iabuse isurvivors iare iurged ito ilook ifor ithe iassistance iof ia 

icompanion, irelative, ior icare igroup. iStaff iat icrisis isafe ihouses ican ienable icasualties ito ipetition ifor 

icourt-requested iassurance ifrom ithe iabuser, iif iessential. iOn ithe ioff ichance ithat ithe iabuser ilooks ifor 

itreatment, iincluding iadvising, ihe/she imight ihave ithe icapacity ito ichange ihis/her iconduct. iIn iany 

icase, ithe icasualty iought ito ikeep iaway ifrom ihaving ianything idoing iwith ithe iabuser itill ithe ipoint 

iwhen ithe iabuser ihas ishown iremorse ifor ihis iaction. iCasualties iare ilikewise iurged ito ilook ifor 

iguiding. 

 

Diagnosis iof imarital idistress i 

No isingle ispecific itechnique ito ianalyse imarital idistress, irather, icouples iwho iare imiserable 

iin itheir iconnections iand iwish ito ilook ifor icause iare iurged ito ivisit ian iauthorised iadvisor, icalled ia 

imarriage iand ifamily ispecialist. iAn iadvisor imay igive ihelpful ithoughts ion ithe imost iproficient 

imethod ito ienhance ithe irelationship iand ihow ito idiscover ibetter iapproaches ito ithe iindividual's 

iaccomplice iabout ientering itreatment itogether. 

 

Signs iand iSymptoms iof imarital idistress i 

Individuals iin idistressed imarriages ior irelationships ipersistently ifeel iunhappy iand 

idissatisfied iwith itheir irelationships. iMarried icongregants imay ifight ifrequently iwithout icoming ito 

iresolutions. iThis imay icause iindividuals ito ifeel iworn iout, iothers imay irarely ifight, ibut ifeel 

idisconnected ito itheir ipartners. iAs iproblems ipersist, icommunications igenerally ibecomes imore 

idifficult. iMarried icongregants imay ibe iless iintimate ior iaffectionate iand iengage iin isexual 
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iactivitiesiless ioften ithan ithey iused. iIndividuals imay ifeel isad, idepressed, ijealous, iworrisome, itense, 

ior iangry in this situation. 

 

Complications iof imarital idistress i 

Alcoholism i 

Studies iinvolving ilong-term, icommitted imarried icongregants ihave ishown ithat iindividuals 

iwho iare ihaving iproblems iin itheir irelationships ihave ian iincreased irisk iof ialcoholism. iIn isuch 

icases, ialcohol imay ibe ia iway iof iself-medicating ior itemporarily iescaping ione's iproblems. 

 

Anxiety i 

According ito istudies, imarital idistress ihas ibeen iassociated iwith ianxiety idisorders. iAnxiety 

iis ian iunpleasant icomplex icombination iof iemotions ithat iare ioften iaccompanied iby iphysical 

isensations, isuch ias iirregular iheartbeat, inausea, ichest ipain, ishortness iof ibreath, itension iheadache, 

iand inervousness. 

 

Depression i 

People iin itroubled imarriages ior iconnections isteadily iget idisappointed iin itheir iconnections. 

iMarried icongregants imay ibattle iregularly iand ilack ithe iwill ito iresolve isuch igrievances. iThis imay 

imake iindividuals ilearn iabout iworn. iOthers imay ionce iin ia iwhile ibattle, iyet ifeel idisengaged ito itheir 

iaccomplices. iAs iissues ipersevere, icorrespondences iby iand ilarge iturns iout ito ibe imore 

itroublesome. iMarried icongregants imight ibe iless ipersonal ior ifriendly iand iget iinvolved iin isexual 

iexercises iless iregularly ithan ithey iutilised. iThey imay ifeel imiserable, idiscouraged, idesirous, 

itroubling, itense, ior iirate. 

 

Behavioural/emotional iproblems iin ichildren: i 

The iwards imight ilikely ibe iaffected iby itheir iparents' imarital idistress. iResearch ifinding ihas 

ishown ithat ichildren iare iprone ito ideveloping ibehavioural iand iemotional iproblems iif ithere iis 

ipersisting iconflict iamong ithe ihusband iand iwife. iSome iof ithe iwards iaffected iby imarital idistress 

imay iexhibit ilow iself-esteem, ior ifeel isad, ior iwithdrawn. iChildren imay iequally iexhibit iaggressive 

ibehaviours. 
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Decreased iwork iproductivity: i 

Marital idistress ihas ibeen iassociated iwith idecreased iwork iproductivity ito ithe imarried 

icongregants iespecially imen; ithis imay ibe ithe iresult iof ipreoccupation iwith iproblems iat ihome. 

 

Infidelity: i 

Marital idistress imay icause ipeople ito icheat ion itheir ipartners. iFor iinstance, iif ithere iis ia ilack 

iof iphysical ior iemotional iintimacy ithat iis istraining ia imarried icongregant's irelationship, ia ipartner 

imay iend iup ihaving ian iaffair iwith isomeone. 

 

Violence i 

Distressed imarried icongregants ihave ia imore iserious idanger iof iencountering isavagery 

isooner ior ilater iin ithe irelationship. iVicious ior iforceful ipractices ican ihave igenuine ieffects ion ithe 

irelationship, iand iin iaddition ithe icasualty's imental iand iphysical iprosperity. iAbuse inormally 

ihappens iin icycles. iAt ithat ipoint, ithe iabuser iverbally ior iphysically iabuses ithe icasualty iand ilater, 

iabusers iare itypically iconciliatory. iSometimes, ithe iabuser iwill ideny ithat ithe iabuse iat iany ipoint 

ioccurred. iIn isome icases ithe iabuser imay iact ienjoyably iand icompassionate itowards ithe icasualty 

imore ioften ithan inot. iThis ifrequently imakes iit itroublesome ifor ithe icasualty ito ileave ithe iabuser. 

iThe ivictims iare ibeen iencouraged ito ileave itheir iconnections. iSince iit imight ibe ihard ito ileave ian 

ioppressive irelationship, iabused isurvivors iwould ibe iurged ito ilook ifor ithe iassistance iof ia 

icompanion, irelative, ior icare igroup. i 

 

2.1.1.7 Functional ilimitations iof idistressed imarried icongregants 

Functional ilimitations ican iprompt iincrements iin ipsychological idistress ifor ivarious 

ireasons. iFunctional ilimitations ifrequently iconfine ior iexpect iadjustment ito ivarious ibasic iordinary 

iexercises, iin ithis iway ibringing iabout i''a icentral ireorientation ito iday iby iday iworking iand 

irenegotiation iof icooperation iin ithe isocial iworld'' i(Bierman iand iStatland i2010:631). iThe 

idiminished icapacity ito ilive ieffectively iand iautonomously ican imake ichanges iin iexpert iand 

irecreation iparts i(Brown iand iWarner i2008; iChoi iet ial. i2007; iKelley-Moore iand iFerraro i2001), iand 

iseparating ithese iparts iis iprobably igoing ito iprompt ilost icooperation iin isocial iexercises i(Reitzes, 

iMutran, iand iPope i2001). iThese imisfortunes imay inot ijust iimpact ipsychological iprosperity 

istraightforwardly i(Reitzes, i2001), iyet imay ilikewise iprompt imisfortunes iin isaw isocial ihelpi(Taylor 
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iand iLynch i2004; iYang i2006). iDeprived iof isocial ihelp ito ihelp isurmount iobstructions ipostured iby 

ifunctional ilimitations, iindividuals iwith ithese ilimitations iare iprobably igoing ito ifeel iless iready ito 

icontrol iand ideal iwith itheir ilives, iin ithis imanner iprompting idiminished iauthority, iand ifurthermore 

ifeel iless iwanted iand iesteemed iby iothers, iwhich iwill iadversely iimpact iconfidence i(Mirowsky 

i2005; iNosek iet ial. i2003; iReitzes iand iMutran i2006). i 

The icloseness iof ia imarital iaccomplice iis iprobably igoing ito ibe iespecially icritical ifor 

ikeeping ithe iimpacts iof iphysical ilimitations ion ihuge inumbers iof ithese icomponents. iA ivarious 

ilevelled ibolster idisplay, iwhich iutilises irelationship isupremacy ito idistinguish ithe isources iwell ion 

ithe iway ito ibe ifavoured iwhen ibolster iis irequired iamong iindividuals iwith ifunctional ilimitations, 

iproposes ithat imates iare iat ithe ifront iline iof ioffering ihelp i(Cantor i2009; iCantor iand iBrennan i2000; 

iMesseri, iSilverstein, iand iLitwak i2003). iAdditionally, iin ilight iof isocio-enthusiastic iselectivity 

ihypothesis, iMancini iand iBonanno i(2006) icontend ithat ithe imarital irelationship imight ibe 

iprogressively iimperative ifor ipsychological idistress ias iindividuals iencounter ia imore iprominent 

irequirement ifor icloseness icomparable iwith iincrements iin ifunctional ihandicap. iAn ierrand 

iparticular imodel iof ihelp iclears iup ihow ithe imarital iaccomplice imight ibe iespecially icritical ifor 

iindividuals iexperiencing ifunctional ilimitations. iThis imodel inotes ithat, inotwithstanding ibeing ian 

iasset ifor ibrotherhood, iadministrations igiven ithrough ithe imarital idyad iare iprobably igoing ito 

icoordinate iintently ito ithe ideterrents iexperienced ithrough iphysical ilimitations i(Messeri iet ial. 

i2003). iBasically, imarriage imakes ia i''social ifield iof icare'' ithrough iwhich ithe imarital iaccomplice 

iaids iassignments ithat iposture isnags ibecause iof iphysical ilimitations i(Bierman i2009; iBould i2005). i 

Also, iinside imarriages, ithere iare i''set iup iexamples iof iobligations iand icommitments'' 

i(Schieman iand iTaylor i2001), iproposing ithat ithis isocial ifield iof icare imay ihold ion ipaying ilittle 

iheed ito ithe ilevel i36 iSociety iand iMental iHealth i21 iof ipassionate icloseness iinside ithe imarriage. 

iThe imarital iaccomplice iin ithis iway ireinforces isocial ihelp iand isurmounts itroubles ipostured iby 

iphysical ilimitations ithat ipoint iof iconfinement isocial icommitment. iThe ihelp igiven iby ithe imarital 

iaccomplice ican ilikewise istrengthen ia ifeeling iof icertainty iand iconfidence, ialong ithese ilines 

ifortifying iauthority iand iconfidence i(Ross i2001). iIn ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ithere iis ilittle iresearch 

ianalysing ihow imarital istatus idirects ithe iimpacts iof ifunctional ilimitations ion ipsychological iwell-

being, ilook iinto iindicates ithat ithe imarried itend ito ireport imore inoteworthy iconfidence iand 

iauthority i(Cotten, i2009), ibring idown ilevels iof idejection iand iconfinement i(Windle iand 
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iWoodsi2004), imore iprominent ilevels iof iapparent isocial ihelp, iand imore iprominent icoordination 

iinto iinformal icommunities i(Jang iet ial. i2002; iTurner iand iMarino i2004). i 

Further, iexisting istudies ihave iexamined iwhether imarital istatus iinfluences ithe iconnection 

ibetween iextra istressors iand ipsychological idistress. iFor iinstance, iKessler iand iEssex i(2002) ishow 

ithat istressors irelated iwith ifunds, ihousework, iand ichild irearing iwere iall ithe imore ipitifully 

iidentified iwith idejection iamong ithe imarried. iSimon i(2008) ireveals ithat iparental istrain iwas iall ithe 

imore iemphatically iidentified iwith idejection iamong ithe inon-married ithan ithe imarried, iin ispite iof 

ithe ifact ithat ithis ibalance iwas irestricted ito ifathers. iFurther, iEllison iand iLee i(2010) iexamine ia iless 

iusually icontemplated istressor, ia ibeset iassociation iwith iGod, iand ithey ifind ithat ithis istressor iis iall 

ithe imore ifeebly iidentified iwith ia igeneral imeasure iof ipsychological idistress iamong ithe imarried. 

iThese istudies iare icomparable, ihowever, iin ithat ithey iare iexaminations iof icross-sectional 

iinformation, iand isuch iinvestigations imay ideliver ifake ioutcomes isince ichoice ifactors ithat iimpact 

iboth imarital istatus iand ipsychological iwell-being iare inot itended ito. iOne ispecial icase ito ithis 

iexample iis ian iinvestigation iby iBierman i(2009), iwho iutilised ia ilongitudinal ireport ito iexhibit ithat 

iarea iissue iwas iidentified iwith iincrements iin iside ieffects iof idespondency ijust iamong ithe inon-

married. i 

Bierman i(2009) iparticularly iexamines imore iseasoned igrown-ups, ileaving iopen ithe isubject 

iof ihow ithe idirecting iimpacts iof imarital istatus imay ifluctuate iover ithe ilife icourse. iAlong ithese 

ilines, idespite ithe ifact ithat ithe idirecting iimpacts iof imarital istatus ihave ionly ifrom itime ito itime ibeen 

ianalysed iin ithe iwriting, ian iexample iis iseen iin iwhich ithe imarried iare iless imaliciously iaffected iby 

iperpetual istressors ithan ithe inon-married. iResearch ionly ioccasionally ithinks iabout inumerous 

iresults iin ilooking iat ithese idirecting iimpacts, ihowever, iand ia idependence ion icross-sectional 

iresearch iplans iblocks iconsidering ifactors ithat imay ichoose iindividuals iinto imarriage. iAs iwill ibe 

idepicted iin ithe iaccompanying, iboth iof ithese iissues iare ivital ito iaddress iwhile ianalysing imarital 

istatus iand iemotional iwellness. i 

Timing iis iparticularly iimperative ito iconsider iwhile ilooking iat iphysical ilimitations isince 

iexplore iexhibits ithat isocial iassets icross iwith ithe iplanning iof ifunctional ilimitations ito ishape ihow 

ithese ilimitations iare iidentified iwith ipsychological idistress i(Bierman iand iStatland i2010). iThe 

iplanning iof ifunctional ilimitations iis iprobably igoing ito imake icontrasts iin ithe idirecting iimpacts iof 

imarital istatus isince imaturing iis irelated iwith ian iassortment iof iadvances ithat imay ilessen isocial 

iassociations. iThese iincorporate inot ijust ithe iseparating iof irelaxation iand iexpert iparts iyet 
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iiniaddition, ireduction iin ithe ispan iof ione's iinformal iorganisation iand ithe irecurrence iof 

icollaboration iinside ione's iinterpersonal iorganisation i(Ajrouch, iAntonucci, iand iJanevic, i2001). 

iThe ireduction iof ielective isocial iassociations iwill ifortify ithe isignificance iof ithe isocial ihelp igave 

iby ithe imarital iaccomplice iwhen imore iseasoned igrown-ups iconfront ifunctional ilimitations. i 

In ithis iway, ithe iplanning iof ifunctional ilimitations iin ithe ilife icourse imay igive ia icritical 

isetting ito ifortifying ithe ialtering iimpacts iof imarital istatus iamong imore iseasoned igrown-ups. iThe 

iplanning iof iphysical ilimitations iis iadditionally ivital ito imull iover ion ithe igrounds ithathat isexual 

iorientation icontrasts iin idirections iof isocial iassets iare iprobably igoing ito istructure icontrasts iin ihow 

imuch ipeople iuse ithe imarital iaccomplice iin ilate ilife. iLadylike isexual iorientation istandardising 

iaccentuations iwill ilead iladies ito iseriously idevelop irelational iconnections icrosswise iover isocial 

iparts i(Kort-Butler i2009), iamassing iover ithe ilife icourse iinto ihelp istructures iof imore iprominent 

iwidely iin ilate ilife i(Windsor iand iButterworth i2010). i 

Correspondingly, iother istudies idemonstrate ithat imen itend ito ireport isocial iconfinement iin 

ilate ilife ithan iladies i(Cloutier-Fisher iand iKobayashi, i2009). iThese idiscoveries ipropose ithat imen's 

imore iprominent ireliance ion ithe imarital iaccomplice ifor ihelp imight ibe iespecially iintense iin ilate 

ilife. iThis iplausibility iis iunderscored iin ian iexamination ion imarried icongregants idemonstrating ithat 

iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ithere iis ian iage islant iin iwhich iaccomplice iconnections iare iviewed ias imore 

isteady iamong imore iseasoned igrown-ups, ithis ipattern iis imore igrounded iamong imen i(Windsor iand 

iButterworth, i2010). iSubsequently, iif imarital istatus ialters ithe iresults iof ifunctional ilimitations iall 

ithe imore ifirmly ifor imen, ithis iis iespecially iprone ito ibe iseen iamong imore iseasoned igrown-ups. 

 

2.1.1.8 Increasing irewards iand idecreasing icosts ithrough imarried icongregants itherapy i 

Distressed imarried icongregants ipresented ifor itherapy ican ibe ithought iof ias ihaving ia 

iscarcity iof ipositive iconduct iexchanges iand ian iabundance iof inegative iexchanges. iActually, iit ihas 

ibeen iarchived ithat iin ieffective imarriages ithe iproportion iof ipositive ito inegative ipractices iis 

iroughly i5:1, iwhile iin iunsuccessful imarriages ithe iproportion iis i1:1 ior iless i(Gottman iand 

iLevenson, i2002). iAccordingly, iit iwould iappear ito ibe iintelligent ithat ian iobjective iof itherapy imay 

ibe ito iexpand ipositive iexchanges iand ilessening ithose ithat iare inegative. iThe imodel iof itherapy 

iwhich imost istraightforwardly iendeavours ithis iobjective iis isocial imarital itherapy i(Fischer, 

Baucom and Cohen, 2016). iBMT iexpressly idraws iupon isocial iexchange ihypothesis iin 

iconceptualizing isocial idistress ias ibeing ibecause iof ia ilow irate iof iexchange iof iprizes. iMediation 
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iiniBMT itakes iafter ifrom ithese isuspicions. iFor iinstance, ithe iprimary iperiod iof itreatment iin iBMT iis 

ialluded ito ias i"conduct iexchange" iand ispotlights ion iexpanding ipositive iexchanges ibetween 

iaccomplices. iThe iaccomplices, iamong idifferent iprocedures, imay iutilise ian iagenda ito iappoint 

iscores ito ian iassortment iof ipotential iaccomplice ipractices ishowing ithe ilevel iof iloving ior ihating iof 

ithat iconduct i(Patterson, 2017). i 

Despite ithe ifact ithat iexaminers ihave ibeen ifrustrated iin ithe ilong ihaul iconsequences iof 

iBMT i(Jacobson iet ial., i2005; iJacobson, iSchmaling, iand iHoltzworth-Munroe, i2007) iit iremains ithe 

imodel iof imarried icongregant itherapy iwith ithe ibest iexperimental ihelp iin ithe iintense itreatment iof 

isocial idistress i(Baucom, iShoham, iMueser, iDaiuto, iand iStickle, i2008). iBMT ihas inow ibeen ialtered 

iand irenamed ias iIntegrative iBehavioural iMarried icongregant iTherapy i(IBCT; iJacobson iand 

iChristensen, i2006). iWhile iconsolidating ithoughts iof iadvancing ienthusiastic iacceptance, iconduct 

iexchange iremains ia ipiece iof iIBCT. iAn iimmediate icorrelation iof iIBCT iand icustomary iBMT 

idiscovered ithe itwo imedications isimilarly ieffective iafter iboth iintense itreatment iand iat itwo-year 

idevelopment i(Baucom, iand iGeorge, i2006). i 

Different imodels iof imarried icongregant itherapy ido inot iconceptualise isocial idistress 

ispecifically ias ifar ias iconduct iexchange iyet ione imight isay ithat iincreasing iactual iexchanges iand 

ireducing inegative iexchanges iis inatural iin iall iways ito ideal iwith imediation iwith imarried 

icongregants. iFor iinstance, iin ifeeling icentred itherapy ia idefinitive iobjective iis ito itake iout imeans iof 

iconduct ithat iinvolve inegative iexchanges iand icultivate ithe irise iof inew icycles iwhich iwill ibe imore 

iportrayed iby ipositive iexchanges i(Johnson iand iDenton, i2002). iSo ialso, iin iarrangement icentred 

itherapy i(de iShazer, i2008), ithe iobjective iis ito iextend ithe irecurrence iof ipractices ias iof inow iinside 

ithe iconduct icollection iof ithe imarried icongregant iwhich iform ipositive iexchanges iand, iall ithe 

iwhile, idiminish ithe irecurrence iof ithe inegative iexchange. iIn ia isimilar iway, igiving itherapy ito 

imarried icongregant iwill itry ito iexpand ithe iproportion iof ipositive ito inegative iexchanges ithrough ian 

iassortment iof imediations, ibut iregularly iwith ihypothetical iclarifications iother ithan isocial 

iexchange ihypothesis. 

 

Marital isolidarity 

Social iexchange itheory iforecasts ithat iindividuals iseeing isomeone iare ipropelled iby ithe 

idecency iof iresults ithey iexpect i(Stafford L., 2017). iMarital iaccomplices iyield idecency iof iresults iin 

ilight iof iprizes iand iexpenses, iyet ieach iaccomplice imust iesteem ithe ishared imovement iover 
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ianiexamination ilevel iall itogether ifor isocial isupport ito ibe imanaged. iThe icorrelation ilevel iis ia 

istandard iwhich ispeaks ito ithe iamassing iof ipast iencounters iweighted iby iits iremarkable iquality 

i(past-striking ifocal imemory) iand ireward/cost iexaminations. iConsequently, ithe iresult iof imarital 

iexchange iis iassessed ibased ion ipast iinvolvement, iwhich ithus iprompts ian iaccomplice's iview iof ithe 

iintegrity iof iresult– ian iintellectual iassessment iof iexpenses iand irewards i(Edwards iand iSaunders, 

i2001). iMaritaldistressed icongregants iwho iget ipositive ireward ior icost iresults ifrom ieach iother-the 

iextent iof iprizes iand iexpenses iare iconveyed iin ia ireasonable iproportion ito ieach iother iwill iprobably 

ibe ihappy i(Kogan, Webster, and Cheng, 2013). i 

Married icongregants ihappy iwith itheir imarriage iare imore iaverse ito ibreak iup i(Duck,2015). 

iThis isocial iexchange ihypothesis iproposes ithat iwhen ibenefits i(rewards iless iexpenses) ifrom 

imarital iexchange iare iseen ias iimpartial, ithere ihas ia itendency ito ibe ian iimprovement iof isolidarity 

iinside ithe imarital irelationship. iThe isupport ienjoyed iin ia imarital irelationship, iin iany icase, iis ineedy 

inot ijust iupon ireward iand icost iencounters i(results) i(Finkel, and Simpson, 2017). iThe ilevel iof 

iresults igot iin irespect ito ithe iexamination ilevel icharacterises ito isome iextent ithe iaccomplices' ilevel 

iof iappreciation ifor ithe imarital irelationship. iThat iis, ifrom ia isocial iexchange ihypothesis iviewpoint, 

ieach iaccomplice's iappreciation ifor ithe irelationship iis iexpected ito ifluctuate istraightforwardly iwith 

ithe iapparent iprizes iof ithe imarital iconnection iand icontrarily ito ithe iapparent icosts i(Givertz, Segrin, 

and Woszidlo, 2016). i 

Subsequently, imarital iaccomplices iassess ithe iappeal iof itheir irelationship iby imeans iof ia 

isubjective ianalytics iin iwhich ithe iapparent irewards iand icosts iexperienced iin ithe irelationship iare 

iweighted iand, iafter ithat, iconsolidated ito idecide ithe inet ibenefit iyielded iby iinvestment iin ithe 

imarital irelationship. iIn ithis imanner, ithe iaccomplice's ifascination iin ithe irelationship irelies iupon 

ithe isurveyed ibenefit iof ithe irelationship iin irespect ito ithe iaccomplice's iexamination ilevel. iA imarital 

irelationship iwill iprobably itypify ia imore iprominent ilevel iof isolidarity iif ithe itwo iaccomplices' 

iresults ior ievaluated ibenefits iare iover itheir iexamination ilevel. iIn ithis iway, ithe ilevel iof ifascination 

iin ithe imarital irelationship ireveals ithe iprominence iof i ithe imarital isolidarity i(Cao, Zhou, Fang and 

Fine, 2017). iIn ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ian iaccomplice's ifascination iin ia imarital irelationship irelies 

iupon ithe isurveyed ibenefit igot ifrom ithe irelationship iin irespect ito ithe iaccomplice's icorrelation 

ilevel, ifascination idoes inot iintervene ian iaccomplice's ireliance ion ithe imarital irelationship. iOr 

ialternatively, ian iaccomplice's ireliance ion ia imarital iconnection iis ian iopposite icapacity iof ian 

iaccomplice's iexamination ilevel ioption i(Givertz, Segrin, and Wozidlo, 2016). i 
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An iexamination ilevel ielective ialludes ito ithe imost ireduced ilevel iof iresults ithat iis iequivalent 

ito ior imore inoteworthy ithan iwhat ian iaccomplice icould iacquire ifrom isome ielective irelationship. iIn 

ithis iway, ithe iadditionally iremunerating ian iaccomplice's ioptions i(another iperson ior ilady, ia 

ivocation), ithe iless iis ian iaccomplice's ireliance i(Thibaut iand iKelley, i1959). iThus, ia inoteworthy 

ihazard ifactor iof irelationship iunsteadiness iis ino iless ithan ione iaccomplice's ilow ilevel iof ireliance ion 

ithe imarital irelationship i(Kurdek, i2003). iMarital iaccomplices iwho ishift iin itheir ilevels iof ireliance 

imay iencounter idistress, isince ieither iof ithem ido inot ihave ithe icommitment ito ithe irelationship. 

i"Commitment iaccordingly imeans ihow imuch ithe iself iis irelated ito ithe imarital iaffair i(Edwards iand 

iSaunders, i2001). iMarital icommitment itends ito idevelop ithrough iresponded imarital itrust iand it 

itends ito idevelop istep iby istep ithrough icombined iconnection icommitment ito ithe irelationship. 

iTherefore, imarital icommitment ihas ia itendency ito iinterfere iwith irelationship isolidarity iby 

iexpanding ithe iexperience iof idyadic iunion iand iby ishortening ithe ilevel iof ioptions i(McDonald, 

i2001). iAs ia imarital irelationship iprogresses itoward imore iprominent isolidarity, ithe iaccomplices' 

iadjustments iare iweighted iinto ione's iown iparticular iresult. iHence, imarital icontribution isuggests 

iexpanding ishared irecognisable iproof. 

 

Marital ipower 

Marital irelationship ihinges ion isocial iexchange iwhich iincludes ithe itransference iof iassets. 

iEmerson i(2006) icharacterised ian iasset iin ia isocial iexchange ias i"a icapacity, iownership, ior iother 

iquality iof ia iperforming iartist i(accomplice) igiving ihim i(or iher) ithe iability ito icompensate ior irebuff 

ianother ipredefined iperformer i(accomplice)". iThe iprizes iand idisciplines ithat iperformers 

i(accomplices) iregulate ito ieach iother iis ian iessential iwellspring iof imarital ipower. iIn ithis imanner, 

iremunerate icontrol idepends ion iaccomplice iA's icapacity ito icompensate ianother iaccomplice. i iThe 

isize iof iaccomplice iA's ireward icontrol irelies iupon ithe idegree ito iwhich iaccomplice iA ican ideliver 

ipositive ifull iof ifeeling ioccasions ifor iaccomplice iB i ito iencourage ithe iobjective iaccomplishment iof 

iaccomplice iB i(Kelley, i2003). iInterestingly, icoercive ipower idepends ion iaccomplice iA's icapacity 

ito iintervene idisciplines ifor iaccomplice iB. iCoercive ipower irelies iupon iaccomplice iA's ioffice ito 

iimpel inegative ifull iof ifeeling ioccasions ifor iaccomplice iB ior ito iobstruct iaccomplice iB's iobjective 

iaccomplishment i(Kelley, i2003). i 

The iidea iof imarital ipower ialso istems iat ithe ilevel iof icommitment ito ithe iconnection ithat ithe 

iself iis irelated ito ithe imarital irelationship. iThat iis, ias iaccomplice iA's ilevel iof icommitment 
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iexpandsiin irespect ito iaccomplice iB's, iaccomplice iB ipicks iup icontrol iwith irespect ito ipartner iA. 

iThis iis isteady iwith ithe iold iclinical iaphorism ithat icollaborates iwith ithe iminimum icommitment ihas 

ithe ibest ipower. iMarital ipower iis ia idynamic iprocedure ithat ishifts iby icircumstance iand ithat 

ichanges iafter isome itime. iRegardless, ithe iadjustment iof ienergy ifor ithe imost ipart ihas ia iplace iwith 

ithat iaccomplice iwho icontributes ithe imore inoteworthy iassets ito ithe imarriage. iAsset idifferential, 

isubsequently, iproduces irelationship iasymmetry. iThe ihilter ikilter inature iof ithe irelationship itakes 

iinto iconsideration ithe idevelopment iof iabuse iin ithe imarital irelationship i(Blau, i1964). iSuch imisuse 

iis ifrequently iutilised ias ia ipart iof idysfunctional imarried icongregants ito ikeep iup ithe ipower 

iunevenness ibetweenthe iaccomplice iand ito ibuild ithe ibartering ienergy iof ione iaccomplice iin irespect 

ito ithe inext iaccomplice. iA iCatch i22 ihypothesis ihelps ito iset iup isecurities iamong ion-screen 

icharacters i(accomplices), ias iwell ias ito icreate istatus icontrasts ibetween ion-screen icharacters 

i(accomplices). i 

Godelier (2018) ibest icaught ithe inuance iof iasymmetry iin isocial iexchange iconnections: i"to 

ioutperform ian iopponent iin iliberality, ito isquash ihim iif iconceivable iunder ifuture icommitments 

iwhich iit iis itrusted ihe ican't imeet, iaccordingly itaking ifrom ihim ibenefits, ititles, irank, iexpert, iand 

irenown".Knapp, and Wurm, (2019) iadditionally icomposed ithat idiminished isocial isolidarity 

ibrings iabout ia i"divided irelationship iin iwhich iindividuals iare icut ifree ifrom itheir imarital isecurity. 

iThis iseparation iis, itherefore, ia ideterminant iin imarital idisintegration. iAn iessential itheory ifocuses 

ion ithe icourse iof idisintegration iof ia imarital irelationship i(Eastwick, Finkel, and Simpson, 2019). i 

That iis, iboundaries ito ileave ithe irelationship, iwhich iserve ito imitigate ithe iimpact iof 

ivacillations iin irelational ifascination iand iwhich iserve ito ikeep iup ithe imarital irelationship, 

idisintegrate. iIn ithis imanner, irelational iexchange iinside ithe imarriage iturns iout ito ibe iless 

iassociated; ithere iis iless icommon icontribution; ithere iis iless icommon iID; ithere iis iless ienjoying; ino i 

ishared ilevel iof isimilarity; ithere iis ilittle isolidarity ithus ibringing idynamic iwithdrawal iof iadoration 

iand ifriendship, iand ithe ifocusing iof ieffect ion ithe iself iand ian iextended iegocentrism. iThe 

idisintegration iof ia imarital irelationship, itherefore, iimplies ian iarrival ito ithe iunmarried iindividual ias 

ithe iunit, iinstead iof ithe idyad. iAltman iand iTaylor i(2015) icontended ithat ithere iisn't ian iimmediate 

igathering iof iexpenses iin idissolving iof imarital irelationship, iin iany icase, irather, ilost iprizes iand ia 

ibreakdown iof iobstructions ito iexit. 
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2.1.2 Marriage Education (ME) 

There iis igrowing ievidence ion ithe iadvantages iof imarriage ireadiness ieducation iin ifortifying 

imarriages iand idiminishing ithe iodds iof idistress iand iseparation. iA inumber iof iresearch ireviewed iin 

ithis istudy ihave iconsidered iboth imarriage iplanning ieducation iand ieducation ifor imarried 

icongregants iin ilonger imarriage iconnections. iAlthough ithe ipresent istudy icentres iaround imarriage 

ireadiness, ithe iproof ifor iadequacy iof ithe itwo isorts iof iassets iadds ito ia icomprehension iof ithe 

iestimation iof iMPE iand ithe isignificance iof iprinciples iof ivalue iin ieducational icontributions. iIn ithe 

iyear i2000, iSilliman iand iSchumm idirected ia isurvey iof iMPE iprojects iand ifound ithat iof ithe iprojects 

ithat ihad ibeen iobservationally itried, ieach idemonstrated iproof iof ihere iand inow iand ilong ihaul 

ienhancements ifor imarried icongregants iin ithe izones iof imarital ifulfilment, iintelligent ifitness, iand 

imarital isolidness. iIn iany icase, ithey iadditionally ifound ithat ithe idominant ipart iof imarriage iplanning 

iprograms iaround ithen ihad inot ibeen isufficiently itried. iSpecialists ihave ikept ion icalling ifor imore 

iexperimental itesting iof imarriage iand imarriage iarrangement iprograms i(Halford, iMarkman, iKline, 

iand iStanley, i2003; iLarson, i2004; iStanley, i2001). i 

A ibroad iassessment iof imarriage iplanning ieducational iprojects iwas iled iin i2003 iby iCarroll 

iand iDoherty. iThis iwas ia imeta-explanatory isurvey iof iresearch istudies ion ithe iviability iof 

ipremarital ianticipation iprograms. iThirteen itest istudies iand itwo i"semi itrial" istudies iwere ianalysed 

iand iin iaddition iten inon-trial iprograms. iCautious iconsideration iin ithis imeta-examination iwas 

igiven ito ithe icomprehensiveness iof ithe ipopulaces icame ito iby imarriage iarrangement iprograms, ithe 

iqualities iof ithe iprojects, ithe imethodological imethodologies iof istudies iassessing ithe iprojects, iand 

ithe iviability iresults iof ithese iexaminations. i 

Seven iof ithe ithirteen itrial istudies ilooked iinto iannounced iadequate iinformation ito ibe 

iincorporated iinto ithe imeta-investigations. iImpact isizes iwere iarrived iat ithe imidpoint iof, ibringing 

iabout ia imean iimpact isize iof i.80, idemonstrating ithat ithe inormal iindividual iwho itook ian iinterest iin 

ia ipremarital ianticipation iprogram iwas iin ian iideal isituation iafter ithe iprogram ithan i79% iof ithe 

igeneral ipopulation iwho idid inot iget ia icomparative ieducational iordeal. iAdequacy iresults ifor iboth 

itest iand inon-test iexplore idemonstrated ithat ipremarital ianticipation iprograms iare iby iand ilarge 

isuccessful iin idelivering ihuge iprompt ipicks iup iin icorrespondence iforms, irefereeing iabilities, iand 

igeneral irelationship iquality. iThese iincreases iseem ito ihold ifor ino iless ithan ia ihalf iyear ito ithree 

iyears. iHalford iet ial. i(2003) iled ia isurvey iof itwelve icontrolled-trial istudies ion irelationship 

ieducation iprograms ithat ifocused imarried icongregants iwho iwere ilocked iin, idating, ias iof 
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ilateimarried, ior iin isubmitted iconnections. iEvery ione iof ithe istudies ihad ifollow-up iassessments iof 

ino iless ithan ia ihalf iyear. iTheir isurvey ireaffirmed ithe igeneral iviability iof imarital ieducation 

iprograms. iJakubowski, iMilne, iBrunner, iand iMiller i(2004) iperceived ithe ineed ito iassess ithe 

iviability iof iindividual iprojects. i 

 This iexamination ibunch iled ia ifar ireaching iinquiry ito irecognise iall iaccessible imarital 

ieducation iand ienhancement iprograms, iincluding ithose icoordinated iat imarriage iplanning 

ieducation. iJust ithose iprojects ithat ihad ibeen iexperimentally iassessed ifor iviability, iwith idistributed 

ioutcomes, iwere iincorporated iinto itheir isurvey. iThe iinquiry idistinguished ijust ithirteen iprojects 

ithat iME ithe icriteria. iThese iprojects iwere ithen iset iin ione iof ithree iclassifications: ieffectual, 

ipotentially iadequate, iand iobservationally iuntested. iProjects iME ithe inecessities ifor ibeing 

iassigned iadequate iin ithe ievent ithat ithey ihad ibeen iupheld iby iat ileast itwo idistributed iresult istudies 

iby iisolated iresearch igroups iand iincluded icontrol ior iexamination igatherings iand iarbitrary itask. iFor 

ithe iassignment iof iconceivably iuseful, iprograms ihad ijust ia isingle idistributed iresult icontemplate, 

ior ihad iin iexcess iof ione iinvestigation idone iby isimilar ispecialists. i 

In ithe icurrent istudy, ifour iof ithe iprojects iwere iassigned ias iadequate: iPREP, iRelationship 

iEnhancement, iMarried icongregant iCommunication iProgram, iand iStrategic iHope-Focused 

iEnrichment. iThree iprojects iwere iassigned iconceivably ieffectual: iMarried icongregant iCARE, 

iACME, iand iMarried icongregant iCoping iEnhancement iTraining. iThe ifive iafter iprojects iwere 

iassigned ias iexactly iuntested: iStructured iEnrichment, iMarriage iEncounter, iPAIRS, iImago, iTraits 

iof ia iHappy iMarried icongregant, iSYMBIS. iMost ias iof ilate, iHawkins iet ial. i(2008) iled ia ithorough 

imeta-scientific isurvey iof imarriage iand irelationship ieducation istudies. i 

Key idiscoveries iin ithis iexamination idemonstrated ithat ilay iministry ipioneers iwere 

isimilarly ias icompelling iin iconveying ithe iprogram ias ithe icollege istaff. iAn iexamination iled iby 

iMcGeorge iand iCarlson i(2006) ifound ithe iMarriage iAssessment iand iPreparation iprogram i(MAP) 

ito ibe iviable iin ienhancing imembers' iinformation iconcerning imarital iconnections iand isound 

iassociations. iThis iexamination ilikewise icontrasted imarriage ireadiness ieducation iconveyed iwith 

imarried icongregants iconjointly iversus ia igathering isetting iand idiscovered iconfirmation, ias 

iopposed ito iwinning ithoughts, ithat iresults ifor imarried icongregants iin ibunch iconveyance iwere 

imarginally ibetter, iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat inot ialtogether, ithan imarried icongregants iin ia iconjoint 

iconveyance iprogram. iSexual iorientation icontrasts iwere iadditionally iconsidered iin ithis 

iexamination iand idemonstrated ithat ipremarital ieducation iwas isimilarly icompelling ifor iguys 
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iandifemales. iBusby, iIvey, iHarris, iand iAtes i(2007) ias iof ilate ilooked iat ithree imodels iof ipremarital 

ieducation: iA iself-coordinated iprogram, ian iadvisor icoordinated iprogram, iand ian iassessment-

based irelationship iupgrade iprogram. i 

All iconveyances iindicated iadequacy; ibe ithat ias iit imay, icritical icontrast iwas iappeared iin 

ithe iviability iof ithe ithree imethodologies iat ithe ihalf iyear idevelopment. iThis iexamination 

iannounced ithe iassessment-based iprogram ito ihave imore iprominent iimpact ithan ithe ispecialist 

icoordinated ior iself-coordinated iprojects iin iissue iterritories iof ithe irelationship, iand imore 

inoteworthy iimpact ithan ithe iadvisor icoordinated iapproach iin ienhancing izones iof icorrespondence 

iand irelationship ifulfilment. iIt ilikewise ioutlined ithe ibenefit iof idirecting irelationship iassessments 

ito idecide ithe ibest iintend ito imeet ithe iparticular ineeds iof ieach imarried icongregant. iAn iassessment 

idone iby iHalford, iMoore, iWilson, iFarrugia, iand iDyer i(2004) idemonstrated ithe iadequacy iof ia iself-

coordinated iprogram iin iexpanding ifulfilment iand irelationship istrength. iAn iessential itarget iof ithis 

iexamination iwas ito ievaluate ithe isuitability iof iutilizing ia imediation ithat ihas ian iadaptable 

iorganisation. iThe icreators ipresumed ithat ithis iadaptable iconfiguration imay iexpand iinvestment iin 

irelationship ieducation. iThe iaccommodation iand isecurity iinalienable iis ithis iconfiguration imay 

iimprove ithe iaccessibility iof imarriage ireadiness ieducation, iparticularly ifor ithe iindividuals iwho 

imight ibe iimpervious ito ia ivis-à-vis ieducational iarrangement. i 

Scientists ihave iprogressively ireacted ito ithe icall ifor imore iobservational iassessment iof 

imarriage ireadiness ieducation; ibe ithat ias iit imay, ithere iare inumerous iangles iyet ito ibe iassessed. iIn 

ithe imeta-investigation iled ivia iCarroll iand iDoherty i(2003), ithey ifound ino iexploratory istudies ithat 

istraightforwardly ithought iabout ivarious imodels ior iprojects iof imarriage iarrangement ieducation. 

iSince ithere ihave ibeen ino istudies iwhich ihave iutilised ia isimilar iward imeasures ito iassess iviability, 

iprecise iexaminations ican't ibe imade ito idecide irelative iadequacy ibetween iprograms. iIn iany icase, 

iprove ifor ithe igeneral iviability iof ieducation ito iforestall ior ienhance ifuture imarital iissues ikeeps ion 

imounting. 

 

2.1.2.1 Comprehensive iFramework ifor iME 

Almost iall iindividuals iin ithe igeneral ipublic, ipaying ilittle imind ito i isocioeconomic ilocation 

ior icultural ibackground ithey ifind ithemselves, iput ia ihigh iincentive ion imarriage, iboth ias ian 

iindividual irelationship iand ias ia isocial ifoundation i(Roper iCentre ifor iPublic iOpinion iResearch, 

i2008; iNational iMarriage iProject, i2009). iSome iresearch ireports ihave iestablished ithe 
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igeneraliestimation iof isound imarriage ito igrown-ups, iyoungsters, iand ithe igroups. i i(Ribar, i2003; 

iWaite iand iGallagher, i2000). iHowever, imarriage ilikewise iappears ilike ia idelicate iorganisation; 

ihigh iseparation iand inon-marital ichildbearing irates iare iessential iwitnesses ithat ivouch ifor ithis 

idefencelessness. iNonetheless, iin ia idynamic, i"how-to" isociety, ifor iexample, ithe iUnited iStates, iwe 

imore ioften ithan inot itake iissues ias ia ireason ifor iactivity ias iopposed ito ian iexplanation ibehind 

irenunciation. iIn ithis iway, iit ishould ishock inobody ihearing ithat iin ithe iU.S. ithe ibeginnings iof ia 

imarriage idevelopment ihave irisen iin ithe icourse iof ithe imost irecent idecade. iIt iwill ilikely ienhance 

ikid iand igrown-up iprosperity iby ifortifying imarriages ifor ithe idifficulties iin ianother icentury ito ibe 

iencountered i(Gallagher, i2000). i 

A ibasic ipiece iof ithis iproto-development ito ireinforce imarriage ihas ibeen ia iwide icluster iof 

ieducational iactivities. iAs iof inow, iin iany icase, ino iguide ior itheoretical istructure iof imarriage 

ieducation ithat ienables ispecialists iand ispectators ito isee ithis iwork iin icontext. iThis imonograph iis ian 

iendeavour ito ideliver ia isystem iof imarriage ieducation iand ian iunderlying imanual ifor igoing iin iit. 

iOur iexpectation iis ithat ithis istructure iwill ifurnish imarriage iinstructors iwith ian iarrangement iof 

iideas iand iterms ithat iassistance ithem ibetter icomprehend iand ipractice itheir ispecialty. iAlso, iwe itrust 

ithis istructure iwill ienable iprofessionals ito ifind ithe iinconspicuous ior iun-attempted ieducational 

iconceivable ioutcomes iinside ithe ifield iwhich iis iaccepted ito ibe ifundamental ito ifortifying ithe 

ifoundation iof imarriage. iThe iobjective iis ito igive ia istructure ithat ienables imarriage iteachers ito ithink 

iall ithe imore imethodically, icompletely, iand iinnovatively iabout iintercession iendeavours iand 

ichances ito ireinforce imarriage. iThe iexamination iattracts iconsideration iregarding ithe icurricular 

imeasurements iof isubstance, ipower, itechnique, isetting, itarget iand iconveyance, iand itheir 

isuggestions ifor imarriage ieducation. i 

The iinvestigation ibrought iup ithe ipotential ibenefit iof icreating imarriage ieducation iwith 

imore iprominent ispecificity iin itiming. iIt itakes inote iof ithat iwe ihave imuch ito ifind iout iabout iviable 

imarriage ieducation ifor iimpeded iindividuals iand imarried icongregants iwho ipossibly ihave ithe imost 

ito iprofit iby ieducational iactivities iand iit icalls ifor imore inatural iintercession ithat iinstalls imarriage 

ieducation iin ivarious iinstitutional isettings iwith iaccess ito imarried icongregants, iand ithat ispreads ithe 

iweight iof imarriage ieducation ipast ithe iindividuals iwho ipromptly idistinguish ithemselves ias 

imarriage iinstructors ito iexperts iin idifferent isettings iwho ican iunite imarriage ieducation iinto itheir 

ion-going iwork. 
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2.1.2.2 Marriage iEducation: i iThe iMovement imade iso ifar 

The iMarriage Education (ME) idevelopment istarted ito irise iin ithe i1960's iand iemerged ifrom 

ian iassortment iof isources. iIt iis igradually ibecame iknown ithat iFather iCalvo istarted ithe iprincipal 

imarriage iexperience iwithin ithe iRoman iCatholic iChurch iin ithe imid i1960's i(Demarest, iSexton, iand 

iSexton, i1977). iFollowing iFather iCalvo's iwork, ithe iAssociation iof iMarried icongregants ifor 

iMarriage iEnrichment i(ACME) iwas iestablished iby iDavid iand iVera iMace iin i1973, ienunciating 

ifour istandards: i 

a) encourage imarried icongregants ito ilook ifor idevelopment iand iadvancement iin itheir iown 

imarriages, i 

b) organise iexercises iin iwhich imarried icongregants icould ihelp ieach iother iin itheir iquest ifor 

imarital iimprovement, i 

c) promote ipowerful igroup iadministrations iintended ito idevelop ifruitful imarriages; iand 

iultimately i 

d) improve ipeople iin igeneral ipicture iof imarriage ikeeping iin imind ithe iend igoal ito imake 

imarried icongregants imindful iof ithe iadvantages iboth iindividually iand iin ithe imarital 

irelationship i(Hunt, iHof, iand iDeMaria, i2008). i 

In ispite iof ithe ifact ithat imarriage iarrangement iprograms ihave iexisted isince ithe i1930's, iit 

iwas inot iuntil ithe i1970's ithat isuch iprojects iturned iout ito ibe igenerally ioffered ito imarried 

icongregants iin ithe iUnited iStates. iA igreat ipart iof ithe iaccentuation ihas ibeen ion ipre-marital imarried 

icongregant's ieducation i(Carroll iand iDoherty, i2003). iIn ithe iwriting imarriage ieducation iis ialluded 

ito ias isafeguard iin inature, ifor ithe imost ipart itending ito irelationship idecisions iand idifficulties ibefore 

iissues iturn iout ito ibe ientrenched iand iruinous i(Doherty iand iAnderson, i2004; iKnutson iand iOlson, 

i2003). i 

Marriage ieducation iprovides idata iintended ito ihelp imarried icongregants iin ithe 

iaccomplishment iof iupbeat, ienduring, iand ieffective imarriages. iAlso, imarriage ieducation iis 

icharacterised iin iinstructing ipedantic idata ion ithe iadvantages iof imarriage, iaptitudes itraining, iand 

ithe ipractices ineeded ieffective imarried icongregant iconnections i(Doherty iand iAnderson, i2004; 

iThurmaier, iEngle, iand iEckert, i2008). iFollowing ithe iunderlying isurge iof ithe imarriage ieducation 

idevelopment iin ithe i1970's, ithe iCoalition ifor iMarriage, iFamily iand iMarried iCongregants 

iEducation i(CMFMCE) iwas iestablished iin i2006 ito ifill iin ias ia igathering ito iplug ithe irising ifield iof 

imarriage ieducation. iIn ithe iwriting, imarriage iimprovement iand imarriage ieducation ihave 
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ibeeniutilised ito isome idegree ireciprocally. iAlso, iKnutson iand iOlson i(2003) ishow imarriage 

iadvancement ias ian ieducational iapproach ior ias ia iway ito ideal iwith ihelp iimprove imarried 

icongregant iconnections ipreviously isocial iissues iswing ito iemergency. iThey ilikewise ipropose ithat, 

iverifiably, imarriage ienhancement iwas ito ihelp imarried icongregants iin igetting ito ibe imindful iof 

ithemselves iand itheir iaccomplices, ito iinvestigate itheir iaccomplices' iemotions iand icontemplations, 

ito iempower icompassion iand icloseness, ilastly ito icreate icompelling icorrespondence iand icritical 

ithinking iabilities i(Bowling, iet ial., i2005). i 

Marriage ieducation iprograms iordinarily iutilise ian iassortment iof ishowing itechniques iand 

iprojects icommonly iincluding ia iblend iof ipedantic imaterial iand iexperiential iactivities iintended ito 

ishow iparticular icorrespondence iand iother irelationship iabilities i(Doherty iand iAnderson, i2004; 

iGoddard iand iOlson, i2004; iand iJakubowski., i2004). iMarriage ieducation iprograms iare iregularly 

iconveyed iin iassemble iorganise, iand imuch iof ithe itime iincorporate ivideo iand imotion ipicture icut 

idelineations, ipretending, iexercise imanual iactivities, iand ipractice iassignments ibetween isessions 

i(Knutson iand iOlson, i2003). iMarriage ieducation iprograms ihave ia itendency ito ifluctuate iin iterm 

iand ipower ifrom ia isolitary ievening ito iday ilong ior iend iof ithe iweek isessions i(Olson iand iOlson, 

i2000; iSager iand iSager, i2005). 

The iterms icommunication iskills iand icommunicative ipractices iare iregularly iutilised 

ireciprocally, iyet ithere iis ian iimmense icontrast iin ibetween ithe itwo. iBurleson iand iDenton i(2016) 

icharacterise icommunication iconduct ias ithe inonverbal iand iverbal iactivities ithat ithey ispeaker 

ireally iemanates iand ithat iare irecognisable iby iothers. iSkills iin icommunication iare ivastly idifferent 

ithan ithe idepiction iof icertain icommunicative ipractices. iCommunication iexpertise iis ithe icapacity 

ior iability ito iunderstand ithe icommunicative iobjectives ithroughout ia iconnection i(Fincham, i2004). 

iCommunication iskills iare igained icapacities ithat iinclude iutilising idifferent iinterpretive iand 

iemblematic iassets iin ithe ipush ito iaccomplish icertain isocial ioutcomes. iAs ia ilimit ior ia icapacity iof 

ithe iindividual, icommunication iability ican't ibe iwatched istraightforwardly ihowever ishould ibe 

iderived ifrom iwatched iconduct i(Fincham, i2004). i 

Ability iis ian iattribute ithat ican ibe ideveloped, irefined, iand iat itimes icontrolled. iAmong ithe 

itroubles iin ideciding ithe icommunicative iskills iof ia iman ior imarried icongregant idepends ion ithe 

imany-sided iquality iof ithe idefinition. iA iman imay iutilise ihis/her icommunicative iskills ito 

ideliberately icontrol ithe ipractices iwith ithe igoal ithat ithe iindividual imay iseem ito ihave iless iskills 

iwhen, ias ia igeneral irule, ia ifantastic iskills iwas ieducated. iAs iindicated iby iKelly iand 
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iColleaguesi(2003) icommunicative iconduct isaw iamid isuch italks imay inot ibe ia isolid ior ilegitimate 

ipointer iof icommunicative iability. iThere iis ia irequirement ifor icreating icautious iqualifications 

ibetween ithe idevelopment iof icommunication iaptitude iand icommunication ibehaviour i(Kelly, 

i2013). iAll ithings iconsidered, ithere iis ian iawesome ineed ito irecognise iinspirations, iskills, iand 

ipractices iwhile ilooking iat ithe iimpact iof ithese iideas ion imarriage ifulfilment. iCommunication 

iquality iand irelationship iquality icollaborate iand iinfluence ieach iother iin ia icomplementary iwinding 

i(Gottman iand iNotarius, i2000). i 

As imates iapply itheir icommunication iskills iin itheir iassociation, itheir irelationship imakes 

istrides. iAs itheir irelationship ienhances, ithey iare ispurred ito iapply igreater iquality icommunication 

iskills i(Montgomery, i2001, iand iEggerichs, i2004). iNonetheless, iexaminations iof idistressed iand 

inon-distressed imarried icongregants iexhibit ithat ithe ilevel iof icommunicative iexpertise idoes inot 

igenerally irelate iwith ithe ilevel iof imarital ifulfilment. iIn ione iexamination, iskills iand ifulfilment iwere 

idecidedly irelated iamong inon-distressed imarried icongregants, ihowever iwere icontrarily irelated 

iamong idistressed imarried icongregants i(Burleson iand iDenton, i2007). iIn iaddition, iit iis iexceptional 

ito ihave ia imarried icongregant iwith ione ior ithe itwo iaccomplices iwho ihave iabnormal iamounts iof 

icommunicative iability iand ilow ilevels iof iconnection ifulfilment. iBurleson iand iDenton i(2007), ifor 

iinstance itake inote iof ithat iin iconditions iwhere ithe itwo ilife ipartners iare italented iand idecidedly 

ipropelled ito ieach iother, ithere iwould ibe ihope ito idiscover ipositive irelationship ibetween 

iassessments iof icommunication iskills iand imarriage ifulfilment. iBe ithat ias iit imay, iwhen ithe itwo 

imates iare iprofoundly igifted iand ibadly ipersuaded, ithe imarital irelationship imay iturn iinto ia 

ihorrendous iexperience. i 

Maybe imore ivitally, ispecialists iought ito ilook iat iapproaches ito iutilise icommunication iskills 

ito ienergize iconstructive icommunicative ipractices iin ievery isingle irelational irelationship, 

iparticularly imarriage. iFor isure, ilook iinto ishows ithat icommunication iissues iare ithe ireal iwellspring 

iof irelational ichallenges i(Bradbury iet ial., i2000; iDeMaria, i2005; iCornelius iet ial., i2007; iHawkins iet 

ial., i2008; iCole iand iCole, i2009). iFor iinstance, inumerous imarital iand ifamily iissues ioriginate ifrom 

imisconception iand ifrom iinsufficient icommunication, ibringing iabout idisappointment iand ioutrage 

iwhen iverifiable idesires iand iwants iare inot isatisfied. iFurthermore, ia inoteworthy iissue iof ithe 

iindividuals iwho ilook ifor iproficient icause iis itheir ifailure ito iperceive iand iconvey itheir iissues ior 

iconcerns i(Heatherington, iEscudero, iand iFriedlander, i2005) iWith iall ithe iinvestigation ion 

icommunicative ipractices iand iskills, inumerous icomprehend ithe ibenefit iof iassessing 
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irelationaliactivities ipreviously iand iamid ithe iassociations i(Fincham iand iBeach, i2010). iIn ithis 

imanner, iaccomplices ican iwind iup imindful iof ithe iactivities ilikely ito iprompting itoward ia inegative 

iresponded icycle iregularly iexperienced iby idistressed imarried icongregants. iIn ithe iwake iof 

iconcentrate ithe icontrast ibetween icommunication iskills iand icommunication ipractices. iIt iis 

iimperative ito ilook iat ithe isignificance iof ia icommunication iskills itraining iprogram. 

 

Communication iskills itraining i 

Communication itraining, ias ian iendeavour ito iremediate irisky icommunication, ihas iturned 

iinto ia icritical isegment iin inumerous iways ito ideal iwith imarital itherapy i(O'Donohue iand iCrouch, 

i2006). iThe iskills ishortfalls idisplay ikeeps iup ithat ionce istarted, iclashes imight ibe ioverseen ipretty 

imuch ieffectively. iMarried icongregants iwho ideal iwith itheir icontentions iunskillfully iare irequired 

ito ibe iless ihappy iwith itheir icollaborations iand iwith itheir irelationship i(Burleson iand iDenton, 

i2007). iAs iindicated iby iCole iand iCole i(2009), imarriage iand ifamily iprofessionals ineed ito icreate 

iaptitude ibased ianticipation iprojects iand iintercessions iin ilight iof iprecise iresearch. iIn ispite iof ithe 

ifact ithat ia istraightforward iconnection ibetween imarital ifulfilment iand icommunication iskills iis inot 

iin iexistence, iit iis iin iany icase iinvaluable ito ihave ithe icommunication iskills irequired iwith ia ispecific 

iend igoal ito iconvey iviably iin irelational iconnections. iExpertise ieducation icomes iin inumerous 

istructures. iCommunication iclasses, isocial ihow-to ibooks, ipremarital iadvising, imarital 

ienhancement icourses, iand imarriage ieducation iprograms iare ion ithe iwhole iroads ifor ienhancing 

icommunicative iskills iand ifamiliarity iwith icommunicative ipractices. iCole iand iCole i(2009) itake 

inote iof ihow ia iprogram ias ishort ias ifive iweeks ican iinstruct iskills ithat ienhance ilevels iof isympathy 

irehearses iby imarried icongregants ithat ikeep igoing ifor ino iless ithan ia ihalf iyear iafter ithe itraining iand 

ifurthermore ienhance irelationship ifulfilment. iThe imeasure iof idata ion icommunication iskills iis inot 

ias icritical ias iwant iof ia imarried icongregant ito iuse ithe iideas ithat ithey ihave igotten. iOne iof ithe 

iconspicuous icalls iinside ithe imarriage idevelopment iis ifor imarried icongregants ito iexperience 

ipremarital ieducation i(Stanley, i2001). 

 

Support ifor imarriage ieducation i 

Motivated iby iexisting iresearch ion ithe ieffectiveness iof imarriage ipreparation ieducation 

i(MPE), idiverse igroups ihave iencouraged ithe iuse iand idevelopment iof imarriage ipreparation 

iresources. iMPE ihas ibeen iincreasingly isupported iby iprofessional, igovernment, iand 
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ireligiousileaders ias ia iway ito ibuild ihealthy imarriages i(Brotherson iand iDuncan, i2004) iand ipromote 

ithe ibeneficial ieffects iof imarriage ifor iboth iadults iand ichildren i(Waite iand iGallagher, i2000; iAmato 

iand iBooth, i2007). iSeveral imarriage ieducation iinitiatives ihave ibeen istarted ithrough igrassroots 

iefforts iin iresponse ito igrowing iconcerns iabout ichanging isocietal iattitudes itoward imarriage. 

iGovernment iefforts ito ipreserve iand ipromote imarriage icontinue ito igrow. iHawkins iet ial., i(2008) 

ipoint iout ithat imarriage iand irelationship ieducation ihas imoved ibeyond itraditional irealms iof iprivate 

iprofessional ior ilay ipractitioners iand iis iused ias ia itool iin ipublic ipolicy. iReports ifrom i2004 ishowed 

ithat imore ithan i40 istates ihad ilaunched iprogrammes ito isupport imarriage iand imarried icongregant 

irelationships i(Dion, i2005). iGovernment iinitiatives ihave ibeen ideveloped ion ilocal, istate, iand 

ifederal ilevels iand icover ia iwide irange iof iissues iinvolved iin istrengthening imarriages, iincluding 

imarriage ipreparation ieducation. i 

In ithe ipast ifew iyears, ithe irole iof ithe iFederal iGovernment iof iNigeria iin ithe imovement ito 

ipromote imarriage ieducation ihas iprincipally ibeen iin iproviding ifunding ithrough igrants iand itax 

iincentives i(Dion, i2005). iIncreased ifunding ihas ibeen iavailable ito iprofessional, igovernment, iand 

icommunity ientities iinterested iin ipromoting imarriage ieducation ias ia ipreventive imeasure iin ithe 

ibattle iagainst imarital idistress iand idivorce. iThe idetails iof ithe igrowth iof ithe imarriage ieducation 

imovement iare ibeyond ithe iscope iof ithis istudy. iUnfortunately, ithe ifield iis istill irelatively inew iand 

ihistorical irecords ihave inot ibeen ikept iof ithe icomparative inumbers iof iavailable iprogrammes. iOne 

iindication iof ithe iincreasing iefforts iassociated iwith imarriage ipreparation iresources iis ithe inumber 

iof iparticipants iand ipresenters iat ithe iannual iSmart iMarriages iconference isponsored iby ithe 

iCoalition ifor iFamilies iand iMarried icongregant iEducation i(CMFCE). 

Suffice iit ito isay ithat iin ithe ipast iten iyears, ithe ivariety iof igroups isupporting imarriage 

ieducation, ias iwell ias ithe ivariety iof imeans ifor ipresenting ieducational imaterials, ihas iincreased 

iexponentially i(Doherty iand iAnderson, i2004). iEvaluation iof imarriage ipreparation iresources ihas 

inot ikept ipace iwith ithe iswift iand iextensive igrowth iof ithe imarriage ieducation imovement. iIdeally, 

ieach iresource iwould ibe ipeer-reviewed iwith ipublished iresults iof ithe ievaluation iof ithe iresource. 

iBecause ithe itime irequired ifor ithorough iempirical ireview iis iextensive, iit iis ieven imore iimperative 

ithat ilay iand iprofessional ieducational ileaders imake iuse iof ia ivariety iof iempirical iadvancements iand 

iguidelines iin itheir iefforts ito idevelop iand ioffer ithe iquality ieducational iresources ineeded ito ihelp 

imarriages inow i(Stanley, i2001). 
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2.1.2.3 Intervention isteps iinvolved iin iME 

The iessential ifocal ipoint iof ithis istructure iis itowards ieducational imediation, iparticularly 

iessential, ideterrent iintercession i(Cole, iWatt, iWest, iand iHawkins, i2003). iAll ithings iconsidered, 

ieducation iis ijust ia isingle isort iof imediation. iIt iis iuseful ito iconsider idifferent itypes iof iintercession 

ito ifortify imarriage iso ias ito iput imarriage ieducation iin ia imore iextensive isetting. iTwo idifferent 

itypes iof imediation iare itherapy iand iapproach. iIn ithis istructure, iit iis ienticing ito icontend ithat 

ieducation iis iessential iintercession, ior isafeguard; ithat iclinical iendeavours iare ioptional imediation, 

ior itherapeutic; iand ithat istrategy iactivities iare isteady imediation, ias ithey iendeavour ito iadvance 

isolid imarriages. iThese iqualifications, inotwithstanding iare inot iunadulterated. iClinicians ido 

iindividualised ieducational iintercession, ifor iexample, iwith iregards ito ipremarital idirecting, iin 

iwhich imarried icongregants iinvestigate ithe iqualities iand ishortcomings ithey iwill ibring iinto ia 

imarriage. iEssentially, iapproach iintercessions ican iadvance ieducational iopenings, ifor iexample, 

igiving ivouchers ito ilow-salary imarried icongregants ito itake ia imarriage-preparation icourse iand iso 

ion. 

Clinical itherapy ithat ihelps idistressed imarried icongregants ito ibeat imajor iissues ithat iquickly 

idebilitate ithe iunion iis ia ibasic itype iof iintervention. iLate imeta-scientific istudies ihave irecorded ithe 

iviability iof imarried icongregant itherapy i(Bray iand iJouriles, i2005). iIndividual itherapy ican ilikewise 

ihelp itake icare iof iissues iwhich idebilitate imarriages. iClinical imediation iperceives ithe itruth iof 

iintense imarital idistress iand iaddresses ithe irequirement ifor iconcentrated, icustomized, iproficient 

ihelp. iIt ilikewise iperceives ithe irequirement ifor iemotional iwell-being iadministrations ito imanage 

iindividual iissues ithat irestrain isolid iconnections i(habit, ioutrage). iA isolid iclinical igroup iis 

ifundamental ito ian ientire iframework ito imaintaining isound imarriages. iAll ithings iconsidered, ithey 

iare isimple ifor ithe idramatisation iof iclinical iintercession ito idominate ithe iproportionate irequirement 

ifor imore imundane, ieducational imediation. iPrecaution ieducation imay ilessen ithe iintense 

irequirement ifor iclinical iadministrations. iBesides, imarried icongregants iwho ihave itaken ian iinterest 

iin ieducational iintervention imay ilook ifor iclinical ienables isooner iwhile itesting iissues ito iemerge 

i(Stanley, i2001). i 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iMarriage iarrangements ioccur i iin ia isocial iand icultural inature ithat ihelp ior iwork iagainst iit. 

iBoth ispecifically iand iby iimplication, iopen iarrangement iis icreated ito ihelp ior iinadvertently 

idebilitate imarriage. iSince isound imarriages igive igroups iand isociety iprofitable iadvantages, 

imarriage iis ia ifaultless ifocus iof iopen iarrangement i(Haskins iand iSawhill, i2003; iHorn, i2003; 



49 
 

iOoms,i2008; iParke, i2003). iThis ideclaration ihas ibeen iperceived iprogressively ifinished ithe 

iprevious ifive iyears ias ia ifew ilogical istreams ihave imet. iTo istart iwith, igovernmentally isubsidised 

ifinding ihas idemonstrated ithat ilow-pay, iunmarried imarried icongregants iare inormally itogether iat 

ithe iintroduction iof itheir ikid iand iregularly iwant imarriage, ihowever ijust ia ilittle iportion 

iaccomplishes ithat iobjective i(Bendheim-Thoman, i(2013). iFurthermore, ia ifew iessential 

idestinations iin iwelfare ichange ithat igo iamid ithe iClinton iorganisation ifeatured ithe irequirement ifor 

istrategy ito iadvance iunion iand isteady, itwo-parent ifamilies. iWelfare iinvestigators ihave ibeen 

iinvestigating ithe iassociations iamongst imarriage iand ifinancial iautonomy i(Ribar, i2003). i 

Researchers iand isocial iapproach icreators ihave ilikewise icommunicated iworry ithat ithe 

iorganisation iof imarriage iseems ito istay ioutside ithe iability ito icomprehend ithe inumerous 

imonetarily idistraught igatherings i(Gallagher, i2004; iHorn, i2003) ithat ihave ibrought idown ilevels iof 

imarital iarrangement iand ihigh irates iof imarital idisintegration. iResponding ito ithese ibits iof 

iknowledge, istrategy icreators iare isimply istarting ito iinvestigate iways ithat ilegislature ican icomplete 

ia isuperior ioccupation iof isupporting imarried icongregants' iwants ito iwed iand imake ia isteady ifamily 

icircumstance ifor itheir iyoungsters. iOne iplayer iin ithose iendeavours iis igiving ieducational 

iadministrations ito idistraught imarried icongregants, idemonstrating iagain ithat imediation iclasses 

iwill icover. iAdministrative iactivity iplanned ito ifortify imarriage iis ione itype iof iarrangement 

imediation. iFor iinstance, ivarious igovernments ihave iconsidered itransforming idivorce ilaw ito igive 

imore iprominent isubstance ito ithe isocial imainstay iof imarital iperpetual iquality ithat ihas ibeen 

idisintegrating iover ithe iprevious icentury. i 

Government iarrangement iin ia iwholesome iway iimpacts imarriage ifrom ivarious 

iperspectives, itoo, iand ithe iaggregate ibackhanded iimpact imay ieven isurpass ithe iimpact iof idirect 

iendeavours ito ifabricate iand imaintain isound imarriages. iAccordingly, isimilarly ithat iadministrators 

iare irequired ito iassess ithe ieffect iof inew ienactment ion inatural iobjectives, iit iis iessential ithat 

iapproach icreators ineeding ito ihelp imarriage icast itheir iexpository ieyes iover ian iexpansive 

iarrangement iof ilawful iand isocial istrategies ito iobserve iits iconsequences ifor ithe ifoundation iof 

imarriage i(Bogenschneider, i2012). iFor iexample, iopen istrategy iis iacutely iworried iabout ithe isocial 

iand ihuman icapital ithat iundergirds isocial iand ifinancial iprosperity, iwhich ithus iemphatically 

iinfluence imarriage. iThe icapacity ito iaccommodate ia ifamily iis ia ibasic iestablishment ifor imarriage, 

iand istrategy iendeavours ito iadvance iwork imay iaffect ithe icapacity ito iframe iand imaintain imarital 

iperpetual iquality. iMonetary iand isocial iarrangement ithat idecreases ithe imoney irelated 
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iburdensiindividuals iinvolvement iin itheir iregular iday ito iday iexistences iwill ibolster isound iand 

isteady imarriages. i 

Educational iachievement iadditionally ihas ibeen ireliably iassociated iwith ibetter imarital 

iresults. iStrategy iis iauthentically iworried iabout isuch ithings ias ihabit, iabuse, iemotional iwell-being 

iissues, iand iimprisonment iwhich iundermine iindividuals' icapacities ito ishape iand imanage isound 

imarriages. iSome iapproach iinvestigators i(Ooms, i2002; iParke, i2003) iutilise ithe iexpression 

i"marriage-in iaddition ito" ito iallude ito imarriage imediation ithat iunequivocally iperceives ithe 

irequirement ifor iarrangements ito ibuild i"marriage icapacity" ipaying ilittle irespect ito imarried 

icongregants' imarital istatus. iOpen iendeavours ito iaddress ithese iissues iare ifundamental ito ia iplan ito 

ifortify imarriage. iAlso, iat itimes istrategy ican iinadvertently igive idisincentives ito imarried 

icongregants iwho ineed ito iwed. iFor iexample, isome iwelfare icontrols ifinancially ipunish ithe idecision 

ito iwed i(Rector, iPardue, iand iNoyes, i2013). iIn ithis iway, istrategy iintercession ithat itakes iout 

imarriage idisincentives iin isensible iways imight ibe isignificant ito ithe igeneral iexertion iof ifortifying 

imarriage. i 

Social iarrangement iintervention iis inot iconstrained ito igovernment. i iCritical iapproach iin ithe 

icorporate iworld, imedicinal iservices, imedia, iand isomewhere ielse ican ihave ihuge ieffect ion 

imarriage. iWork ienvironment iapproaches ithat iexpressly iperceive, iregard, iand ibolster 

irepresentatives' ifamily ibonds ireinforce imarriage i(Browning, i2013). iAlso, icompanies ithat ioffer 

imedical iadvantages ito imany irepresentatives ias icould ibe iexpected iunder ithe icircumstances 

iimproves ithe ifinancial ipart iof igiving, iin ithis imanner ireinforcing imarriage. iMedia iapproach ifor 

iexample, irestricts ior icompels ithe iconveyance iof isexually iexpress imaterial imay igive ia iroundabout 

ihelp ito imarriage. iPlainly, iopen iarrangement ito ihelp imarried icongregants' iendeavours ito ifabricate 

iand imanage ia isound imarriage iincorporates imore ithan iadministrative iendeavours. iOn ithe ioff 

ichance ithat ieducational iendeavours ito ifortify irelationship imust ibe iabove iany iform iof idistraction 

iagainst isubstantial iinstitutional iand icultural iebbs. iHenceforth, iwide ilevels iof iopen istrategy 

imediation iare iexpected ito icompliment iclinical iand ieducational iintercession ito ifortify imarriage. 

 

2.1.3 Acceptance iand iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

This itherapy iis ian iexperiential, iacceptance-based iview iof iconducting itherapy ithat 

iobjectives ithe icapacity iof iexperiential ievasion iand iendeavours ito icontrol iaversive iencounters iof 

iindividuals i(Hayes, iStrosahl, iand iWilson, i2012).Acceptance iand iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)I 
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encourages iclient ito ireact iless, iactually ito itheir iconsiderations iand ifeelings iby idiminishing ithe 

iauthenticity iof imusings i(subjective idefusion), ifiguring iout ihow ito irecognise iand iwatch iprivate 

iresponses ito ipsychological idistress, iand ifocusing ion iand iadvancing itoward iesteemed ilife 

iheadings i(Long and Hayes, 2018).Acceptance iand iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)idepends ion 

iRelational iFrame iTheory i(RFT), ian iexhaustive iconduct iexpository irecord iof ihow iindividuals iget 

ientrapped iin idialect iand iverbal-representative iconduct iforms ithat itrap ithem iin ia ibattle iwith 

icontemplations iand ifeelings ithey iencounter ias iaversive i(Hayes, iBarnes-Holmes, iand iRoche, 

i2001). iDespite ithe ifact ithat iACT ihas iindicated isignificant iguarantee iin itreating ian iassortment iof 

ipsychological iissue iincluding iindividuals iwith itension, iwretchedness, iendless iagony, idietary 

iissues, iand isubstance iabuse i(Eifert iand iForsyth, i2005; iHayes iet ial., i2006; iHeffner iet ial., i2003), 

ithere ihave inot ibeen iany iprecise istudies itending ito iits iapplication ito ithe itreatment iof iindividual 

idistress. i 

From ian iACT ipoint iof iview, ithe iadvancement iand iupkeep iof idistress, istruggle, iand 

ipassionate iseparation iin imarried icongregant icomes ifrom ieach iaccomplice's iunbending iand 

iunworkable icontrol iand iexperiential ievasion isystems icontextualised iby ithe imarried icongregant 

irelationship. iBasic ievasion isystems iincorporate iabstaining ifrom ispeaking iwith ione's ipartner iwhen 

ipast icommunications ihave iprompted istrife ior ienthusiastic iseparation, imaintaining ia istrategic 

idistance ifrom iarticulations iof ipassionate ior iphysical icloseness ibecause iof ithe idread iof idismissal, 

iand ikeeping iaway ifrom ijoint iexercises ithat imake imeaning iand ishared irecollections. iThese icases 

iof iexperiential ishirking idid inot ijust ishield ithe iindividual ifrom iencountering iundesirable 

icontemplations iand isentiments, ialso, iit ikeeps ithe imarried icongregants ifrom iacting iin iways ithat 

iadvance isocial iwellbeing. iMoreover, ithere iis isnare i(combination) iwith icontemplations iand 

iemotions iabout ithe iactivities ior iabsence iof iactivities iin ithe irelationship. iTaking isuch imusings 

itruly i("becoming itied iup iwith" ithem) iand ifollowing iup ion ithem ikeeps iup imarried icongregants 

inegative irelationship icycles. iACT ilooks ito iundermine isuch iprocedures iand ialong ithese ilines 

idecrease ithe ipointless ienduring iin imarried icongregants icaused iby ieach iaccomplice's iexperiential 

ievasion iendeavours. i 

Imperatively, ia idefinitive iobjective iof iACT iis ito ienable iindividuals ito iwind iup ian 

iawareness iof itheir iintellectual iand ienthusiastic ireactions ito iboth itheir ipartners iand itheir iown 

iparticular iconduct iwithin ithe irelationship, iilluminate ithe iqualities ithey ihold iin iregards ito itheir 

irelationship, iand ifocus ion iacting iin iways ithat iare ireliable iwith ithese iesteemed iheadings, 
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ieveniwithin ithe isight iof iundesirable icontemplations iand iemotions. iThe ibuild iis ia ithird-wave 

iconduct itherapy iestablished iin ithe iphilosophical icustom iof ifunctional icontextualism i(Cano, 

Corley, Clark, and Martinez, 2018). iACT ihas itwo inoteworthy iobjectives: i(a) icurrently itolerating 

iundesirable iand imaybe iwild iconsiderations iand iemotions iand i(b) icommitment iand iactivity 

itowards iobjectives ithat iare ilined iup iwith ione's ipicked iesteems. iHence, iACT iis iabout iacceptance 

iand ichange iin ithe imeantime i(Eifert iand iForsyth, i2005). i 

In ithe iinterim, iACT iis ipredicated iupon ithe iidea ithat ipsychological ienduring iis icaused iby 

isubjective ientrapment i(that iis, icombination iwith imaladaptive icontemplations), ipsychological 

iunbending inature ithat ikeeps iindividuals ifrom imaking ia imove itowards itheir iqualities, iand 

i"experiential ishirking" i(practices ithat iare iplanned ito iadjust ithe iforce ior irecurrence iof iundesirable 

iprivate iencounters, ifor iexample, ioffensive iconsiderations, iemotions, iand isubstantial isensations; 

iHayes iet ial., i1999). iSix icentre iprocedures iof iACT iare iutilised ito iincrement ipsychological 

iadaptability. iThese iinclude: i 

i. i i i cognitive idefusion: iprocedures ito idiminish ithe ireification iof icontemplations, isensations, i i 

iand ifeelings; i 

ii. acceptance: ienabling iencounters ito ibe ias ithey iare iwithout iprotection; i 

iii. contact iwith ithe ipresent iminute: ibeing iopen, iintrigued, iand iresponsive ito ithe iat ithis ivery 

imoment; i 

iv. self ias isetting: ibuilding iup ia isolid ifeeling iof iself ias ieyewitness ithat iis isteady iand ifree iof ithe 

ichanging iencounters iof ievery iminute; i 

v. values: icharacterizing iwhat iis imost iimperative iin ia iman's ilife; iand i 

vi. committed imove: imaking iactivities ithat iare iguided iby ione's iqualities. i 

It ishould ibe inoted, ihowever, ithat iwhen iconnected itowards iuneasiness iissue, iACT iinstructs 

iclient ito iend ithe ibattle iwith ithe ioffensive isensations icoming ifrom itheir itension iwhile iat ithe isame 

itime ipicking ipractices ithat idraw ithem inearer ito itheir iqualities i- ipaying ilittle irespect ito iwhat 

irepulsive imusings iand isentiments ithese iactivities imay ibring iforth i(Twohig, iMasuda, iVarra, iand 

iHayes, i2005). iGeneral isurveys iof ithe iadequacy iof iACT ihave iincluded itension itogether iwith 

idifferent iconditions i(Hayes, iLuoma, iBond, iMasuda, iand iLillis, i2006; iOst, i2008; iPull, i2008; iRuiz, 

i2010). iOne iother isurvey ihas iinspected ithe iutilization iof iACT iwith inervousness iissue iin 

idetachment i(Soo, iTate, iand iLane-Brown, i2011). i 
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ACT idepends ion ian iinvestigation iof idialect ifrom ia ifunctional ilogical ipoint iof iview 

i(Hayes, i2007, iHayes iet ial., i2000; iHayes iand iWilson, i2004). iEssentially, ithis iinvestigation 

irecommends ithat iusually ifor ipeople ito irespect itheir iprivate iresponses i(physiological isensations, 

iinfluence, ipsychological iassessments, iand irecognitions) ias iaversive iand ito itherefore imake 

iendeavours ito iadjust ior idiffuse ithese iresponses, iwhen i iall iis isaid iand idone, iin iany icase, 

iendeavours ito icontrol isuch iaversive iprivate ioccasions ihave ia itendency ito ibe iinsufficient iand 

iincomprehensibly. iThis imay iresult iin iactions ithat itends itowards iusual icontemplations iand 

ifeelings ithat ithe iindividual iwas iattempting ito istay iaway ifrom iinitially. iIn inumerous ioccurrences, 

ithe iindividual imay ifigure iout ithe iextent ito iaccomplishing isome ifleeting ihelp ifrom ithese itoxic 

imusings, isentiments, ior isensations. iNevertheless, ithis iregular itransient ialleviation iis irelated ito 

iextra-long ihaul ichallenges. iFor iinstance, ithe iindividual iwho imaking iefforts ito icontrol isocial 

iuneasiness imay ilikewise ibuild iup ia ireliance ion iliquor ithat imay iprompt idifferent idisabilities 

i(losing iwork, ibeing icaptured ifor idriving iimpaired). i 

Guardians iwho ineglect ias ifar ias ipossible iwith itheir iyoungster iso ias ito idecrease ifears iof 

iparental iinadequacy imay iaccidentally icultivate iextreme ikid iconduct iissues. iBecause iof ithese 

iproceeded iwith ichallenges, ithe iindividuals iin iboth iof ithese iillustrations iwill iwithout ia idoubt 

iencounter ia igreater iamount iof ithe iaversive iprivate iresponses ithat ishould ihave ibeen istayed iaway 

ifrom iin iany icase i(negative isocial iassessment, ifears iof iparental ideficiency, iand iso iforth.). iACT 

istresses iacceptance ias ia ibasic iexpertise ithat iguides iin ipushing iclients itoward itheir ipredefined 

iesteems. iIn ithis itreatment, iacceptance ialludes ito ithe irelinquishing iof ia ipsychological iand 

ienthusiastic ichange iplan i(when ichange iendeavours idon't iwork) iand ireceptiveness ito ione's iown 

ifeelings iand ithe iexperience iof iothers i(Hayes, i2004). iAll ithe imore iparticularly, ithe iobjectives iof 

iACT iare ito ienable ithe iclient ito iperceive ithe iinadequacy iof iexperiential ievasion iand ito ibuild iup 

ianother icompelling icollection ifor iencountering iagonizing imusings iand isentiments. i 

This inew icollection iis iconstantly iin iview iof iclients’ iclient ihome iarrangement iof iqualities 

iand iobjectives ifor itherapy. iFive irestorative istages iare iadvanced ito iachieve ithese iobjectives. iIn ithe 

iprimary istage, iclients iare icarried iinto icontact iwith ithe itruth ithat ipast ibattles ito icontrol itheir iinward 

iencounters ihave ibeen iunsuccessful. iIn ithe isecond istage, iclients iare iseen ithat inot ijust ihave itheir 

ipast ibattles ito icontrol iprivate ioccasions ibeen iunsuccessful iyet ithat ithese ibattles ihave ireally 

iexacerbated ithe isituation. iThe ithird iperiod iof iACT iaccentuates iendeavours ito ienable iclients ito 

idepict ibetween itheir iown iself iand itheir isubjective, ienthusiastic, iand iphysiological iencounters. 
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iInithe ifourth istage, iclients iare iasked ito ienthusiastically iencounter ithe iaversive iprivate ioccasions 

ithat ithey ihave ibeforehand istayed iaway ifrom ito iachieve itheir iobjectives inot iyet icame ito. iAt ilong 

ilast, ithe ififth iperiod iof iACT iincludes isecuring ia icommitment ifrom ithe iclient iand iactualising 

iconduct ichange isystems. i 

A ifew istudies ihave idemonstrated ithat iACT iis ieffective iwhen iconnected ito ifull iof ifeeling 

iissue i(Zettle iand iHayes, i2007; iZettle iand iRains, i2009); itension iissue, iincluding iobsessive– 

ihabitual iconfusion iand iagoraphobia i(Hayes, i2007); ithe ipassionate idistress iof ifamilies iwith 

iextremely iphysically idebilitated ikids i(Biglan, iGlasgow, iand iSinger, i2000); iand ipreparatory 

istudies ion ithe itreatment iof isubstance iabuse i(Hayes iet ial., i2003). iAlso, iin ia irandomized, icontrolled 

itrial, iBach iand iHayes i(2002) ifound ithat iinsane ipatients igetting iACT ihad iessentially ibring idown 

irates iof ihospitalisation iover ia i4-month itime ispan. iDespite ithe ifact ithat ithere iare ivarious istudies 

irevealing ithe iviability iof iACT iwith ivarious ipopulaces, ithere iare ilimitations ito ithis iway ito ideal 

iwith itreatment. iOne ikey iconfinement icomes iabout ibecause iof ithe iway ithat iissues iidentified iwith 

ienthusiastic ishirking iregularly iinclude iothers iin ithe iclient's ilife. i 

For iinstance, iif ia iclient iexperiences iissues iencountering ibitterness, ithis imay ihave icome 

iabout ibecause iof ia irelational irelationship iin iwhich ithe istatement iof ithat ifeeling iwas irestricted ior 

ieven irebuffed. iAt ithe ipoint iwhen iclients ifigure iout ihow ito iencounter ias iopposed ito iescape ior istay 

iaway ifrom ienthusiastic iencounters, ithey ishould, ithusly, ibuild iup ithe iexpertise iof icommunicating 

ithose ifeelings iwith iothers. iACT ican iaccomplish ian iessential iobjective iof ihelping iclients ito 

iencounter ian iinclination iand inot itake ipart iin iprocedures ito ikeep iaway ifrom ithat iinclination, ibut 

irather iunless ithe iclient iis italented iin iconversing iwith iothers iabout ithose isentiments ior ithe 

irequirements ithey ihave irelated iwith ithose iemotions, ithe iclient iwill ihave ijust ia ihalfway icreated 

icollection iimportant ifor irelational icooperation’s. iFor iinstance, iconsider ia ifemale iclient iwho 

iencounters isocial iuneasiness iin icircumstances iin iwhich ishe iis irequested ito icommunicate iwith 

iindividuals ishe idoesn't ihave ia iclue. iIn ithis icase, ithis iclient iis icoming ifor itreatment isince ishe iis 

iexasperates iby iher ifeelings iof itrepidation iof ibeing iassessed iby iothers. i 

 

2.1.3.1 Therapeutic i Assumptions iof iACT 

The igeneral iclinical iobjectives iof iACT iare ito iundermine ithe igrasp iof ithe istrict iverbal 

isubstance iof icognizance ithat ievents ishirking iconduct iand ito idevelop ian ielective isetting iwhere 

iconduct iin iarrangement iwith ione's iesteem iwill iprobably ihappen. iACT ihas ibeen idepicted iinibook-
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length iframe i(Hayes, i1999) iand ialternate iarticles iin ithis iissue iwill igive iextra ipoints iof iinterest. iIn 

ithis iway, iin ithe ipresent iarticle, iit iwas icentre ijust iquickly iaround ithe iparts iof iACT, igiving ithe 

ibarest iof icases iof itheir isubstance iand ischolarly ireason. iAcceptance iand iCommitment iTherapy 

i(ACT) iexpects ithat iemotional, icapable ichange iis iconceivable iand iconceivable irapidly, iin ilight iof 

ithe ifact ithat iit iis ithe igeneral isetting iand ireason ifor iactivity ithat iis ithe igenuine iissue, inot ithe 

iverifiably idelivered iand iall iaround imoulded isubstance iof ilife ichallenges. iWhat ithe iclient iis 

ifeeling, iconsidering, irecollecting ior igenerally iencountering iis inever ithought ito ibe ithe icentre 

itrouble, idespite ithe ifact ithat ipeople iwill iat ifirst ispotlight ion itroublesome isubstance ias ithe icentre 

iof itheir iissues. iFor iexample, i"tension" iisn't ithought ito ibe ithe iissue iin i"uneasiness iissue"; 

i"temperament" iisn't ithought ito ibe ithe iissue iin i"state iof imind iissue"; i"thought" iisn't ithought ito ibe 

ithe iissue iin i"thought iissue," iand iso ion. iIn iACT, iit iis ithe ipropensity ito itake ithese iencounters iall 

ithe imore iactually iand ithen ito ibattle iagainst ithem ithat iis iseen ias ihurtful. i 

ACT iadvisors iexpect ithat iit iis ineither iconceivable inor ibeneficial ito iendeavour ito iprotect 

iclients ifrom ithe itrouble iand itest iof idevelopment. iIt iis iintrinsically ihard ito ibe ia iperson. iACT 

iadvisors ihumanely iacknowledge ino ireasons iand istories ias i"genuine" iif ithese istories iare 

ifunctionally ipointless ior ihurtful, ipaying ilittle iheed ito itheir isensibility. iThe iissue iis ihow iit iworks, 

inot isensibility. iThis iapplies ialso ito iACT iitself, iand ialong ithese ilines iit iis imore icritical ias ian iACT 

iadvisor ito ido ias iyou isay ithan ito istate iwhat ito ido. iFor iinstance, iif ithe iclient iis icaught, ibaffled, 

iconfounded, iperplexed, iirate, ior irestless, ithe iACT iposition irecommends ithis iisn't iso imuch ian 

iissue ias iit iis ia ichance ito ideal iwith ihow ieffective ioccasions iin ithe iwithout ifurther iado ican imove 

itoward ibecoming iobstructions ito idevelopment. iIn ithe ivery isame iway, iif ithe iadvisor ifeels icaught, 

idisappointed, ibefuddled, iapprehensive, iirate, ior ion iedge, ithe ibusiness ibelongs ito ithe ispecialist ito 

iopen iup ito ithese iencounters, iperceiving ithe iadapting iopportunity ithey igive ito iplace ithemselves 

iinto ithe ishoes iof itheir iclients iand ito ido ia isimilar iwork iwithout imaintaining ia istrategic idistance. 

iIn ilight iof ithe iquality isaw, ithe irestorative irelationship iis iessential, ieffective, iand iintentionally 

isquare iwith iin iACT. i 

Incredulity iabout ithe iestimation iof i"truth" iis iinescapable iand iACT iadvisors iare 

iforewarned inot ito icontend ior iinfluence. iThe iissue iis ithe iclient's ilife iand ithe iclient's iinvolvement, 

inot isuppositions iand iconvictions, ihowever iwell iimplied. iThe iissue iis idependably ithe icapacity iof 

ioccasions, inot itheir ide-contextualized ishape ior irecurrence. iThe ikey iinquiry iis iaccordingly i"What 

iis ithis iin ithe iadministration iof?" inot i"Is ithis ivalid ior ifalse?”. iThe istudy iaimed iat iassisting 
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itheiclient iin ifeeling ithat iwould ienable ithe iclient ito imove ian iesteemed iway, iwith ithe igreater ipart 

iof itheir ihistory iand iprogrammed iresponses. iACT imethods iare iessentially iimplies iintended ito 

ilocate ia ipsychological isetting ifrom iwhich ithat iis iconceivable. i 

The iprocedure iof iACT iis ia icycle iof irecognizing ipsychological icombination iand ishirking, 

idefusing iand igiving iup i(along ithese ilines isetting iup inew, imore iadaptable icapacities ifor ithese 

ioccasions) iand imoving ian iesteemed iway iin ia iway ithat iassembles ibigger iand ibigger iexamples iof 

iviable iconduct. iACT ispecialists iare ienthusiastically iinspired iby iwhat ithe iclient ireally iwant. iIt iis 

ithis iqualification ithat ipermits iACT ispecialists ito iempathetically idefy iunworkable imotivation 

iwithout inullification iin ilight iof ithe ifact ithat ithe iclient's iexperience iis iregarded ias ia idefinitive 

imediator. iFor iinstance, inormally inervousness idisarranged iindividual ineeds ito idispose iof itension. 

i 
At ianother ilevel, ihowever ithe irestless iclient ineeds ito idispose iof iuneasiness iwith ia 

ispecific iend igoal ito iaccomplish isomething, ifor iexample, icarrying ion iwith ian iessential ihuman 

ilife. iAbsence iof iuneasiness iisn't ia idefinitive iobjective iit iis ian iunfortunate iobligation. iSince 

iregularly iit ihas ibombed ias ia imethods, iACT irecommends iabandoning ithat iimplies ijust iin ilight iof 

ithe ifact ithat ithe iclient's iown iparticular iexperience iproposes iits iunworkability. iIn ithe imeantime, 

iACT igives isomething iunique ithat ithe iclient ican ido iwith ithese ialready imaintained ia istrategic 

idistance ifrom ior icombined ioccasions, iwhile imoving istraightforwardly iand irapidly ito ia idefinitive 

iobjective i(by ibuilding iup iconnections, itaking ian iinterest, icontributing). iThe ibigger imessage iin 

ithis iway iis iapproving i(put istock ias ifar ias iyou ican itell) iand ienabling i(you ican icarry ion iwith ilife). 

iACT idepends ion imoderately inonlinear iemployments iof idialect, isince idialect iforms ithemselves 

i(at iany irate iin ispecific isettings) iare ibelieved ito ibe ithe iessential iwellspring iof iinflexible iand 

iinsufficient icollections. iConsequently, iACT idepends iintensely ion iconundrum, iillustrations, 

istories, iworks iout, iconduct iundertakings, iand iexperiential iprocedures, iwhile iconsistent 

iexamination ihas ia imoderately iconstrained ipart. 

 

2.1.3.2 Techniques iof iACT 

The ifollowing irepresents ithe iprocedures iof iACT iin ithe isequential iorder. 

Confronting i the isystem i 

ACT itries ito idistinguish ithe imethodologies ithat ithe iclient ihas iutilised iuntil ithis ipoint ito 

i"take icare iof ithe iissue" iand isee iwhether ithese istrategies iare iworking. iIn ithe ievent ithat ithey ihave 

inot ibeen ireally itackling ithe iissue, iACT iadvisors irequest ithat ithe iclient ithink iabout 
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ihowiconceivable iit iis ithat ipossibly ithe iissue iisn't ithe istrategies iyet itheir iexceptionally ireason. 

iFundamentally, iACT iregularly istarts iby itesting ithe isemantic iset ithat icharacterises ithe itwo iissues 

iand itheir ipotential iarrangements, isince ithat iset iis iitself iseen ito ibe ian iissue. iThe i"individual iin ithe 

iopening" isimilitude igives ia imodel iof ithis ipiece iof iACT iand ithe icircumstance iyou iare iin iappears 

isomewhat ilike ithis. iEnvision ithat iyou iare iput iin ia ifield, iwearing ia iblindfold, iand iyou iare igiven ia 

ilittle ipack iof idevices. iYou iare iinformed ithat iyour iactivity iis ito icircle ithis ifield, iblindfolded. i 

Obscure ito iyou, iin ithis ifield ithere iare ivarious igenerally iseparated, igenuinely iprofound 

iopenings. iSo iyou ibegin icircling iand iat isome ipoint ior ianother iyou ifall iinto ithis iexpansive 

iopening. iYou isearch iand ithere iare ino iescape icourses iyou ican idiscover. iSo iyou iventure iinto iyour 

isack iand idiscover ia iscoop. iSo iyou ibegin iburrowing, iyet itruly isoon iyou isee ithat iyou iare inot iout iof 

ithe iopening ithe igap iis igreater. iSo iyou itake ia istab iat iburrowing ispeedier, ior iwith ihuge iscoops. iBe 

ithat ias iit imay, iit iisn't iworking. iSo iyou icome iin ito isee ime iconsidering, iperhaps ihe ihas ian 

iextremely ienormous iscoop ia igold-plated isteam iscoop. iAll ithings iconsidered, iI ido inot. iAnd 

iregardless iof iwhether iI idid, iI iwould inot iutilise iit isince iuncovering iisn't ia ipath ifrom iunderneath 

ithe igap i- iburrowing iis ithe ithing ithat imakes igaps. iSo iperhaps ithe ientire iscenario iis ia imajor isetup ia 

ifixed idiversion. 

 

Control i is ithe iproblem 

In ithe irealm iof igood ijudgment, iin ithe ievent ithat iwe idon't ineed isomething, iwe ishould 

imake isense iof ihow ito idispose iof iit. iControlling imethodologies iare iinstructed iover iand iagain iand 

iin imany iareas ithey iwork igreat. iIn ithe irealm iof iprivate ioccasions, iin iany icase, iit imay iwork 

idiversely idue ito ithe iidea iof isocial icasings. iFor iinstance, iintentionally inot iconsidering isomething 

imore ioften ithan inot icomes iup ishort iin ilight iof ithe ifact ithat ithe iadminister i("don't iconsider ix") 

icontains ithe ikept iaway ifrom ithing. 

Also, ion ithe ioff ichance ithat iit iis ibasic inot ito ifeel ion iedge, itension iis ia iremark irestless 

iabout. iThis iACT igives ia imodel iof ithis ipiece iof iACT iis ithat i"assume iI ihad iyou isnared ito ithe 

iworld's imost idelicate ipolygraph imachine iand iI idisclosed ito iyou ithat iI ihad ian iexceptionally ibasic 

ierrand ifor iyou ito iperform: iremain iloose. iIn iany icase, iI ineed iyou ito imake ia idecent iattempt, iso iI 

icould ihold ia istacked. iMagnum ito iyour isanctuary iand ion ithe ioff ichance ithat iyou iget 

iapprehensive, iI iam isad iyet iI iam iwill ineed ito ipull ithe itrigger. iWhat iyou ithink imay ioccur ihere?" 

iIn iunloading ithis ianalogy i(and icomparable iillustrations ior iactivities), ithe iclient iis irequested 
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itoithink iabout ihow iconceivable iit iis ithat ian iessentially ioutlandish ierrand ihas ibeen ireceived: 

icontrolling iprogrammed iconsiderations, iemotions, iand irecollections. 

 

Cognitive idiffusion i and imindfulness 

It iis ihard ito ilocate ianother ioption ito icognisant icontrol iuntil ithe ipoint ithat ithe ifantasy iof 

idialect iis ientered, ion ithe igrounds ithat idialect iitself igives icognisant icontrol ias ia itechnique ifor 

icritical ithinking. iThis icomedic iremark iis iaccurate: i"I iused ito ithink imy ipsyche iwas ithe imost ivital 

iorgan, iuntil ithe ipoint ithat iI isaw iwhat iwas idisclosing ito ime ithat." iFrom ia iRFT iviewpoint, ithe 

iexacting ielements iof idialect iand iinsight iare inot iprogrammed ior imechanical. iThey iare ilogical ion 

iaccount iof idetermined iboost irelations iand ithe ichange iof ijolt icapacities, iconsiderations iregularly 

iwork ias iif ithey iare igenuinely iwhat ithey iprofess. iThe iidea i"I iam iawful" ican iappear ito iimply ithat 

ithe iindividual iis imanaging ibeing iawful, inot iwith isupposing i"I iam iterrible." iCBT ihas iconstantly 

iknown ithis, ihowever ithe iarrangement ihas ibeen ito itest, itest, ior idissect ithe isubstance iof ithese 

icontemplations. iRather, iACT ichanges itheir ispecific isituation. i 

Psychological istrategies idissolve ithe itight iverbal irelations ithat iset iup ijolt iworks ithrough 

isocial ilearning i(Hayes iand iWilson, i2011). iA igreat iACT idefusion isystem iis ithe i"drain, idrain, 

idrain" iwork iout, ifirst iutilised iby iTitchener i(2004). iThe iexperiential ipoint iis ithat icontemplations 

idon't imean iwhat ithey isay, iand iwhile iit imay inot ibe iconceivable ior ibeneficial ito iencounter itheir 

ireferents, iit iis iconstantly iconceivable ito iencounter ithem ias ia iprogressing iprocedure iif ithe isetting 

iin iwhich ithey iare ihappening iis ichanged. i 

Care ipractices iare ianother iway ito iaccomplish isubjective idefusion iand ialong ithese ilines ito 

iincrement iconduct iadaptability. iReaching ioccasions iin ithis ivery imoment iwithout igetting itied iup 

iwith ijudgmental iand ievaluative idialect iis ithe ivery ipith iof icare i(Krasner and Kabat-Zinn, 2019). 

iThis irequires ia idebilitating iof istrict idialect, iwhich iis iimpossible iin ia isimply iintelligent, 

isystematic, ior ibasic iway. iAllegorically, icare iinstructs iclients ito itake ia igander iat icontemplations 

ias ioccasions ion ithe iplanet, inot iat ithe iworld ias iorganised iby iconsiderations. iAn iassortment iof 

icare ipractices iare iutilised ias ia ipart iof iACT, ifor iexample, ienvisioning ilooking iat ione's imusings ias 

ithey iare idrifting, iand iobserving ihow ithis iwinds iup iunimaginable iwhen ithese iconsiderations iare 

itaken itruly. 
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Emotions i i  

Difficult ithoughts iand isentiments imake ia ifigment iof iits irisky. iThat iis iabsolutely iwhy iwe 

iname iit idisarranges iafter ithem i(e.g., i"uneasiness iissue"). iIt iisn't isensible ito irequest ithat iclients 

iencounter ithem iwithout igiving ia isheltered iplace ifrom iwhich ithat iis iconceivable. iDialect iitself 

igives isuch ia iplace: ithe icongruity iof icognizance ithat irises iup iout iof icontext i(Hayes, i2013). iRFT 

iargues ithat iits isource iis ideictic isocial icasings, ifor iexample, iI-you; ihere-there; iand inow-then i- ia 

iclaim ithat ihas ibeen itried iin iyouthful iyoungsters. iIn ione ifeeling iof ithe iexpression, i"you" iare 

i"from-here-now" iand ionce ithis ipoint iof iview iis iobtained iit inever ishows isigns iof ichange. iThe 

iabsence iof iexperienced ibreaking ipoints ior ivarieties iin i"I-here-now" iframes ia idirect iexperiential 

ireason ifor ihuman imost iprofound isense iof ibeing i(Hayes, et al, 2011). iSince i"as iobserved ifrom 

ihere, inow" inever ishows isigns iof ichange i(there iis ino iother ipoint iof iview ifrom iwhich ito iencounter 

ioccasions iintentionally), iand iits icut ioff ipoints iare inever ideliberately ireached. i 

The ieyewitness iwork iout i(a ivariation iof ithe iself-distinguishing iproof iexercise icreated iby 

iAssagioli, i(2018) iis ia ikey ieyes-shut iACT ipractice iintended ito iadvance iexperiential icontact iwith 

ithis iextraordinary ifeeling iof iself. iThe iindividual iis isolicited ito iwind iup iany iform iof isensations, 

iand ithen iis irequested ito irecollect isomething ithat ihappened. iAt ithat ipoint ithe iindividual iis 

irequested ito isee i(not ias ia iconviction, ibut irather ias ian iimmediate iaffair) ithat ia iman i(you) iis ihere 

inow, iand ia iman iencountered ithose ioccasions ia ifew imonths iprior. iThe ireal iexperiential 

icoherence ibetween ithe iindividual i"behind ithe ieyes" iis iunderscored i("you ihave ibeen iyou iyour 

ientire ilife"). iFrom ithis i"onlooker ipoint iof iview" ian iassortment iof iareas iare ianalysed i(e.g., 

isubstantial isensations, iparts, ifeelings, icontemplations, irecollections). iFor ieach isituation, ithe 

iquickly ichanging isubstance iof iencounters iis iappeared idifferently iin irelation ito ithe iprogression 

iof icognizance iitself. iFor iinstance: iNow, iwe ishould igo ito ianother iterritory. 

 

Acceptance iand iwillingness 

The iprocess iof iacceptance iis  inot ipossible i without i defusion. i Even ithe iword i"now" 

irefers ito ithe inow ijust i experienced, i not ithe inow ithat iexists inow. iAcceptance imeans iactively 

iexperiencing ievents, ias ithey iare iand inot ias iwhat ithey i say i they i are. i This i means i feeling 

i feelings ias ifeelings; i thinking i thoughts ias ithoughts, isensing i sensations i as isensations, i and iso 

ion, ihere i and inow. iAcceptance i inherently i involves i "exposure” iand ithus iACT iconnects i with 

iall iof i the i exposure-based ibehaviour itherapist i (a ipoint i I iwill i pick i up i again i later) ibut 
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i notifor i an i emotional iregulatory ipurpose. iFeeling i ia i feeling i ito i get i it i to idiminish i iinvolves i 

ia i simultaneous i i process i iof i feeling, i iand i cognitively i ifused iprocesses i i of i measuring, i 

i evaluating, i iand i comparing, i i such i as, i "I i am i feeling ithis imuch ianxiety, iwhich iis imore i(or 

iless) ithan iit iwas iand ithis iis igood i(or ibad)." iAcceptance i and iwillingness i in iACT ilead ito ia 

idifferent ikind iof iexposure: i experiencing i actively iand ifully iin ithe ipresent, imoment iby 

imoment, i for ithe iproximal ipurpose i of iexperiencing i actively iand ifully iin ithe ipresent, imoment 

iby imoment. 

Sometimes, ione ifeels iquiet iand iat isome iother itimes ione ibecomes itense, iat ianother, ione 

ifeels iblissful iand isome iof ithe itime ipitiful. iHere iand ithere iupbeat iwhile ionce iin ia iwhile idismal 

iand ieven inow iyou imight iencounter ifeelings, iintrigue, ifatigue, iand iunwinding. iThe imain ithing 

ione ican idepend ion iwith ifeelings iis ithat ithey iwill ichange. i 

 

Values i  

The iaccentuation ion ivalues irecognises iACT ifrom inumerous ielective imedications. iIt iis ijust 

iinside ithe isetting iof iqualities ithat iactivity, iacceptance, iand idefusion imeet iup iinto ia isensible 

ientirety. iFor isure, iACT ispecialists ifrequently ido ivalues ielucidation iwork ibefore iother iACT 

isegments. iFor iexample, ifamily, isuggest iconnections, iwellbeing, iand imost iprofound isense iof 

ibeing, iand iso ion. iDifferent ireminiscent iactivities iare iutilised ito igrow igreater iclearness iabout ikey 

iqualities. iFor iinstance, ithe iACT iadvisor imay irequest ithat ithe iclient iis iallowed ito iwork iout iwhat ihe 

imight iwant ito isee ion ihis itomb-stone, ior ithe icommendation ihe iwould ineed ito ihear iat ihis iown 

iburial iservice. iFundamentally, ithese iconcentrations iverbal iprocedures ifrom iexacting itruth itoward 

ipsycho isensible isignificance iand iinspiration. iAt ithe ipoint iwhen iesteems iare icleared iup, 

iachievable iobjectives ithat iexemplify ithose iqualities, isolid iactivities ithat iwould icreate ithose 

iobjectives, iand iparticular ihindrances ito iplaying iout ithese iactivities iare irecognised. iQualities iexalt 

ithe irequirement ifor iacceptance iof iparticular iexcruciating icontemplations iand iemotions isince i ithey 

ihave iemerged ias ia ihindrance ithat irequires ithat ithey ibe igrasped. iACT iisn't iabout iunending 

ipassionate ifloundering; ithus, iit iincludes iwhat ione's ihistory ioffers iduring ithe itime ispent icarrying 

ion iwith ian iesteemed ilife. 
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Commitment i 

ACT itries ito imanufacture ibigger iand ibigger iexamples iof iadaptable iand icompelling 

ireacting, iboth iby ievacuating ithe icollection inarrowing iimpacts iof isubjective icombination iand 

iexperiential ishirking iand iby iadvancing iconscious ipat iterns iof iactivity ithat icomport iwith ipicked 

iesteems. iACT iincludes itaking iin ia isummed iup imethodology iof iadvancing itoward iesteemed 

ifinishes, idissolving ipsychological iboundaries ithrough idefusion iand iacceptance iand idissolving 

isituational iobstructions ithrough idirect iactivity. iAssortments iof istrategies iare iutilised, idrawn ifrom 

ithe ibigger iarmamentarium iof iconventional iconduct itherapy. iFor iinstance, iclients imight ibe 

irequested ito iset iup iparticular iobjectives, ito imake iopen iand isolid icommitments, iand ito imove iin ithe 

idirection iof ithese iobjectives iin ilittle iadvances. iAs iit’s iexceptionally iname iinfers, iACT iis ialong 

ithese ilines ias imuch ia ichange-arranged iprocedure ias ian iacceptance isituated ione. iThe i"acceptance 

iand ichange ipersuasion" i(Linehan, i2018) iis ikept iup ias ia ifocal iconcentration iall ithrough iACT 

iwork. 

 

2.1.4.1 Origin iof igender irole idifferences i 

 i Instead iof ithe istrong iaccord iconcerning ithe ipossibility iof ithe idifferentiation ibetween ithe 

imasculine iand ithe ifeminine ipresentation, ithere iis ia igreat ideal iof icivil iargument iwith irespect ito ithe 

iroot iand isocial irepercussions iof ithe irefinement i(Sidanius iet ial, i2001), iOn ithe ione ihand iare 

itransformative irecords iin ilight iof iinalienable, iregular idifferences iamong iindividuals i(for iinstance, 

iBuss, i2009; iDaly iand iWilson, i2003) ion ithe iother iare isocial ideterminist imodels iin ilight iof ithe 

iprinciples iof isocial ilearning ihypothesis i(for iexample, iBrannon, i2016; iBlack, 2016; and Squire, 

2016). iPromising ito iinterface iboth ithe itransformative iand ithe isocial iperspectives iis ibiocultural 

iinteractionism, i"which ifocuses iupon ithe irelationship iof ithese itwo i'guideline ieffects'" i(Sidanius, 

i2001), iformative irecords. i 

All ithings iconsidered, iformative iand isocio-common irecords ibased iflexible iand iadaptive 

icharacteristics ithat iare iindependently ialigned iwith iordinary ifeminine iand imasculine igender iroles 

i(Buss, i2009; iDaly iand iWilson, i2003; iGould, i2001). iThe iconceptive iwellbeing iof ifolks iand 

ifemales iinside itheir isocial iaffiliation i(culture) ishould ibe idecided ifor iin ithe iDarwinian isense, 

ipaying ilittle imind ito ithose ifeatures ideveloped ias ichanges ifor itheir ipresent ilimits ior iwere ifairly ico-

picked ior i"excepted" i(Gould, i2001) ifor ithese ilimits. iSuch ifeatures ishould inot ionly ibe iaddressed 

iwith ia imore iunmistakable irepeat iin idynamic iages, ihowever, ishould iin ilike imanner ileave 
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itheiriimperfection iin itransit iof ilife ithat imaintained ithem. iThat iis, ias ithe iindividuals ifrom ithe 

ilifestyle isee ithe iflexible iestimation iof ithe isegment, isocial ifeelings iand iassociations ishould iin ilike 

imanner ichange iafter isome itime iin iways ithat ifurther ifortify ithe icomponent's iadaptable iregard. i 

This ico-progression iof icharacteristics iand iculture ioffers ione iillumination iof iwhy istandard 

igender iroles imay ibolster ian iinterfacing i(closeness iand isolidarity) ipresentation ifor ifemales iand ia 

isituating ipresentation ifor ifolks. iSince imothers icould isupport itheir iadolescents ihowever ifathers 

idemonstrated iincapable, iwomen iin iearly ihuman isocial irequests iwere ithe iintelligent icontender ifor 

ichild imind. iFor ithem, iconceptive ihealth ishould ihave ibeen imoved iup ito ithe iextent ithat ithey icould 

ieffectively iapprove ithe irole iof itheir ichildren's i(or itheir iadjacent irelatives' ichildren's) ibasic 

iwatchman. iTolerating ithat iwomen iwith ia istrong ishared/associating iacquaintance iwere ibetter 

iprepared iwith iinspire, imake ian iinterpretation iof, iand irespond ifittingly ito ithe iimparted ineeds iof 

itheir irelatives, ithey ishould ihave ihad ia iconceptive igreat iposition iover idifferent iwomen iin i(a) 

ikeeping ithe ifather iplace iassets iinto ithe ifamily's iwelfare, iand i(b) isupporting ithe iadolescents iin 

iways ithat iensured itheir isurvival iand iability ito iduplicate i(Kenrick iand iKeefe, i2002; iKenrick iand 

iTrost, i2009). i 

Instead iof iwomen iwhose ienthusiasm ifor itheir isuccessors iis iprompt iand ibegins iat istart, 

imen's ienthusiasm ifor itheir ichildren iis imore iunderhanded iand idepends iupon ithe imen's iability ito 

igive iresources, ifor iinstance, ifood, iprotection, iand isecurity. iAs iin iother iprimate ispecies, ithe 

iprevalence, ipower, iand istatus iof ihuman ifolks ishould ihave iextended itheir iconceptive iwellbeing 

ibecause iof ithe inormal islant iof ihuman ifemales ifor imen iwho ihave ithese icharacteristics. iMen iwho 

idemonstrated iaffirmation iof iimpact, istatus, iand iwealth iwere imost ilikely iobserved ias i 

(1) better iprepared ito igive iresources ithat iadd ito itheir isuccessors' isurvival iand iregenerative 

iaccomplishment, iand i 

(2) more iinclined ito ipass ion igenetic icharacteristics ithat iwould ienable itheir ifamily ito iachieve ia 

inear ilevel iof ivitality iand istatus iin ithe isocial ichain iof isignificance i(iKenrick iand iTrost, 

i2009), i 

A iformative irecord iof itraditional igender iroles iprescribes ithat ithey imay iapply ian iall ithings 

iconsidered ipositive ieffect ion igrown-up ihetero iassociations iin ithe imidst iof itheir isoonest iarrange 

ithe ione iat iwhich ithe iindividuals ifrom ithe imarried icongregants iare ifirst ipulled iin ito ieach iother 

i(Kenrick iand iKeefe, i2002; iKenrick, iSadalla, iGroth, iand iTrost, i2000). iWomen ishould ibe ipulled iin 

ito imen iwho iappear i iall iin iall, ito ibe imasculine iin iappearance i(earnest, idominating, igreat ioff, 
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ihighiin istatus) iin ilight iof ithe iway ithat ia imasculine iappearance iis iconnected iwith ithe imen's 

icapacity ito icontribute ithose iinnate iand i"outside" iresources ithat ihelp iguarantee itheir idescendants' 

isurvival iand imultiplication. i 

Making ia itoken icomparison, imen ishould ibe ipulled iin ito iwomen iwho iappear iin ievery iway, 

ito ibe inaturally ifeminine, iin ilight iof ithe iway ithat ia ifemale iappearance iis iconnected iwith ithose 

iopen/interfacing icharacteristics ithat ibanner ithe iwoman's ipotential inurturance itoward ichildren 

iKenrick (2000). iIf iindividuals' igender irole ipresentations iare iclear iin iboth ithe isubstance iof itheir 

ilead, ithe ico-progression iof icharacteristics iand iculture iought ito iachieve iwomen ibeing ipulled iin ito 

imen iwho ipresent ithemselves ias idistinctively imasculine, iand iin imen ibeing ipulled iin ito iwomen 

iwho ipresent ithemselves ias itypically ifeminine. iConfirmation ifor ithis irecommendation ihas ito istart 

ilate ibeen igathering. iFor iexample, iin ia imovement iof ifour itests, iSadalla, iKenrick, iand iVershure 

i(2007) ifound irelentless iaffirmation ithat iquality idirect iredesigned ithe iobvious isexual iinterest iof 

imen ihowever inot iof iwomen. i 

Expecting ithat ipower iindicates ithe iman's iability ito igive iresources, ifor iinstance, isupport, 

iprotection, iand isecurity ifor ihis isignificant iother iand iyouths, ithese idisclosures iare idependable iwith 

ithe ilikelihood ithat imen iwho ipresent ithemselves ias ifor ithe imost ipart imasculine iare iviewed ias 

iadditionally iengaging. iFundamental iverification iis iavailable iin iconsiders igiving icomparable 

irankings iof ithe icharacteristics iindividuals isupport iin ia ipotential imate. iBuss iand iBarnes i(2006) 

ifound ithat iwomen isituated i"winning ipotential" iand i"school igraduated iclass" ihigher ithan idid imen, 

iwhile imen isituated iphysical idrawing iin iquality ihigher ithan idid iwomen. i 

 Examinations iof iindividual ipromotions, iwhich iare iobviously imore iastute iof isubjects' 

iauthentic ilead islants ithan iare ipaper-and-pencil iconsider ithat ianticipate ithat isubjects iwill irate ithe 

ipined ifor icharacteristics iof ihypothetical iassociates, ireveal ia icomparable igender idifferentiates iin 

imate islants i(Rajecki, iBledsoe, iand iRasmussen, i2001). iThese iexaminations ihave idependably 

iexhibited ithat imen iwill imost ilikely ioffer istatus i(affirmation iof iadvantage isecuring) ias ian iend-

result iof idrawing iin iquality i(youth iand iconceptive iwellbeing), ihowever, iwomen iwill ipresumably 

ido ithe iswitch. iThis icase iof iresults ihas icreated iin ievery iway ithat ireally imatters ievery iexamination 

iin iwhich ithe icase iwas igenerous iand iillustrative iof ithe igeneral iopen i(Deaux iand iHanna, 

i2004;Hirschman, i2007; iSitton iand iRippee, i2006). iUndoubtedly, ia icomparable iillustration ihas 

irisen ieven iin imulls iover iyielding imore imixed iresults iand iparticularly ifor isubordinate imeasures 
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ithat iareimore isocial ithan iattitudinal i(requesting ia iphoto ias iaffirmation iof iconnecting iwith iquality 

i(Bolig, iStein, iand iMcHenr i2004). i 

Furthermore, irelated idisclosures irecommend ithat iindividuals ican iuse isuch iinformation 

iintentionally, iin ithe iorganisation iof ideluding imating iframeworks ithat ilead imen ito iexaggerate itheir 

iadvantage iacquirement ilimit iand ilead iwomen ito idistort itheir iphysical iinterest i(Tooke iand iCamire, 

i2001). iIn iconclusion, isocial ideterminist imodels ipropose ithat iregular igender iroles ihave itheir 

iinitiation iin isocial ifeelings, ifoundations, iand ipractices, Sidanius i(2001). iRegardless iof ithe iway 

ithat ifrequently imaking ione iponder iof ihow ithose iparticular ifeelings, ifoundations, iand ipractices 

icreated iregardless, isocial ideterminists iunderscore ithe idifferential. 

 
2.1.4.2 Nature iof igender irole idifferences 

Generally, ithe istandard ifeminine igender irole iis ia isocial ipresentation ithat iunderlines 

icloseness iand isolidarity; ihowever ithe iregular imasculine igender irole iis ia isocial ipresentation ithat 

iburdens ipower iand istatus i(Tannen, i2007). iThe imasculine iway iis ito ideal iwith ithe istatus iand ipower 

irepercussions iof ia isocial iexchange ibefore iconsidering iits iproposals ifor isolidarity iand icloseness, 

ihowever ithe ifemale iair iis ito ido ithe imodify. iAccording ito iSidanius iet ial, i(2001), ithe idifferentiation 

ibetween ithe istandard imasculine iand ifeminine igender iroles ihas imoreover ibeen iconveyed ias ithe 

irefinement ibetween ia imutual iversus ian iagentic ipresentation i(e.g., iWyrobkora, A. et al, i2015; 

iDean and Tate, 2017; iEagly, i2007), ior ibetween ian iassociating iversus ia isituating ipresentation 

i(Eisler iand iLoye, i2003). i 

The inormal ior iUnking ispace iis ipondered ias igetting ithe ifemale irule, iwhile ithe isituating 

iterritory iis ienvisioned ias iimparting ithe i"masculine istandard. iThe iinterfacing ispace ijoins iqualities, 

ifor iinstance, inurturance, icareful, ibeing iamicable, idevoting ito ioneself, ibeing imindful, isensitive, 

ikind, iet icetera. iThe iagentic ior isituating ispace ijoins icharacteristics, ifor iinstance, idefinitiveness, 

iforcefulness, iquality ipresentation, ibeing isolid, icontrolling, icontrol iorchestrated, iself-ruling, iand 

irequest. i(Sidanius iet ial., i2001) iThis iprincipal icapability ibetween ia imutual ior iinterfacing 

ipresentation ifrom ione ipoint iof iview iand ian iagentic ior isituating ipresentation ion iinterchange ihas iall 

iaround ibeen imaintained iby ithe iafter ieffects iof ivarious iascertain ilogical iexaminations iwhich 

iwomanliness iand imasculinity ihave ibeen iassessed iand iconsidered ias iindependent iestimations iof 

ipersonality i(e.g.iQuayle, Lindegger, Brittain, Nabee, and Cole, 2018). iFor iexample, ithe iscale 

ithings ithat idelineate ithe iby iand ilarge ifemale iwoman ipush ithe iassociating iascribes iof 
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irelatingiincredible ito iothers iand ibeing iminding, iamicable, iand idisapproving, iwhile ithe iscale 

ithings ithat idepict ithe igenerally imasculine iman iemphasize ithe isituating icharacteristics iof 

iaccepting iaccountability, iacting iuninhibitedly, iand iacting inaturally iguaranteed, iordering, iand 

iunequivocal. i 

 

2.1.5.1 Philosophical ifoundations iof iself-concept i 

Social ibrain iresearch iis ithe imost imainstream iideas iof iself iand iself-concept. iAlmost ievery 

iterritory iof isocial ibrain iscience iand ithe isociologies ias ia irule, iaddresses isome ipart iof ia iman's iself 

ior iself-idea. iAs iwe iwill isee iimmediately, ithe imost isuperficial ilook iat ia ilibrary's icard iinventory ior 

ia ibook ishop's iproperty idemonstrate ithis iself iand iself-concept iappreciating igigantic ifame iamong 

ischolastic iscientists iand ithe ioverall ipopulation. iFurthermore, ithis iis ijust ithe isame iold ithing inew. 

iScarcely icould iany ithought ibe ias iboth iprofound iand ielusive, ias iindicated iby iSeigel's i(2005) isharp 

ihistory iof ithe iself iin ihuman iidea ias ithe iidea iof ithe iself. iDasilveira, Desouza, and Gomes (2015), 

iAs inormally itranslated, ithe iself iis ithe ispecific ibeing iany iindividual iis. iWhatever iit iis iabout ievery 

ione iof ius ithat irecognises iyou ifrom ime ifrom iothers, idraws ithe iparts iof iour ireality itogether, iendures 

ithrough ichange, ior iopens ithe ibest iapproach ito igetting ito ibe iwho iwe imay ior iought ito ibe i(Seigel, 

i2005). i 

Self iand iself-concept iare icorresponding iterms iwith imuch iin ilike imanner. iTheir ishared 

icharacteristics ionce iin ia iwhile isurface iat ithe icost iof ilack iof iaccuracy iand ichaos. iSelf ireally 

isubsumes iself-idea, isimilarly ias iself ilikewise isubsumes ipersonality i(Owens, iRobinson, iand 

iSmith-Lovin, i(2010), ifor ia imore idrawn iout itreatment iof ithe ilinkages iamong iself iand icharacter. iIt 

iinvolves ithe iprogressive irequesting iof ithe iideas, iwith ifine, ihowever isubstantial, irefinements is 

required. iBy ithe iway, iwe ishould iendeavour ito iseparate iand iafterward icharacterise iself iand iself-

idea, idespite ithe ifact ithatiDasilveira, et al, (2015) icautioned ius iover ia icentury iback ithat iselfhood iis 

i"the imost ibewildering iriddle iwith iwhich isocial ibrain iresearch ineeds ito ibargain". iKlausen, (2015) 

ihas iwatched ithat ia iman's imeaning iof ithe iself iis ifrequently ia icomponent iof ione's idisposition iand 

iexpert islant. i"By iand ilarge," ihe istates, i"the imore iunique ithe iimplications ialloted ito ithe ipossibility 

iof ithe iself, ithe igreater iassertion ithere ihas iall ithe iearmarks iof ibeing, iand ithe imore iparticular ithe 

ioperational idefinitions, ithe igreater icontradiction ithere igives ioff ian iimpression iof ibeing". i 

Following ithis, iwe icharacterise ithe iself ias: ia isorted iout iand iintuitive iarrangement iof 

iconsiderations, isentiments, ipersonalities, iand ithought iprocesses ithat i(1) iis iconceived iof iself-
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reflexivity iand idialect, i(2) iindividuals iascribe ito ithemselves iand i(3) idescribes iparticular ipeople. iIn 

icontemporary ibrain iresearch, iself iis ifor ithe imost ipart iconceptualized ias ian iarrangement iof 

isubjective iportrayals imirroring ia iman's iidentity iattributes, isorted iout iby ilinkages, icrosswise iover 

iportrayals imade iby iindividual iexperience ior iaccount. iIt iis isome iof ithe itime istretched iout ito 

iincorporate ithings iclose ito icharacteristic itraits, ifor iexample, isocial iroles iand ieven ipersonalities 

iThoits, i(2005). iBesides, ireflexivity idepends ion idialect iany idialect iexuding ifrom ia imore iextensive 

iculture's icomposed ior inon-composed idialect i(Russian iand iHmong, iseparately) ior ia isubculture's 

ipatois i(Ebonics) ior iparticular idialect i(gesture ibased icommunication). i 

To iput iit iplainly, ithe ireflexive iself ienables iindividuals ito isee ithemselves ifrom ian iouter 

iperspective, isimilarly ias iother iindividuals imay iperceive ithem ialong ishifting idegrees iof iseparation 

i(Mead, i2018). iFurthermore, isince ithe iself ican ithink iabout iitself, iit iis ia ifundamental ipiece iof 

inumerous ihighlights iwe iconnect iwith ibeing ihuman ito ibe ispecific, ithe icapacities ito idesign, istress 

iover iindividual iissues, iruminate iabout ipast iactivities, iregret icurrent iconditions, ior ibe idesirous iof 

iothers. iCharacter iis isubsumed iinside ithe imore iextensive iidea iof iself iand iis ia imore iup ito idate 

iparticipant ito isocial ibrain iscience. iNotwithstanding, iEnglish idialect iusage ihas ibeen iin idifferent 

iforms isince ifourteenth icentury. i 

The iOxford iEnglish iDictionary i(2009) iproposes ithat ithe icutting iedge iterm iidentity 

ioriginated ifrom ithe iLatin iidem i(same) iand iidentidem i(again iand iagain, iover iand iover). iThese 

iroots ihave iin ithis iway ijoined ito imean ibeing inext ito ieach iother iwith ithose iof isimilarity iand iunity. 

iIn icontemporary isocial ibrain iscience, ithe iidea iof iidentity iholds ithese iprior iideas iand i 

iunequivocally iutilising irelatedness. iIn ithis imanner, ithe ifocal iquality ithat iseparates iself ifrom 

iidentity iis ithat ithe iself iis ia iprocedure iand iassociation iconceived iof iself-reflection, iwhile iidentity 

ican ibe iviewed ias ia idevice ior isometimes imaybe ia ischeme iby iwhich ipeople ior igatherings isort 

ithemselves iand ipresent ithemselves ito ithe iworld. iIdentity ican ibe iconsequently icomprehensively 

icharacterised ias: iclasses iindividuals iuse ito idetermine itheir iidentity iand ito ifind ithemselves iwith 

irespect ito iother iindividuals i(DeLamater iand iMyers, i2011). i 

Having ialready icharacterised iself iin idynamic iterms, iwe icurrently imove ito ianother ibasic 

ipart iof ithe iself: iself-idea, ior ihow iindividuals ivisualize iand isee itheir iselves. iSelf-concept iis 

iinseparably iattached ito ithe iself's i"I-me" idualism. iSelf-concept imight ibe icharacterised ias ithe 

i"totality iof ia iperson's icontemplations iand isentiments ihaving ireference ito ihimself ias ia ispecific 

iquestion" i(Jonason, 2019). iThe i"I-me" idualism ihas idifferent iramifications itoo. iThe iself-
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conceptiincorporates icomprehension iand ifeeling isince iit iis iboth ia iquestion iof irecognition iand 

ireflection iand ia ipassionate ireaction ito ithat iobservation iand ireflection i(MacKinnon iand iHeise, 

i2010). iSelf-concept iand iidentity iare iessentially iutilised ias iequivalent iwords ifor ihow iwe 

icharacterise iand iintroduce iourselves. iThe iissue iis iexacerbated iwhen iself-concept iand iidentity 

iprogress itoward ibecoming iinterlaced iwith ithe imultitudinous idisciplinary iand iculturally idiverse 

iimplications iof iself i(Spiro, i2003). iLeary i(2004) imakes ian ialarm iat ithe iconflation iof iself, iidentity, 

iand iindividual. iAt ithe iother iextraordinary, iself-concept iand iidentity, iparticularly, iare iin isome 

icases iused ito ispeak ito ielective iemployments iof iwords ifrom ientrenched isociology iideas, ifor 

iexample, iculture, iethnicity, ior igathering iand ithe iother iway iaround i(Maguire iand iZukin i2004). 

iThis iis iparticularly ievident iwhen iindividual, isocial, iand iaggregate icharacters iare inot iobviously 

iconnected ito iand iseparated ifrom iculture, iethnicity, ior igathering i(Owens, i2010). iTo ia ispecific 

idegree, iBuchmann i(2009) ispeaks ito ia ifall iinto ithis itrap iin iher igenerally iamazing iinvestigation iof 

ithe ismall iscale iand ilarge iscale iimpacts iin ithe iprogress ito iadulthood iof iAmerican ihigh ischoolers iin 

i1960 iand i2000. iShe iessentially iconflates iself, idifferent iparts iof iidentity, iand iculture. i 

The iobvious ireason imight ibe iin inot icompletely idepicting ithe idistinctions iamong iself, iself-

idea, iand iidentity iconcerning ilevels iof iexamination, iregardless iof iwhether ian iindividual, ia isocial 

iclassification ior ian ientire isociety. iA irelated ipropensity iin isome iexaminations iis ito iutilise 

ioriginations iof iself, iself-idea, iand iidentity ifitting ito iinvestigations ion ione ilevel ijust ias ithey iwere 

isimilarly iproper ito iexaminations iat idifferent ilevels. iThis isituation, ias iStryker i(2000) icalls 

iattention ito, imirrors ithe iuncertain irelationship iof iindividual icharacters iand ipersonalities 

icharacterised iin iabsolute ior iaggregate iterms, iand iin iaddition ibetween ithe iself iand icharacters iof 

iwhatever iassortment. iDifferent iissues iexist, ias iwell ifor iexample, iutilising ia isimilar iterm ito ireflect 

idistinctive ithings, iand ineglecting ito iknow iabout iquestionable icovers iamong ian iassortment iof ian 

iabstract iof iself-idea iand iidentity. iOwens iet ial. i(2010) iand iThoits iand iVirshup i(2007) ihave 

iendeavoured ito imake isome irequests iof ithe iperplexity. 

 
2.1.5.2 Self-concept iof imarried icongregants 

The iterm iself-concept ialludes ito ihow ian iindividual isees ihimself ior iherself. iIt iis ione's 

irecognition iof ione's ifitness iand iuniqueness. iInitially, ione's iself-concept iis iexceptionally ibroad iand 

isubject ito ichange. iAs iwe ibecome imore iestablished, ithese iself-recognitions iturn iout ito ibe 

iconsiderably imore isorted iout, initty igritty, iand iparticular i(Pastorino iand iDoyle-Portillo, 
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i2013).iAccording ito iWeiten, iDunn iand iHammer i(2012) ithe iidea iof iself iis ian iaccumulation iof 

iconvictions iabout ione's iown inormal ispecial icharacteristics. iIt iis ione's ipsychological ipicture iof 

ioneself. iIt iis ia igathering iof iself-discernments. iSelf-concept iis ithe imeans iby iwhich ione iponders 

iand iassesses ioneself. iHaving ian iunderstanding iof ioneself iis ito ihave ia ideeper iknowledge iof 

ioneself i(McLeod, i2008). iSelf-concept ihas ibeen iseparated iinto itwo istructures iby isocial iclinicians 

ias iapplied iand ioperational. iThe itheoretical imeaning iof iself-concept iis iadditionally iseparated iinto 

ifour iself-characters, iwhich iinclude: ithe imaterial iself, ithe iinternal iidentity, ithe irelational iself, iand 

ithe isocietal iself. iThe imaterial iself ialludes ito ithe iself ithat idwells iinside ithe ilimits iof ithe iphysical 

ibody. iThe iinternal iidentity iidentifies iwith ithe imore iindividual, iprivate iand iself-intelligent 

ipersonality. i 

The irelational iself iis ian iimpression iof ia iperson's i"gathering iof iroles" iwith iregards ito 

iassociations iwith iothers. iMoreso, ithe isocietal iself iis iidentified iwith ithe isocial icharacters iof 

iaggregate isociety ior iculture i(Diaz, i2011). iThe ioperational imeaning iof iself-concept itends ito ithe 

iworking imeaning iof iself-idea, iwhich iincorporates ihow iit ican ibe iestimated. iThe ioperational 

idefinition icentres iaround ithe imanners iby iwhich iself-concept iinfluences iindividuals ion ithe 

ipsychological i(self-idea), iemotional iconfidence, iand isocial iself-introduction ilevels. iAlong ithese 

ilines, iself-concept iis iesteemed ithe ipsychological iportrayal iof ithe iself iand iis iprincipally icentred 

iaround ithe iinformation iindividuals ihave iof ithemselves. iConfidence, iwhich iincludes ithe iself iand 

ifeeling, icentres iaround ithe iway iindividuals iby iand ilarge ifeel iabout ithemselves iand ithe idegree ito 

iwhich ithey isee ithemselves ias icommendable ior iadorable. iSelf-introduction, ia ifeature iof iconduct, 

ialludes ito ithe imanners iby iwhich iindividuals iendeavour ito ipass ion ia ispecific ipicture ito iothers. i 

Individuals iget iself-learning iand idecipher ithat iinformation iin idifferent icourses, 

ifundamentally ithrough ifour istages iof iself-learning iwhich iinclude: iself-discernment, 

icontemplation, isocial iexamination, iand isocial icriticism. iRegularly, iindividuals ibuild iup ia 

iseparated iself-concept ifrom iself-observation iand ireflection, ithough ithey ibuild iup ian 

iinterconnected iself-concept ifrom isocial iexamination iand isocial iinput. iSelf-observation 

ihypothesis, iwhich iwas iproduced iby iDary-Bem, iclaims ithat iindividuals iwill itake ia igander iat itheir 

iown iparticular iconduct ito idecide itheir idisposition iwhen ithey iare iuncertain iof itheir istate iof imind 

i(Diaz, i2011). iAlong ithese ilines, ione iimperative iwellspring iof iself-information iis iwatching ione's 

iown iconduct. iWatching ia iperson ialong ithese ilines, ias ian iuntouchable imay, ican ihelp iindividuals iin 

imaking imore iexact ijudgments iabout ihow iothers isee ithem. iContemplation ialludes ito ihow 
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iindividuals ibuild iup ia ifeeling iof itheir iidentity ifrom itheir iinward imusings iand 

isentiments.iThinking iabout itheir iown iparticular iinward iexperience, iinstead iof iconduct, ican ihelp 

iindividuals ito idistinguish istates iof imind ithat iare iincongruent iwith itheir iactivities. iWith iregards ito 

iself-idea, iindividuals iby iand ilarge ihave ia itendency ito itrust ithat itheir imusings iand iemotions iare ithe 

imost inoteworthy ithough iuntouchables isee iconduct ias iall ithe imore itelling. iSocial iexamination 

italks iabout ithe icorrelations iindividuals imake iamongst ithemselves ias iwell ias iother ipeople iso ias ito 

ifind iout iadvance. i 

This iempowers ithem ito iacquire iself-information ifrom itaking ia igander iat ieach iother. iIt iis 

itrusted ithat iwhen iindividuals ihave iothers iaround ithem, iit iencourages ithem ito idecide ia istandard iof 

imeasure, ifor iexample, ifinancial istatus, iinsight, ienthusiastic istrength, iamong iothers i(Myers, i2005 

iin iDiaz, i2011). iIndividuals icontrast ithemselves iwith iothers ikeeping iin imind ithe iend igoal ito 

idecide ihow iit has imeasured iup iboth iin ithe ishort-and ilong ihaul. iLike isocial iexamination, isocial 

iinput iis iadditionally ia icritical iwellspring iof iself-information. iIt ialludes ito idiscernment iindividuals 

imake iabout ithemselves iin iresponse ito ireactions ifrom iothers. iA iman's iself-concept iis iinfluenced 

iby iboth ireal iand isaw ievaluations; ia iman's iself-concept iis iassociated iwith ihow ihe ior ishe isupposes 

iis iseen. iThe iway iindividuals iutilise itheir ielucidation iof iothers' ievaluations ito ishape idiscernments 

iabout ithemselves iis ialluded ito ias ithe i"mirror iself," ian iidea icreated iby iCharles iCooley i(Myers, 

i2005). i 

Along ithese ilines, iindividuals iutilise ilikenesses ifrom iothers ias ian iapproach ito ichoose ihow 

ithey isee ithemselves. iA ichild's iself-concept istarts ito icreate iduring ichildbirth. iIt istarts iwith ihow 

igrown-ups ireact ito ihim/her. iGuardians iand iparental ifigures imake ia ipositive ienthusiastic ibond 

iwith ia ibaby ithrough iwarm iand iminding icommunications iwith ia igreat ideal iof ieye ito ieye 

iconnection iand itouch. iThis ipositive ienthusiastic ibond iwith iguardians iand iparental ifigures 

iadvances ia ichild’s isound iself-idea. iIt iis ithe ipremise iof ia irelationship iin iwhich ithe iyoungster ifeels 

ithe iguardians' iand iparental ifigures' iaffection, iacceptance, iand iregard. iAs ithe ikid idevelops iinto ia 

ilittle ichild iand ipre-schooler, ihis/her icapacity ito iassociate ieffectively iwith ihis icondition iadvances 

ia isound iself-concept i(Ferrer iand iFugate, i2012). iA iyoung ichild iwill ikeep ion ideveloping ia isolid 

iself-concept iwhen ihe/she iis igiven ithe ichance ito iinvestigate ihis icondition, ito imake iinquiries 

iwithout ifeeling ilike ian iirritation, iand ito itake ipart iin ipretend iplay iexercises. iAmid ithis iseason iof 

iinvestigation, ithe iresponsiveness iand isupport iof ihis ifolks iand iguardians iwill iimprove ihis iself-

idea. iThe iyoungster's iown iresponsiveness iand isupport iof iothers iwill ilikewise iimprove ihis iself-
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idea. iThrough icollaborations iwith iothers ihe istarts ito iconsider ihimself/herself isimilar ito ia idecent 

iindividual iand ian iimportant ipiece iof ia igathering i(Ferrer iand iFugate, i2012). i 

A isound iself-concept iis ithe iestablishment ifor ithe ipositive iadvancement iand igeneral 

iprosperity iof ia ikid. iAt ithe ipoint iwhen ia iyoungster ihas ia isolid iself-idea, ihe iconsiders ihimself ito ibe 

ibeing icherished, iadoring, iand isignificant. iA iward iwith ia isolid iself-concept iis ilikewise ibetter iready 

ito iachieve ihis imaximum icapacity; isuch ia ichild itends ito iimprove ihis iacademic iperformance. iHe iis 

ibetter iready ito iset iobjectives ifor ihimself iand idecide. iHe iis iadditionally ieager ito ilearn inew ithings 

iand iattempt inew iexercises. iWith ia isolid iself-idea, ia iyoungster ihas ibetter iassociations iwith 

irelatives iand icompanions; ihe ican icontrol ihis iconduct iand icoexist iwith iothers i(Ferrer iand iFugate, 

i2012). i 

 
2.2 Theoretical iframework 

2.2.1 Attachment itheory iof imarriage 

John iBowlby i(1907-2000) ipropounded ian iextremely ispecial ihypothesis iof imarital 

idisaffection iwhich ibased ion ithe iestablishment iof ithe icomplaint iconnection ihypothesis. iAs iper 

iBowlby i(1979), ihis ihypothesis iwas igotten ifrom ithe iitems irelations ihypothesis ihowever iembraced 

ia imodel iof iinstinctual iconduct ithrough iethnology iand ihomeostatic isocial iframeworks. iThe 

iattachment ihypothesis iof imarital idistress iat ithat ipoint ihas iits iunderlying ifoundations iin ithe 

ipsychoanalytic iand iethological ispeculations iover ia ilong itimeframe. iBowlby, i(1979), ihe 

iendeavoured ito iinterface ihuman isocial iand imental iconduct. iBowlby ibuilt iup ia imodel ithat 

iincorporates iself, icritical iothers, iand itheir imutual iconnections. iThe iessential ipiece iof isound 

iadvancement iwas ihaving ia inearby iand iminding iassociation iwith iguardians iand idifferent iparental 

ifigures. iHe iadditionally idemonstrated ithe irequirement ifor iattachment ifrom ithe i"Support ito ithe 

iGrave." i 

As iper iattachment ihypothesis ithe icombine ibond iand iits iinstitutional itype iof imarriage iis ithe 

iprototypical iattachment irelationship iin iadulthood. iMarital iconnections imeet ithe idefinitional 

icriteria iof iattachment iconnections ito iwhom iindividuals icoordinate iattachment ipractices i(nearness 

ichasing, iplace iof irefuge, ipartition idistress, iand isecure ibase) iin iadulthood. iBy iadulthood, iall iout 

iattachments iwith isentimental iaccomplices i(counting ilife ipartners) ioutrank iattachment ito 

iguardians i(Doherty iand iFeeney, i2004; iHazan iand iZeifman, i1994), iwhich irecommends ithat ilife 

ipartners isupplant iguardians ias iessential iattachment ifigures iin iadulthood. iEssentially, 
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idetachmentidistress ireactions iare iprobably igoing ito ihappen inotwithstanding iwhen ipeople iare 

idespondent iwith itheir imarriages i(Weiss, C.J. and Heyman, H.F, 2007). iLieberman, A.F. and Van 

Hom, P. (2011) iat ithat ipoint irecommended ithat iattachment ibonds ibetween ipeople ishape ia 

ifundamental iand ivital ipiece iof ihuman iconduct ithat iproceeds iin isome iframe ifor ithe iduration iof ithe 

ilife icycle. iWhile iattachment iconduct imight ibe iliable ito ichange ithrough iintroduction ito ivarious 

irelationship iencounters, ithe istyle iof iattachment iconduct idisplayed iby ia igiven iperson iwho iwill 

ihave ia itendency ito ibe iimpacted iby ithe iattachment iconnections iof itheir iinitial iearly istages. i 

Bowlby iadditionally iproposed ithat iprotected iattachment igives ithe iindividual ian 

iarrangement iof irelational iand iintra-individual ipractices ito ihelp iin ithe iupkeep iof itheir iprosperity. 

iThese iapparatuses iare ifeeling icontrol ipractices iand icomprehensions, iand ion iaccount iof isecure 

iattachment, ienlarge, ithe iadvancement iof ipositive iinward iportrayal iof iself ias iwell ias iother ipeople, 

iand iin iaddition icertainty ito iinvestigate ithe iearth, iand ishare iin ialliance iand icare igiving iexercises. 

iHe iproposed ithat ia iperson's iattachment istyle iimpacts iher/his imarital iquality. iHence, ithe 

irelationship ibetween iin isecured iattachment, itrouble iand idistress iin imarital iconnections, iand ilower 

igeneral imarital iquality ihas ibeen ivery imuch iupheld. iThe iattachment ihypothesis ihypothesizes ithat 

iunsecured iattachment iis irelated iwith ihigh idistress ilevels iamid iupsetting ioccasion iand iless 

idependence ion ihelp ilooking ifor iamid iunpleasant ioccasion. iAttachment ihypothesis ihas ithe 

iaccompanying iessential ipresumption ito ithe icomprehension iof imarital iconnections iin ino iless ithan 

ithree iways. i 

1. Aniessential icapacity iof imarital iconnections iis ito idirect icompanions' ifelt isecurity, iwhich, 

ithus, igives imental iand iphysical imedical iadvantages. i 

2. Withithe ifelt isecurity ithe iattachment ibond ipresents icomes iexpanded iinvestigation, iwhich 

iimpacts icompanions' iworking ioutside ithe irelationship, ifor iinstance, itheir icapacity ito imeet 

iindividual iobjectives. i 

3. Attachmentihypothesis iadditionally itakes iinto iconsideration isingular icontrasts iin ia iman's 

igrown-up iattachment istyle ito iimpact iattachment irelated iprocedures iand iadditionally 

imarital imodification. i 

Fundamentally, ithe ihelp ifor ithis isuggestion iis irestricted ito iexamine iconcentrating ion 

irespectably ito ia ivery ifulfilled iindividual. iTo ibe isure, iexplore ihas inot iyet iparticularly itried iwhether 

ithe iimpacts iof iattachment irelationship ihappen iin idisappointed imarried icongregants. iThe 

ilimitation iin ithe ilevels iof ifulfilment iof imarried icongregants ihas idetailed iin ithe icurrent 
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iworkirestrains ithe iconclusions ithat ican ibe idrawn iabout ithe idirecting irole iof iaccomplice ifulfilment. 

iThe idefender ihad ithree iresearch iendeavours iexplored igrown-up iattachment idesigns. iThe iprimary 

irose iin i2005 iwhen iMary iMain iand ipartners iwere ioccupied iwith ihow iyouth iattachment iencounters 

iinfluence icurrent iparental ipractices. iA igrown-up iwith ia isafe iperspective iis iprobably igoing ito ihave 

ia ibaby iwith isecure iattachment, iwhile ia igrown-up iwith ia idistracted iperspective iis iprobably igoing 

ito ihave ia inew-born ichild iwith irestless iconflicted iattachment. iHesse i(2006) iincluded ia ififth 

iclassification ifor igrown-up iattachment inamed i"can't iorder" ifor ithe iindividuals iwho ihad ia imix iof 

iinconsistent italk idesigns. i 

The isecond iarea iof igrown-up iattachment iinvestigates igrown-up isentimental iattachment 

idesigns ithrough iresearch iled iby iboth iHazan iand iShaver, iand iBartholomew iand iHorowitz. iThe 

iexploration iattempts iof ithe itwo igatherings iare ianalysed, ihowever iBatholomew iand iHorowitz's 

ifour-class idemonstrate iis ithe iessential ireference ifor ilooking iat iattachment idesigns ibecause iof ithe 

irelevance ito isentimental iattachment iand ithe iconnection ito iseeing iviciousness ias ia iyoungster. iThis 

ilines iup iwith iBowlby's i(1979) iunique iwork ithat ithe ihuman irequirement ifor icloseness iand 

icloseness iproceeds ipast iadolescence iinto iadulthood. iNot iall iscientists iconcur ithat icozy 

iconnections iare iconnections isituated iin iattachment, iyet iconfirm isupports ithese iconnections ican 

igo iup iagainst iexpanded iattachment iworks ias ipeople icontinue ifrom iyouth ito iadulthood iand 

istressors ior ipessimistic ilife iconditions ihappen i(Hazan iand iZeifman, i2004). iGrown-up iperspective 

iattachment iis iestimated iwith ithe iAAI ithough igrown-up isentimental iattachment ihas ibeen 

iestimated iby iHazan iand iZeifman ithrough imarking iself-revealed istates iof imind. i 

Moreso, ithis iprocedure iprompted ithe iformation iof ianother ifour-classification idemonstrate 

iby iBartholomew i(2000) ifor igrown-up isentimental iattachment ibased ion iBowlby's iideas. iUtilizing 

ithe imeasurements iof ireliance iand ishirking, iBartholomew icreated ipositive iand inegative imodels iof 

iself iand ipositive iand inegative imodels iof iothers. iThe ifour iarrangements iare: i(1) isecure, iwhich iis ia 

ipositive imodel iof iself ias iwell ias iother ipeople iwith ilow ireliance iand ishirking; i(2) idistracted, iwhich 

iis ian iantagonistic imodel iof iself, ia iconstructive imodel iof iothers, iand ihigh ireliance iwith ilow 

ievasion; i(3) iexpelling, iwhich iis ia iconstructive imodel iof iself, ian iadverse imodel iof iothers, iand ilow 

ireliance iwith ihigh ievasion; iand i(4) ifrightful, iwhich iis ia icontrary imodel iof iself ias iwell ias iother 

ipeople iwith ihigh ireliance iand ishirking i(see iTable i1). i 
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Table i1. iBartholomew’s iFour-Category iModel: iModel iof iSelf 

  POSITIVE NEGATIVE 
 

Mode iof 

iOthers 

POSITIVE Secure Preoccupied Comfort iwith 

iintimacy 

NEGATIVE Dismissing Fearful Low icomfort 

iwith iintimacy 
  Low iinterpersonal 

ianxiety 
High iinterpersonal 

ianxiety 
Source: iBartholomew’s, i1990 

 
Bartholomew's i(2000) iorders iline iup iwith ithose iof iHazan iand iShaver iwith ithe iexpansion 

iof ithe irejecting, ia imoment iclass iof iavoidant iattachment. iThis iexpelling iclass iincorporates ithe 

iindividuals iwho ideny ithe irequirement ifor isentimental iattachment iand icloseness ibecause iof 

ipositive iself-models i(Feeney, i2009). iBrennan iand iColleagues iextended iHazan iand iShaver's iwork 

ito iinspect ithe ibasic icomponents iof isentimental iattachment, iwhich iare iattachment ishirking iand 

iattachment inervousness i(Brennan, iClark, iand iShaver, i2008). iAttachment ishirking iis ione's isolace 

ilevel iwith icloseness iand ivicinity ito iothers, iand iattachment inervousness iis ione's idread iof isurrender 

i(Feeney, i2009). iSpecialists ihave ianalysed ithe ipsychopathology iof igrown-up isentimental 

iattachment iand ifound ia irelationship ibetween idisguising iissue iand idistracted iand idreadful 

iattachment istyles, iwhich iare iboth ihigh iin iattachment iuneasiness ilevels i(Allen, iCoyne, iand 

iHuntoon, i2008). iAttachment istyles ihigh iin ievasion ihave ibeen irelated iwith iexternalizing iissue, ifor 

iexample, isubstance imanhandles i(Anderson iand iAlexander, i2006). i 

As iper iShaver iand iFraley i(2000), inewborn ichild iattachment iencounters ican ibe iconnected 

ito igrown-up isentimental iattachment iencounters ithrough ilongitudinal iinvestigation. iGrown-ups 

iwith isecure isentimental iattachment istyles iwill iprobably irecall ia iyouth ibrimming iwith iwarmth, 

icare, iand ipositive iattachment iwith itheir ifolks i(Hazan iand iShaver, i2007). iQuite ia ibit iof iHazan iand 

iShaver's i(2007) iinquire iabout ihave iinspected ihow iyouth iattachment imay iprompt igrown-up 

isentimental iattachment ifurther idown ithe iroad. iA ifew iscientists ialert iagainst imaking ithis 

ispecifically icreated iinterface iand irather ipropose ian iunpredictable iframework iincluding ia 

iformative ipathway ifrom iparent-newborn ichild iattachment, ithrough ijuvenile idating ibonds, ito 

igrown-up isentimental iattachment ibonds i(Marvin iand iBritner, i2009). iWhile ithere iis iin iexcess iof 

ione imodel iof iformative iattachment irelations, ithe itwo iareas iexpect ito iconnect iattachment ibonds 

ifrom ithe imost ipunctual iminutes iin ilife ito iattachment ibonds iin ilater isentimental igrown-
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upiconnections. iIt iis iessential iat ithat ipoint ito ianalyze ithe irelationship ibetween iattachment 

iexamples iand iviciousness. 

 

2.2.2 Relational iFrame iTheory 

The iadvocate iof iRelational iFrame iTheory iis iDr. iSteven iHayes i(2001), ialongside iDermot 

iBarnes-Holms iand ia ifew iother iacademic icomposes iwho ihave ihelped ishape ithis ivast igroup iof 

iwork. iRFT iis ian iendeavour ito ifill ia ivoid ileft iby ithe ibehaviourist iB. iF. iSkinner. iThe itheory 

ibroadens ithe iinvestigation iof ithis iimpact iby iregarding iboost iequality ias ionly ione ioccurrence iof ian 

iassortment iof iinferred ijolt irelations i(Barnes, i2004; iHayes, i2001). iAll ithe imore iparticularly, ia ifew 

iexaminations ito idate ihave igiven iobservational iconfirmation ithat iit iis ifeasible ifor ihuman isubjects 

ito ireact ias iper irelations iother ithan iequality, ifor iexample, idistinction, irestriction, imore ithan, iand 

inot iexactly. iThe itheory iembraces ithe iessential iposition ithat iinferred irelational ireacting iis isummed 

iup ioperant iconduct. iFrom ithis ipoint iof iview, ithe idemonstration iof irelating iis ia irelevantly 

icontrolled igeneral ireaction iclass ithat ijars ihappen iwith ian iinterminable iassortment iof iboost 

igeologies. iRelational iframe itheory irecommends ithat ilogical icontrol ifor irelational ireacting iis iset 

iup ifor ipeople iamid iearly idialect icooperation. i 

Examples iof irelational ireacting iare ibrought iunder ithe icontrol iof irelevant isigns i(the iword 

iis) ithrough ia ibasic iprocedure iof idifferential ifortification. iThat iis, ito istart, ithe itwo iheadings iof ia 

iconnection iare iexpressly iprepared i("A iis iB" iand i"B iis iX' iare iboth ifortified). iIt iis ijust iwhen ian 

iadequate iscope iof isuch imodels ihas ibeen iprepared ithat ithe iconnection ican isum iup ito ia inovel 

iarrangement iof iboosts. iFor iexample, ifollowing imodel itraining ifor ibidirectional irelations iand 

itraining iin ithe iconnection i"X iis iY," ia ichild imay iinfer i"Y iis iX" iwithout ifortification. iOther ithan 

ithe igeology iof ithe ijolts irequired, ithere iis ijust ithe isame iold ithing inew iin ithis ilast idetermined 

iexecution ithat ihas inot ibeen ifortified iamid itraining. iRegardless iof iwhether ithe iextravagance iand 

imany-sided iquality iof ihuman idialect iand iinsight imay iyet ibe iappeared ito ibe iin ian 

iindistinguishable iutilitarian iclass ifrom iconduct iconsidered iwith idifferent iliving ibeings iis iyet ito ibe 

iresolved. iCognizance iisnot ia ipsychological ioccasion, iit iis ia isocial ioccasion, iand ithere iis ino ireason 

ithat ia ibrain iresearch iof idiscernment ican't ibe ia iconduct ibrain iscience. iThe ilast iword ito ibe 

iinvestigated iin ithis iarea iis i"human." iOne iof ithe ibasic ireactions iof iconduct iexamination iis ithat ithe 

ifundamental istandards iit ihas idistinguished, ito ia igreat iextent iwith irats iand ipigeons, ican't ideal iwith 

ithe ilavishness iand iintricacy iof ihuman idialect iand icomprehension. i 
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The ispace iof iverbal iconduct ifrom ia iRFT ipoint iof iview iought ito ibe iclear iat ithis ipoint, 

iVerbal iconduct iis ithe iactivity iof iencircling ioccasions irelationally, iand iverbal ijolts iare iboosts ithat 

ihave itheir ibelongings isince ithey itake ipart iin irelational iframes ibargains. iRelational iFrame iTheory 

iis ia itheory iin ithis iparticular isense. iIt iis ia ideliberation ideveloped ifor ia iuseful iscientific iway ito ideal 

iwith iinferred iboost irelations iand iclarify icertain ikey ihighlights iof ihuman idialect iand idiscernment 

iby idrawing ion ia iparticular iarrangement iof iinterrelated isocial istandards. iIt iis itried iby iits icapacity 

ito ibuild ithe ilevel iof iforecast iand iimpact iover ithese imarvels. iReese, i(1968) iclarify iencourage ithat 

iindividuals iappear ito ibe iparticularly iready ito iextract ithe ihighlights iof isuch irelational ireacting iand 

ibring ithem iunder ilogical icontrol iso irelational ilearning iwill iexchange ito ioccasions ithat iare inot 

ireally irelated iformally iyet irather iare iconnected ibased ion ithese isubjective isignals. 

iTheifundamental ipresumptions iof irelational iframe itheory iincorporate ithe iaccompanying. 

Finally, ihuman idialect iand icognizance iare iboth isubject ito iinterpersonal iframes. iWhen iwe 

ithink, ireason, italk iwith iimportance, ior itune iin iwith icomprehension. iDissimilar ito iSkinner's iverbal 

ioperant's, iwhat iis iextraordinary iabout irelational ioperant's iis ithat ithey iadjust ihow icoordinate 

ilearning iforms ithemselves ifunction. iFor iinstance, ithe ichanges iof ijolt icapacities iadjust 

idemonstrate iboost icontrol iworks isince inow ioccasions ican igain iworks ithrough iroundabout, 

irelational i(psychological) iimplies. iConsequently, idissimilar ito iSkinner's irecord, ias iindicated iby 

iRFT iit iisn't isimply iconceivable, iit iis iimportant ito ibreak idown idiscernment iwith ia ispecific iend 

igoal ito icomprehend ihuman iconduct. iThis iknowledge iamends ithe islip-up iof ithe iprimary iwave, iyet 

igives ia ilogical iroute iforward ithat icontrasts ifrom ithe imore iunthinking imethodology iof ithe isecond. i 

RFT ijoins ithis iability ito iother iassorted imental iwonders, ifor iexample, iinsight ior 

iexperiential ievasion iand iit idoes iit ifrom ia iremarkable iand ihypothetically ireasonable iframework. 

iRelational iframe itheory icontends ithat ithe ibuilding isquare iof ihuman idialect iand ihigher iperception 

iis i'identifying iwith imarital irelationship', ii.e. ithe ihuman icapacity ito imake iconnects ibetween ithings. 

iIt ican ibe idiverged ifrom iacquainted ilearning ithrough italk iand isettling iof imarital iissues iwhich 

iquality iof irelationship iin imemory. iIn iany icase, irelational iframe itheory icontends ithat icharacteristic 

ihuman idialect iregularly iindicates inot ionly ithe iquality iof ia iconnection ibetween iboosts iyet iin 

iaddition ithe ikind iof iconnection iand ithe imeasurement ialong iwhich ithey iare ito ibe iconnected. 
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2.3 Empirical iStudies 

This istudy iempirical ireview iwas iextensively icarried iout iin ithe ifollowing iareas iof iresearch. 

iME iand idistressed imarried icongregants; iACT iand idistressed imarried icongregants; igender iand 

idistressed imarried icongregants; iand iself-concept iand idistressed imarried icongregants i 

2.3.1 ME iand idistressed imarried icongregants 

Hammen iand iBrennan i(2001) ireveal ithat i13% iof ithe ichildren iand i23.6 i% iof ithe igirls iwho 

iwere idistressed ihad idiscouraged imoms iwhen icontrasted iwith i3.9% iof ithe ichildren iand i15.9% iof 

ithe ilittle igirls iwho iwere idistressed idid inot ihave ia idiscouraged imother. iDark icoloured iand iHarris 

i(1978) iannounced ithat ithe ifemales iwith ikids iin ithe icommon ilabourers iwere imore iinclined ito 

idistress ithan ifemales iwith iyoung ipeople iin ithe iworking iclass. iThis ican ibe icredited ito ithe icommon 

ilabourers’ imother ileaving ihome ito iwork, ileaving iher iyoung ichild ialone. i 

In ian iinvestigation ion ithe iconnection ibetween idiscouraged iadolescences iand idistressed 

iMums i(Hammen iand iBrennan, i2001), ithey ifound ithat ithe idiscouraged ioffspring iof idistressed 

iMums ihad imore iadverse irelational iconduct ias icontrasted iand idiscouraged ioffspring iof imoms iwho 

ican ideal iwith itheir idistress. iThis iis istrengthened iwhen ian iexamination i(Chen iand iRubin, i2005) 

idemonstrates ithat ithe iguardians iof idiscouraged iyoungsters iare iless iwarm iand iminding iand imore 

ithreatening ithan iguardians iof inon-discouraged ikids. iIn ilight iof ithis icontrary irelational iconnection 

iamongst ikids iand itheir ifolks, iyoungsters ican ibuild iup ia inegative iperspective iof itheir ifamily. i 

Okazaki i(2007) iavers ithat, iin ithe inormal ilifetime, i49% iof iall imales iwill iencounter ia 

idistressing iscene i(as icontrasted iand i63% iof iall ifemales). iMen iwill iwind iup itragic iand 

idisheartened ifor ivarious ireasons, ifor iexample, iimply iconnections. iAt ithe ipoint iwhen ia iprivate 

irelationship icloses, iguys iwill iprobably iwind iup idiscouraged iat ithe imisfortune ithan ifemales 

i(Hankin, i2008). i 

An iexamination idirected ito idecide ithe iconnection ibetween isocial ihelp iand idiscouragement 

ifound ithat ipeople iwho iare isomewhat idiscouraged iregularly iwind iup imaking icircumstances iwhere 

icompanions ican inever iagain itake ithe isteady iaffirmation ichasing iand iremove ithe iassociation iwith 

ithe iindividual, iprompting imore igenuine isorrow i(Wade iand iKendler, i2000). iProficient iassistants, 

ifor iexample, iguides, isocial ispecialists, iand ianalysts, icommonly isurvey ipeople's iworking iwhen 

ithey iat ifirst ilook ifor iadministrations. iPeople ireact icontrastingly ito irelationship istressors iConger iet 

ial., (2009). iConger iand iassociates i(2000) ifound ithat isalary iand imonetary iweight iaffected imen's 

icapacity ito ibe iwarm iand istrong itowards ispouses iwhile iendeavouring ito iaddress ifinancial 
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iissuesiwith irestricted iassets. iSubsequently, ispouses' iview iof imarital isteadiness idiminished, 

ibringing idown itheir ilevel iof irelationship ifulfilment. i 

Beek iand iColleagues i(2006) iconsider i4,796 ipeople ifrom ithe iDutch ioverall ipublic. iThey 

ianalysed irelationship iamongst iseparation iand ipredominance iof istate iof imind, iuneasiness, iand 

isubstance iutilise iDSM-III-R iissue. iResults ishowed ithat iseparation iwas iidentified iwith irates iof 

iliquor imishandle iand idysthymia i(Overbeek iet ial., i2006). iIn iany icase, imembers ihad ian iexpanded 

ilikelihood iof ibuilding iup ia ipsychological iissue iwhen ithey irevealed ilow ilevels iof imarital iquality 

ibefore ithe iseparation. i 

Married icongregants inot iyet iseparated ibut irather iencountering idistress iinside ithe 

irelationship iencounter ia idecrease iin isingular iworking itoo. iUsing ian iexample iof i2,213 iwedded 

igrown-ups ifrom ithe iNational iComorbidity iSurvey iReplication, iWhisman i(2007) idistinguishes ia 

irelationship iwith imarital idistress iand iincrements iin iuneasiness, istate iof imind, iand isubstance 

iutilise iclutters. iChoi iand iMarks iconstruct itheir iexamination iin ilight iof ithe ipressure iprocedure 

ihypothetical iframework i(Pearlin, iMenaghan, iLieberman, iand iMullan, i2001), iwhich iplaces ithat 

iinterminable iworry iin isocial iterritories, ifor iexample, imarriage, icauses istrain ithat ipresents ias 

imental ior iphysical idistress. i 

Results ishowed ian iassociation iwith istruggle iinside imarriage ito iincrements iin idespondency 

iand iutilitarian idisability i(Choi iand iMarks, i2008). iResearch ihas irecognised icontrasts iamongst 

ipeople, iand ialso ithe irelationship iamong isingular idistress iand irelationship idistress i(Dehle iand 

iWeiss, i2002; iTownsend, iMiller, iand iGuo, i2001). iDehle iand iWeiss iutilised ian iexample iof i45 

imarried icongregants ito iexamine ithe irole iof itension iin imarital iworking. iThe ianalysts iclarified ithat 

iearlier iresearch ihabitually iinspected ithe irole iof isadness iin imarital iconnections iyet ithat itension's 

iimpact ion imarried icongregant iconnections ihad inot iyet ibeen ianalysed. iPeople imay ivary iin itheir 

ireaction ito imarried icongregants idirecting ias ia itreatment iway ito ideal iwith isingular idistress 

i(Isakson iet ial., i2006). iIsakson iand ipartners iused ian iexample iof i95 iwedded imarried icongregants 

iwho igot iconjoint imarried icongregants iadvising iand i45 ipeople iwho igot isingular itreatment. i 

In iany icase, ijust iseven iof ithe iinvestigations iinspected icontained ia ihuge ilevel iof idistressed 

imarried icongregants. iInvestigation iincluded itest iand isemi itrial iponders, iand ialso ifollow-up 

iinformation. iBlanchard iand ipartners idiscovered imedium ito isubstantial iimpacts ifor iall 

iexaminations iled. iThey iinferred ithat ioutcomes igave iunassuming iproof ito ihelp iMRE ias ian iall-

inclusive ianticipation ifor ihigher iworking imarried icongregants iand ias ia idemonstrated iaversion 
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iforimore idistressed imarried icongregants. iThe ilatest imeta-investigations idirected iby iHawkins iand 

iFackrell i(2010) itended ito ithe irestriction ifrom ipast imeta-expository iexaminations ithat iincluded 

imembers iwho iwere ifor ithe imost ipart iWhite, iaccomplished, icentre ipay imarried icongregants. i 

The ispecialists iincluded iinvestigations iin ithe iexamination iof i66% iof ithe imembers iwere 

inot ias imuch ias idouble ithe igovernment idestitution irate. iJust ithree iof ithe iinvestigations iassessed 

iutilised ia icontrol igathering, iwith ithe irest iof ithe iactualising ia ipre-post ioutline. iGeneral iimpacts 

iwere idirect iand ireflected iimpacts ifound ifor imeta-diagnostic iexaminations iled iwith icentre iand 

iupper-wage imarried icongregants i(Hawkins iand iFackrell, i2010). iHawkins iand iFackrell's imeta-

examination icontained iconstraints isince iit ididn't iinspect ifollow-up iinformation iand ion ithe 

igrounds ithat iindividual idistress iwas inot iassessed. i 

Research ihas ijust ihis iof ilate istarted irecognising iexperimentally iupheld ienrolment iand 

imaintenance isystems ifor ifocusing ion ilow-pay imarried icongregants i(Carlson iet ial., i2012). iCarlson 

iand ipartners iutilised iautomatic ifactors ifrom i786 ilow-wage ipeople iwho itook ipart iin ia ilegislature 

isubsidised iMRE iponder. iThe iautomatic ielements iincorporated ithe ivarious itelephone icalls iinquire 

iabout icolleagues imade ito inew ireferrals ipreceding ibooking ian iadmission iarrangement; i(b) 

iparticipation, ias iestimated iby ihours ispent iin iMRE iworkshops; iand i(c) iwhich iindividual ifrom ithe 

imarried icongregant iinvestigate icolleagues iendeavoured ito icall. iCarlson iet ial. idiscovered imore 

itelephone icalls ito ispouses iwere irelated iwith iless iparticipation. i 

Furthermore, icalling ispouses iwas irelated iwith ifewer itelephone icalls ito iplan ithe iunderlying 

iadmission iarrangement i(Carlson iet ial., i2012). iThe idiscoveries ishow ipotential iconnections 

ibetween ienrolment ipractices iand imaintenance. iAlso, ithe idiscoveries ibolster ihow ilittle iresearchers 

ithink iabout isuccessfully ienrolling ilow-salary imembers. iThe idifficulties irelated iwith iwhittling 

idown ibring iup iissues iin iregards ito ithe iattributes iof imarried icongregants iwho ivolunteered ito igo ito 

iMRE iprograms i(Duncan, iHoman, iand iYang, i2007). iThus, iMorris, iMcMillan, iDuncan, iand 

iLarson iinspected iintrapersonal iand irelational icontrasts ibetween ithe iindividuals iwho iwent ito iand 

ithe iindividuals iwho ipicked inot ito igo ito iMRE. iMorris iand ipartners istudied i121 iwedded imarried 

icongregants iand ifound ithat icorrespondence iwas ithe imain icritical iindicator iof iMRE iinvestment, 

iwith ibring idown ilevels iof icorrespondence idemonstrating ia ihigher iprobability iof iinterest i(Morris, 

i2011). i 

In ithis imanner, imarried icongregants iwho ivolunteer ito ipartake iin iMRE iencounter imore 

ielevated iamounts iof irelationship idistress ithan imarried icongregants iwho idon't itake 
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ipart.iNonetheless, ithe ivast imajority iof ithe imembers iin ithe iMorris iet ial. ithink iabout iwere iWhite, 

iconstraining ithe idegree ito iwhich itheir idiscoveries ican ibe isummed iup. iFurthermore, iAdler-Baeder 

iand iassociates idistributed idiscoveries ifrom itheir i2010 iexamination ithat ianalysed istatistic ifactors 

ias iindicators iin iresults ifrom ipre-to ipost-intercession, iand iadditionally iattributes iof imembers iat 

ipre-evaluation. iAdler-Baeder iet ial. iutilised ia ivast iexample iof i1,293 iethnically idifferent igrown-up 

ipeople. iSixty-one ipercent iof imembers ihad imonth ito imonth ilivelihoods iunderneath ithe 

igovernment idestitution irules. iAdler-Baeder iet ial. ifused ia ipre/post iplan iand iestimated imarried 

icongregant iquality, iput istock iin, icertainty/commitment, ijoy, ipositive icommunication, inegative 

icooperation, ipeace ipromotion, imodification, isingular istrengthening, iand idejection. i 

No iother idistributed iexaminations iexist iestimating ibiomarkers ifor iCE imembers. iBe ithat ias 

iit imay, iDitzen iand iassociates' iexamination itest icontained ievery isingle iCaucasian imarried 

icongregant. iTheir iinvestigation idiscoveries ibolster iMRE's iutilisation iwith idistressed imarried 

icongregants inotwithstanding ithe ihomogenous iexample. iCurrent idistributed iexaminations ishow 

ithat idistressed imarried icongregants iare itaking ian iinterest iin iMRE iand iprofiting ifrom ithe 

iintercession i(Blanchard iet ial., i2009). iAdmission idata, ifor iexample, isocioeconomics iand idistress 

ilevels ican ibe iused ito ihelp idecide ithe iamount iMRE idose iand iwhat isort iof iworkshop iorganisation 

imay iwork igenerally iviably. i 

Also, ia isuperior icomprehension iof ihow idisplaying idistress iimpacts iresults iwould ihelp 

iregard ithe isuggestion ito icoordinate ithe isubstance iof ithe imaterial ito ithe irequirements iof ithe 

imarried icongregants ipartaking i(Halford, i2003). iBe ithat ias iit imay, imost iinvestigations ianalysing 

ithe iconnection iamongst imisery iand imarital idisappointment idon't iconstrain itheir iexaminations ito 

ipeople iwho imeet ithe isymptomatic icriteria ifor isorrow. iRather, ithey iincorporate iexamples iof 

ipeople iwho iare iclinically idiscouraged iand iadditionally ithe iindividuals iwho ifall iunderneath ibuilt 

iup ishorts ion idejection iscales. iIn ithis iway, iinstead iof ionly ilooking iat ireal isorrow, ithey iutilise ithe 

iinstitutionalised igloom iscales ias imeasures iof isymptoms ion ia icontinuum iof idepression i(Hall, iand 

iBradbury, i2003; iSandberg iand iHarper; i2004). 

A icomparative iclarification ican ibe idrawn ifrom ithe idiscourse iabout ithe ilist iof iman 

icontrolled isociety iSimons i(2001). iMost iwestern isocieties iembrace ithe iperspective ithat isince 

imarriage ishould ibe ia ipopulist irelationship, ifamily iunit ierrands iought ito imoreover ibe isimilarly 

iseparated ibetween ithe imarried icongregant i(Kail iand iCavanaugh, i2010). iThis iview iis iincongruent 

iwith ithe isocial iperspective iof inon-Western iethnic igatherings iand iclarifies ithe itroubles iand 
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iissuesithat iintercultural imarried icongregants icould iconfront. iAs ia irule, ia iman iin ian iintercultural 

imarriage iisn't icommonplace ior iis ieven idumbfounded iwith irespect ito igender irole idiscernments iin 

ithe iother iparty's iway iof ilife. i 

 

2.3.2 Acceptance iand iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)iand idistressed imarried icongregants. 

Marriage itherapy iis ipresently ithe itreatment iof idecision ito iaddress irelationship 

idisappointment iand idistress iwhile ivarious iexaminations ihave ishown ithat imarried icongregant 

itherapy iis isuccessful iin idiminishing irelationship idistress iwhile iexpanding irelationship ifulfilment 

iand isteadiness i(Farahani, F. and Delavay, A. 2018; Cordova, Fleming, and Morrill, 2014; 

iJacobson iet ial., i2000; iJohnson iand iLebow, i2000; iShadish iand iBaldwin, i2005). iVarious 

iexaminations ihave iinspected ithe iadequacy iof imarried icongregant itherapy. iCandidly iengaged 

imarried icongregant itherapy i(EFT), iwhich icentres iaround ichanging inegative irelationship 

iassociation icycles iby igetting ito ifeelings iand iattachment ineeds, ihas ibeen iappeared ito ibe ivery 

iviable iin itreating imarried icongregant idistress i(Johnson iand iLebow, i2000). iWhat's imore, 

icustomary iconduct imarried icongregant itherapy i(TBCT) ihas ishown iadequacy iin imore ithan i20 

irandomized iclinical itrials i(Jacobson iet ial., i2000). iDespite ithe ifact ithat iTBCT ihas iindicated 

iviability, iconcerns iin iregards ito iits iimpediments iand ithe ilong ihaul isupport iof iprogress idrove ithe 

ioriginators iof iTBCT ito imake ianother iapproach icalled iintegrative isocial imarried icongregant 

itherapy i(IBCT). i 

This iapproach iconsolidates ithe iconduct ichange itechniques iof iTBCT iwith iacceptance 

isystems iwent ifor idiminishing iaccomplices' iemphasis ion ichange i(Jacobson iand iChristensen, 

i1996). iWhenever itried, ithese iadded isubstance ifixings iyield ienhanced itherapy iresults i(Christensen 

iet ial., i2004; iJacobson iet ial., i2000). iIn itheir iinvestigation iof i21 imarried icongregants iarbitrarily 

irelegated ito ieither iIBCT ior iTBCT, iJacobson iet ial.,(2000) ifound ithat imarital ifulfilment ienhanced 

ialtogether imore ifor ihusbands iand ispouses igetting iIBCT iwhen icontrasted iwith imarried 

icongregants iaccepting iTBCT i(Jacobson iet ial., i2000). iA irandomised iclinical itrial iby iChristensen 

iet ial. i(2004) iinspected ithe iadequacy iof iIBCT iutilising i134 iconstantly idistressed imarried 

icongregants iand ievaluated ithe imarried icongregants iat ifour itime ifocuses i(admission, i13 iweeks, i26 

iweeks, iand ipost-therapy). iThe ifinding ishowed ithat iIBCT iwas ias isuccessful ias iTBCT, iand ithat 

imarried icongregants igetting iIBCT imade irelentless ichange iall ithrough itherapy. iIn itheir i2019 

idevelopment, iHolappa, et al (2019) ifound ithat iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat ithere iwere ino 
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icriticalicontrasts iin iresult iamongst iIBCT iand iTBCT, imarried icongregants iin ithe itwo igatherings 

iexperienced idistinctive idirections iin ichange; iTBCT imarried icongregants iencountered ia imore 

iquick ichange, iwhile iIBCT imarried icongregants imade iall ithe imore irelentless iupgrades ithrough ithe 

ispan iof itherapy. iHowever, ithere iare iother iacceptance-based imethodologies iwent ifor ienhancing 

iconnections iand itreating ipassionate idysregulation iin imarried icongregants. i 

Carson iet ial i(2004) itried iwhether icare ibased iprocedures icould ienhance irelationship iquality 

iin i44 inon idistressed ihetero imarried icongregants iand ifound ithat ilarger iamounts iof icare iwere 

iidentified iwith ienhanced iconnections iand idiminished irelationship istretch. iAlso, iKirby iand 

iBaucom i(2007) icoordinated isegments iof iargumentative iconduct itherapy iand isubjective isocial 

itherapy iin ia imarried icongregants iamass iorganise. iThe iafter ieffects iof ithe iinvestigation ioffered 

ihelp ifor iutilising ithis iorganisation ito itreat ifeeling idysfunction iin imarried icongregants. i 

Albeit iexactly ibolstered imedications, ifor iexample, iIBCT iand iEFT ihave ishown ilong ihaul 

iadequacy ifor idistressed imarried icongregants, ithere iare istill iworries iabout ithe ilong ihaul iviability 

iof imarried icongregant itherapy iwhen iall iis idone i(Lundblad and Hansson, 2006). iFor iexample, 

imarried icongregants ifrequently ihold iup itoo iwell ibefore ilooking ifor itreatment iand ijust ienter 

itherapy iafter ione ior ithe itwo iindividuals ifrom ithe imarried icongregant ihave iturned iout ito ibe 

iseriously idistressed. iThis iis ihazardous iin ilight iof ithe ifact ithat ia imarried icongregant's iunderlying 

idistress ilevel iis ithe imost igrounded iindicator iof itreatment iresult i(Johnson iand iLebow, 2012). 

iMoreover, iresult ithinks iabout ihave ireliably idiscovered ithat imarried icongregants iwho iare 

iextremely idistressed itoward ithe istart iof itherapy iare ito ithe ileast iextent iliable ito ibe ijoyfully ihitched 

itoward ithe ifinish iof itreatment i(Wampold, B.E. 2013). i 

The ipresent iinvestigation iinspected ithe iviability iof itreating ifruitlessness istretch iutilizing 

iacceptance iand icommitment itherapy i(ACT), ia ipromising inew iconduct itherapy ithat iobjectives 

iexperiential ishirking ithrough icare, iacceptance imethodologies, iand iesteem icoordinated iactivity. 

iThis isingle-contextual iinvestigation itook iafter ia imarried icongregant iencountering ibarrenness 

irelated ipressure ifollowing ia ibombed iin ivitro itreatment i(IVF) itechnique. iThe imarried icongregant 

ifinished i6 iself-report imeasures iat i7 itime ifocuses, iincluding ia imoment ifizzled iIVF iendeavour iand 

ia i1-year idevelopment. i 

Measures iincluded iboth idistress icentred iinstruments iand itherapy iprocess-related isurveys. 

iThe ifemale imember iannounced ihigher ipre-treatment istress iand iwretchedness iscores icontrasted 

iwith iher iaccomplice. iShe idetailed ihuge ireductions iin iworldwide ifruitlessness ipush, 
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isocialibarrenness istretch, isexual ibarrenness ipush, imental idistress, iand imelancholy ifrom ipre-

therapy ito i1-year idevelopment. iShe iadditionally idetailed idecrease iin ifruitlessness istretch iafter iher 

isecond ibombed iin ivitro ipreparation i(IVF) iendeavour. iThe imale imember irevealed ihuge ireductions 

iin isexual ibarrenness ipush. iThe iinvestigation iproposes ithat iacceptance-based itherapy iindicates 

iguarantee iin itreating ibarrenness iworry iin ipatients iencountering ifruitlessness iwho iexperience 

imedicinal imedications. iThe iinformation ifrom ithis ipreparatory icontextual iinvestigation ilikewise 

irecommends ithat iACT imight ibe iuseful ifor imarried icongregants ifollowing iIVF itreatment 

idisappointment. iTreatment ipicks iup iwere ikept iup i1-year ipost-therapy, idemonstrating ithat ian 

iACT iway ito ideal iwith itreating ibarrenness ican ipossibly ideliver ienduring ichange. i 

Concerning ithe iutilisation iof icare ibased imediations ito iimprove imarried icongregant’s 

iconnections iand idecrease irelationship idistress, ithe iconfirmation ito idate iis ipromising. iIn 

iparticular, ione irandomised icontrolled itrial ishows ithat icare ibased irelationship iupgrade iis ivaluable 

ifor inon-distressed imarried icongregants, iand idiscovered ibigger iimpact iestimate ichanges ithan 

iexisting iproof iconstruct irelationship iimprovement iprograms iin ilight iof ifulfilled imarried 

icongregants i(Carson, i2004). iIn ithis imanner, ithere iis ino ispecific iidea ior istyle iof ireasoning ithat iis 

ihazardous ifrom ithis imodel; ithe iissue iis itruly iwhat ireaction ithe iidea iprompts. iOnce imore, iutilising 

iOCD ifor iinstance, iover ithe itop imusings iare ijust irisky iwhen ithey iare itaken iactually iand iprompt 

ipractices ithat iimpede ithe iindividual's iworking. iOn ithe ioff ichance ithat isomebody ican ifigure iout 

ihow ito i"simply isee" ithe ifixation iand iproceed ia isignificant iway ithroughout ieveryday ilife, ithe 

iframe ior irecurrence iof ithat iidea iwould iaffect ithe iconduct iand inot ishould ibe itended ito iclinically. i 

In iparticular, iACT ihas ibeen iappeared ito ibe ipowerful ifor ian iassortment iof iuneasiness iissue 

i(Codd, iTwohig, iCrosby iand iEnno, i2011), iinclination iissue, isubstance iutilise iclutters, icrazy iissue, 

idietary iissues iand iweight iissues, idrive icontrol iissue, iidentity iissue, iand iin iaddition iissues istood iup 

ito iin isocial ipharmaceutical i(Gundy, iWoidneck, iPratt, iChristian, iand iTwohig, i2011). iExact 

iwriting ihas idemonstrated ithat iACT ihas ibeen iappeared ito ibe ivaluable iwith ian iassortment iof iissues 

ithat iare inot idiagnosable, ifor iexample, iparental idistress irelated iwith ibringing iup ikids iwith 

iformative iissue i(Blackledge iand iHayes, i2006), idisgrace iissues i(Masuda, i2007), ihelping iexperts 

iembrace iexperimentally ibolstered iintercessions ibarrenness ipush iand imarital idistress ito igive isome 

iexamples i(Peterson, i2009). 
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2.3.3 Gender iand idistressed imarried icongregants 

In ia ifar ireaching isurvey, iKiecolt-Glaserand iand iNewton i(2007) iprove ifrom imany istudies 

idemonstrating ithat iladies' iphysical iwellbeing idepends isignificantly imore ion ithe inature iof ithe 

imarriage ithan iit iapplies ito imen. i iAmidst idifferent imeasures ias igoal iphysiological ireactions, iself-

revealed iwellbeing, itorment, iand iphysiological iassessments itaken iamid imarital icommunications, 

imarital iquality iwas iall ithe imore iunequivocally iconnected iwith iwellbeing iresults ifor iladies ithan 

ifor imen. iThe igender icontrasts iin iphysiological iresponses ito imarital iclash iare iespecially istriking. 

iFor iexample, ieven iamong ian iexample iof igenerally ifulfilled imarried icongregants iin isteady iand 

icontinuing imarriages i(enduring ia inormal iof i42 iyears), iladies' iendocrine ilevels ichanged 

isignificantly imore iamid iclashes ithan idid imen's i(Kiecolt-Glaser iet ial., i2007). i 

Most iquite, ithe ifemale iprevalence iin idespondency ihas ibeen isettled iin iepidemiological 

istudies iin ithe iWest i(Thompson and Bland, 2018; Suzuki et al, 2018) iand iin iTaiwan i(Cheng, 

i2009); iamong iclinical ipatients iand iordinary ipopulaces; icrosswise iover ivarious inations, idistinctive 

itopographical idistricts, idiverse istatistic igatherings, iand idistinctive iage iassociates i(Nolen-

Heoksema, i2007). i 

Besides, idoubts ithat ithis ifemale idominance iwas ia irelic ibecause iof igender-related ireaction 

iinclination i(Franzen and Mader, 2019; Donovan and Jessor, 2016) ihelp-chasing ipractices ior ian 

ioutflow iof ipsychological idistress i(Cleary, i2007; iNolen-Heoksema, i2007) iwere inot isubstantiated 

iwith iobservational iconfirmation. iAn iinteresting iinquiry, iat ithat ipoint, iis ithe imeans iby iwhich ito 

irepresent ithis istriking igender idistinction. iConfirmation ihas idemonstrated ithat icultural 

icharacterised igender-role iqualities imight ibe imore icritical ithan iorganic isex ias ifor isubjective 

iencounters iin idiscouragement iin iordinary iyouthful igrown-ups i(Sanfilipo, i2004). iThe imotivation 

ibehind ithis iexamination iwas ito iexplore ithese irelations, iand ialso iconceivable ipsychological 

imiddle ipeople iamong itypical iworking iladies iin iTaiwan, i(Spence, i2004). i 

Manliness iand iwomanliness iallude ito ihow imuch iindividuals iembrace idifferent 

icharacteristics icustomarily iconnected iwith ipeople. iYarnell, Davidson and Mullarkey i(2019) ihave 

isuggested ithat imanliness iand iwomanliness iare itwo igroups iof icharacteristic iinclinations ithat irelate 

ito ithe isocially iauthorized iand iexpected iconduct icontrasts iamongst ipeople. iManliness iand igentility 

iadditionally irelate ito ithe idistinctive igender iroles imost isocial iorders iattribute ito ipeople: 

iinstrumental-agenic i(manly) iversus iexpressive ipublic i(female) i(Chen, i2017). i 
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As iindicated iby ithe icoinciding imodel, iindividuals iwho ihave imore igender-compatible 

igender-role iattributes iought ito ihave ithe icapacity ito iaccomplish ipreferred ipsychological ialteration 

iover ithe iindividuals iwho ihave iless. iThe ibasic iconviction iis ithat ithe ifit ibetween isocietal idemands 

iand iindividual iidentity icharacteristics iought ito iadvance ipsychological ichange i(Whitley, i2003, 

i2005). iAt ithe ipoint iwhen igender-based iappropriateness iof iemployments iwas iconsidered, ithe 

icoinciding imodel iwas iupheld i(Long, i2009); isomething ielse, ilook iinto ifor ithe imost ipart ishowed 

ithat imanliness iwas imore icritical ito ipsychological imodification i(Allgood-Merten iand iStockard, 

i2001). iAs iper ithe iandrogyny ishow, ihaving iboth imanliness iand igentility iqualities ishould iprompt 

igreater iadaptability iin iand iversatility ito idifferent icircumstances ithan iabnormal iamounts iof ieither 

imanliness ior iwomanliness icharacteristics ialone i(Bem, i2001). i 

In iany icase, ithe ianalyst ichose ijust igenuinely iand isteadily idistressed imarried icongregants 

iand idiscoveries ifound ithat ithe imore inoteworthy ithe irelationship idistress, ithe ipoorer ithe iresult iin 

itreatment i(Snyder, iMangrum, iand iWills, i2003). iIt iwas icontemplated ithat imedicines iwould 

idemonstrate itheir irelative ipower imost iunmistakably iwhen ilooked iwith itroublesome icases. iTo ibe 

iincorporated iinto ithe iexamination, imarried icongregants ineeded ito iover iand iagain ireport igenerous 

irelationship idistress. iBesides, iin ia ireconsideration iof ithe iinformation ifrom ithe iresult iconsider iby 

iSnyder iand ihis ipartners, iKashy iand iSnyder i(2005) ifound ithat iconduct imarried icongregant itherapy 

iwas imore icompelling ifor ihusbands iyet iknowledge iarranged imarried icongregant itherapy iwas 

imore ipowerful ifor ispouses. iAlong ithese ilines, iin ithe ipresent iinvestigation, iwe ilook iat idifferential 

itreatment iimpacts ifor ihusbands iand ispouses. iBoss, Bryant and Macini (2016) ifind ithat iladies 

iconsistently ihave ihigher irates iof imental itreatment iin imental ihealing icentres, iinpatient imental 

itreatment iwhen iall iis isaid iin idone idoctor's ifacilities, iand ioutpatient imind iin imental icentres ithan 

imen. i 

In ianother iinvestigation, iZukerman i(2009) ifinds ithat iladies ihave iless icertainty, 

iconfidence, iindependence ior iadapting icapacity, iand iopen italking icapacities ithan imen, iprompting 

ithe imore iprominent inumber iof ireports ithat iqualities imanifestations iof idiscouragement, itension, 

iand ioutrage ito iladies iwhen iunder ipressure. iAs iper iBroman i(2001), iwhen iall iis isaid iin idone, 

imarried icongregants ihave imore inoteworthy ilevels iof ipsychological iprosperity ithan ithe inon-

married, iyet imarried iladies ihave ihigher irates iof idysfunctional ibehaviour ithan imarried imen iand 

isingle iladies. iBe ithat ias iit imay, ithe isharing iof idomestic iwork ihas ibeen ifound ito ibuild ia ihusband's 

ilevel iof idepressive iside ieffects i(Glass iand iFujimoto i2004). iA imarried icongregant iof istudies 
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ihaveiexamined ithe iimpact iof ifamily istructure ion iAfrican iAmericans' ipsychological idistress iand 

ithe igender icontrasts ithat idevelop ibecause iof ithis iimpact, idespite ithe ifact ithat ithe idiscoveries istay 

iconflicting i(Reskin iand iCoverman i2005, iZollar iand iWilliams i2007). i 

A ifew istudies ifind ithat ialbeit iutilised iladies ihave ibring idown ilevels iof idistress ithan 

ihousewives, ithe itwo igatherings iof iladies iare imore idistressed ithan iutilised imen i(Patel and Dhar 

2019). iOthers idiscover ino icontrast ibetween iutilised iladies iand ihousewives i(Cleary iand iMechanic 

i2003). iStill iothers ilocate ithat iutilised iladies idonot icontrast ifrom iutilised imen iin ilevels iof idistress 

i(Gore iand iMangione i2003, iKessler iand iMcRae, i2002). iTo iinspect ipromote ithe iconditions iunder 

iwhich ibusiness iadds ito ior icompels iladies' ipsychological iwell-being, ia ifew iscientists ihave 

iexplored idifferent icontrol ifactors ithat ihypothetically ichange ithis iaffiliation. iTheir idiscoveries 

irepresent ithat iactivity icontrol, iself-sufficiency, iand imany-sided iquality iupgrade iutilised iladies' 

ipsychological iprosperity i(Rosenfield i2002, iPugliesi i2002, iRosenfield i2009). iBusiness ilikewise 

ihas iconnection iimpacts iwith ifamily istructure ion iladies' iemotional iwell-being. iWorking ifor ipay 

icradles iladies' imarital ipressure, iwhile ichild irearing ihas ia inegative iand icompounding iimpact ion 

ibusiness irelated ipressure i(Kandel iet ial. i2005). i 

Further, iresearch ifindings iconfirm ithat ispecific iarrangements iof ivarious iroles iare ihelpful 

ifor iladies' ipsychological iprosperity i(Thoits i2003, iPugliesi i2002). iThus, ithe iresults iof idifferent 

irole icommitments iare inot iconsistently ipositive. iWhile iladies iwho iparticipate iin ipaid iwork iby iand 

ilarge istill iplay iout iby ifar imost iof idomestic iwork, idifferent iroles ifor ithem icould iprompt iadditional 

iweights iand ithus icause ihigher irates iof idistress iand imelancholy iwhen icontrasted iwith iutilised 

imarried imen iand iutilised isingle iladies i(Cleary iand iMechanic i2003, iPugliesi i2002). iSpecifically, 

iutilised imarried iladies iwith iyouthful iyoungsters iencounter ilarger iamounts iof idistress ithan itheir 

ichildless ipartners ior iequivalent imen. i 

Available iempirical iresearch ireports iare, itherefore ito isome idegree iconfusing iin ithat iwhile 

iit iis iregularly italked iabout ithat imarriage iopens inew isocial iopen idoors ifor imen iit iis iadditionally 

iconceivable ithat imarriage imight ibe ia idetaching ibackground ifor imen. 

 

2.3.4 Self-concept iand idistressed imarried icongregants 

Men iwill iprobably ireport ithat iit iis icritical ito ifeel iautonomous iand iindependent, iand ithey 

ilean itoward inot idepending ion iothers ior ihave iothers irely iupon ithem. iMen imay iprofit imore ifrom 

imarriage ithan iladies isince ithey idepend ion itheir ispouses ias ian iessential iwellspring iof 
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ipassionateihelp iand iin ilight iof ithe ifact ithat iladies iare igreat iat igiving ithe isorts iof ihelp ithat imen 

ineed. iMen icommonly iname itheir ispouses ias itheir isole ior imost ivital iwellspring iof ihelp iand ithe ione 

iin iwhom ithey itrust iindividual iissues i(Umbersonet, i2006). iLadies, iconversely, iwill iprobably 

iswing ito iother ifemale irelatives iand idear icompanions ifor isocial ihelp. iFurther, isignificant 

iconfirmation ishows ithat iladies iare, iby iand ilarge, imore iskilful isuppliers iof ienthusiastic ihelp ithan 

iare imen, igiving imessages ithat irecognise, iintricate iand igenuine itheir iaccomplice's iworries 

i(MacGeorge, iClark, iand iGillihan, i2002). iLadies' iwellbeing iis iall ithe imore ifirmly ifixing ito ithe 

inature iof itheir imarriage ithan iis ivalid ifor imen. i 

In ia ifar ireaching iaudit, iKiecolt-Glaserand iNewton i(2001) iintroduced iprove ifrom imany 

istudies idemonstrating ithat iladies' iphysical iwellbeing idepends isignificantly imore ion ithe inature iof 

ithe imarriage ithan idoes imen's. iCrosswise iover isuch idiffering isubordinate imeasures ias igoal 

iphysiological ireactions, iself-announced iwellbeing, itorment, iand iphysiological iassessments itaken 

iamid imarital icollaborations, imarital iquality iwas iall ithe imore iemphatically iconnected iwith 

iwellbeing iresults ifor iladies ithan ifor imen. i 

iColtrane and Adams (2008) ihave isuggested ithat imanliness iand igentility iare itwo igroups iof 

iattribute iinclinations ithat icompare ito ithe isocially iauthorized iand iexpected iconduct icontrasts 

iamongst ipeople. iManliness iand iwomanliness iadditionally icompare ito ithe idistinctive igender iroles 

imost isocial iorders iattribute ito ipeople: iinstrumental-agenic i(manly) iversus iexpressive imutual 

i(female) i(Chen, i2017). i 

Research iprove, inonetheless, iisn't iso iclear. iAt ithe ipoint iwhen igender-based 

ireasonableness iof iemployments iwas iconsidered, ithe iharmoniousness idisplay iwas iupheld i(Long, 

i2009); isomething ielse, ilook iinto ifor ithe imost ipart ishowed ithat imanliness iwas imore ivital ito 

ipsychological ialteration i(Whitley, i2008; iMarkstrom-Adams, i2009; iAllgood-Merten iand 

iStockard, i2001). iAs iper ithe iandrogyny ishow, ihaving iboth imanliness iand igentility iqualities ishould 

iprompt igreater iadaptability iin iand iversatility ito idifferent icircumstances ithan ilarge iamounts iof 

ieither imanliness ior iwomanliness icharacteristics ialone i(Bem, i2001). i 

By iand ilarge, iconfidence ihas ibeen iobserved ito ibe iidentified iwith iboth igender-role 

iqualities iand idejection i(Feather, i2005; iWhitley, i2005). iMeta-examinations ishowed ithat imanliness 

iinstead iof iandrogynous icharacteristics icould ibetter iforesee iconfidence i(Whitley, i2003). iOther 

istrong iconfirmation iis iadditionally iaccessible i(Bassoff iand iGlass, i2002). iIt iappears ithat imanliness 

iattributes iare ihelpful ifor iconfidence, iwhile ithe iutility iof igentility iqualities irequires imore 
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iresearch.iCustomarily, iconfidence ihas ibeen ifirmly iconnected iwith idiscouragement i(Lock and 

Grange, 2018). iBe ithat ias iit imay, ithe icausal iconnections ibetween ithe itwo iare istill ifervently. iA ifew 

iscientists iview ilow iconfidence ias ione iof ithe idepressive imanifestations, ithough iothers isee ilow 

iconfidence ias ia ipredecessor ito imelancholy i(Hammen iet ial., i2005; iBrown, i2006; iMiller iet ial., 

i2009). i 

Then iagain, iMullis iand iMcKinley i(2009) ineglected ito idiscover iany idistinctions ion iI-E 

icontrol iover ithe ifour igender-types. iDespite ithe ifact ithat ithe iabove istudies iall iutilised iunderstudy 

itests, imanliness iqualities ihave iin iany icase idemonstrated ia iprovisional iconnection iwith iinner 

icontrol, iand igentility iattributes iappear ito ibe idisconnected ito iconvictions iof icontrol. iResearch ihas 

imore ithan ionce ifound ithat iindividuals iwith imore igrounded iconvictions iin iinner icontrol iwere 

imore iimpervious ito isadness i(Mirowsky iand iRoss, i2006; iBenassi, i2008). iBy iand iby, iinward iouter 

icontrol iappeared ito ibe ia iconceivable imiddle iperson ibetween igender-role iattributes iand 

idespondency. iIn ilight iof ithe iabove ibasic iaudit, ia iconditional imodel iwas iproposed ito icoordinate 

iresearch irelating ito igender-role iattributes, iconfidence, icontrol iand idespondency i 

What's imore, ipast iresearch idemonstrates ithat ifrom isome ichose itruly iand isteadily 

idistressed imarried icongregants ifound ithat ithe imore iprominent ithe irelationship idistress, ithe ipoorer 

ithe iresult iin itreatment i(Halford, i2001; iJacobson iand iAddis; i2003). iMarried icongregants 

iordinarily ilook ifor itreatment ito ienhance itheir isatisfaction iin ithe irelationship iand ito iavert ipartition 

iand iseparation. iAlso, ithe imost iwell-known iresult ifactors iin iinvestigate ion imarried icongregant 

itherapy, iand ipotentially iin iinquire iabout ion imarried icongregants iby iand ilarge, iare ifulfilment iand 

isolidness. iMarried icongregant itreatments, iespecially isocial itreatments, iendeavour ito iaccomplish 

ithese iobjectives iby ienhancing icommunication, isince icommunication iis ia itypical ishowing iprotest. 

iIn ithis iway, ithe ibasic irelationship iresult imeasure iis icommunication. i 

In ianother iexamination, iZukerman i(2009) ifound ithat iladies ihave iless icertainty, 

iconfidence, iindependence ior iadapting icapacity, iand iopen italking icapacities ithan imen, iprompting 

ithe imore inoteworthy inumber iof ireports ithat iqualities imanifestations iof imisery, iuneasiness, iand 

ioutrage ito iladies iwhen iunder ipressure. iIn iaddition, iTurner iand iMarino i(2008) ireport ithat ilarger 

iamounts iof isocial ihelp iare iidentified iwith idecreaseiof idistress iamong ithe itwo ipeople. iLadies, ibe 

ithat ias iit imay, idisplay imore ipositive isocial ihelp iand imore idepressive iindications iand idistress ithan 

itheir imale ipartners. iAs iper iBroman i(2001), iwhen iall iis isaid iin idone, imarried icongregants 
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ihaveimore inoteworthy ilevels iof ipsychological iprosperity ithan ithe inon-married iyet imarried iladies 

ihave ihigher irates iof idysfunctional ibehaviour ithan imarried imen iand isingle iladies. i 

A ifew istudies ifind ithat ialbeit iutilised iladies ihave ibring idown ilevels iof idistress ithan ihouse 

ispouses, ithe itwo igatherings iof iladies iare imore idistressed ithan iutilised imen i(Patel and Dhar, 

2019). iOthers idiscover ino icontrast ibetween iutilised iladies iand ihousewives i(Cleary iand iMechanic 

i2003, iPearlin i1975). iStill iothers ilocate ithat iutilised iladies idon't ivary ifrom iutilised imen iin ilevels iof 

idistress i(Gore iand iMangione i2003, iKessler iand iMcRae i2002). iTo ilook iat iencourage ithe 

iconditions iunder iwhich ibusiness iadds ito ior icompels iladies' ipsychological iwellness, ia ifew 

iscientists ihave iexamined idifferent icontrol ifactors ithat ihypothetically iadjust ithis iaffiliation. iTheir 

idiscoveries ishow ithat iactivity icontrol, iself-rule, iand iintricacy iupgrade iutilised iladies' 

ipsychological iprosperity i(Hall i2009, iLennon iand iRosenfield i2002). 

Men iwill imost ilikely ireport ithat iit iis ibasic ito ifeel iself-sufficient iand ifree, iand ithey ilean 

itoward inot irelying iupon iothers ior ihave iothers idepend iupon ithem. iWomen iare imore iplausible ithan 

imen ito i"romanticize" ithe iexperience iof isexual ineed; imen imore iconsistently icompare isexual-need 

iwith iphysical ijoy iand isex. iIn ian iillustrative iexamination i(Regan iand iBerscheid, i2006), imore imen 

i(70%) ithan iwomen i(43%) iassumed ithathat isexual ineed iwas iaway ifor ithe iphysical iexhibit iof isex. 

iFurthermore, iwomen's isex idreams iwill imost ilikely ijoin ian iordinary iassistant, ito ifuse ilove iand 

icommitment, iand ito idepict ithe isetting ifor ithe isexual iexperience. iAlternately, imen's ifantasies iwill 

ipresumably iincorporate ipariahs, iobscure iassociates, ior idifferent iaccessories iand ito irevolve 

iaround ispecific isex iacts ior ibody iparts. i 

Deutsch iand iSaxon i(2008) ithought iabout iregular imechanical imarried icongregants iin 

iwhich imoney irelated ineed idrove ithe ilife ipartner ito itake ia iget-away iand ithe ispouse ito ifill iin ias ia 

ibasic iparent iwhen ihis ilife ipartner iwas ipounding iceaselessly. iDespite itheir inon-standard idirect, 

ithese imarried icongregants ikept iup ithe iinside iconviction ithat ithe ihusband iwas ito ia igreat idegree ithe 

ibasic isupplier iand ithe icompanion iwas iamazingly ithe ibasic iwatchman. iEvidence ifrom ivarious 

isources iestablishes ithat ihusbands itend ito iincrement igreater irestorative ifocal ipoints ifrom imarriage 

ithan ido ilife ipartners. iFor iinstance, iunmarried iwomen ihave ia i50% igreater imortality ithan imarried 

iwomen iwhile, iunmarried imen ihave ia i25% imore iconspicuous imortality ithan imarried imen i(Ross, 

iMirowsky, iand iGoldsteen, i2000). i 

Men imay ibenefit imore ifrom imarriage ithan iwomen isince ithey irely iupon itheir imates ias ia 

ibasic iwellspring iof ienergetic ihelp iand iin ilight iof ithe iway ithat iwomen iare iawesome iat igiving 



89 
 

itheisorts iof iassistance ithat imen irequire. iMen igenerally iname itheir icompanions ias itheir isole ior 

imost iindispensable iwellspring iof iassistance iand ithe ione iin iwhom ithey itrust isingular iissues 

i(Umbersonet, i2006). iWomen, ialternately, iwill ilikely iswing ito iother ifemale irelatives iand idear 

ipartners ifor isocial ihelp. iFurther, icritical iaffirmation idemonstrates ithat iwomen iare, iall ithings 

iconsidered, imore iskilful iproviders iof ienergetic ihelp ithan iare imen, igiving imessages ithat iperceive, 

imind-boggling iand iveritable itheir iassistant's istresses i(MacGeorge, iClark, iand iGillihan, i2002). 

iWomen's iprosperity iis imore isolidly isettling ito ithe iidea iof itheir imarriage ithat iis ilegitimate ifor imen. 

iIn iaddition, iquestions ithat ithis ifemale istrength iwas ian iantiquated iirregularity ion iaccount iof isexual 

iorientation-related iresponse islant ihelp-pursuing ipractices ior iwas ian iannouncement iof imental ipain 

i(Cleary, i2007; iNolen-Heoksema, i2007) iwere inot isubstantiated iwith itest iaffirmation. i 

An iintriguing irequest, iby ithen, iis ithe iway iby iwhich ito ispeak ito ithis istriking isexual 

iorientation iqualification. iEvidence ihas ishown ithat isocially iportrayed isex ipart iproperties imay ibe 

imore ibasic ithan inatural isex iwith irespect ito isubjective iexperiences iin idespairing iin irun iof ithe imill 

ienergetic iadults i(Sanfilipo, i2004). iYarnell, Davidson and Mullarkey i(2019) ihave iproposed ithat 

imasculinity iand ipropriety iare itwo igatherings iof iascribe islants ithat icontrast iwith ithe isocially 

iapproved iand iexpected idirect idifferentiations iamong iindividuals. iMasculinity iand iwomanliness 

imoreover icontrast iwith ithe iunmistakable isex iparts imost isocial irequests iascribe ito iindividuals: 

iinstrumental-operator i(masculine) iversus iexpressive icommon i(female) i(Chen, 2017). i 

Research idemonstrate, iin iany icase, iisn't iso iclear. iExactly iwhen isex-based isensibility iof 

iwork iwas iviewed ias, ithe iconcordance ishow iwas imaintained i(Long, i2009); isomething iunique, 

iinvestigate igenerally idemonstrated ithat imasculinity iwas imore iindispensable ito imental ichange 

i(Whitley, i2008; iMarkstrom-Adams, i2009; iAllgood-Merten iand iStockard, i2001). iAccording ito 

ithe ibisexuality iappear, ihaving iboth imasculinity iand ipropriety icharacteristics ishould iprovoke 

imore iprominent iflexibility iin iand iadaptability ito iunexpected iconditions iin icomparison ito ia ilot iof 

ieither imasculinity ior iwomanliness iqualities ialone i(Bem, i2001). i 

All ithings iconsidered, icertainly ihas ibeen iseen ito ibe irelated ito iboth isex ipart icharacteristics 

iand idisheartening i(Feather, i2005; iWhitley, i2005). iMeta-examinations idemonstrated ithat 

imasculinity irather ithan igender iambiguous iqualities icould ibetter ianticipate icertainty i(Whitley, 

i2003). iAnother isolid iaffirmation iis imoreover iavailable i(Bassoff iand iGlass, i2002). iIt icreates ithe 

iimpression ithat imasculinity iproperties iare iuseful ifor icertainty, iwhile ithe iutility iof isophistication 

icharacteristics irequires imore iresearch. iUsually, icertainty ihas ibeen isolidly iassociated 
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iwithidemoralization i(Lock and Grange, 2018). iIn iany icase, ithe icausal iassociations ibetween ithe 

itwo iare istill iintensely. iA imarried icongregant iof iresearchers isee ilow icertainty ias ione iof ithe 

idepressive isigns, ihowever iothers isee ilow icertainty ias ian iantecedent ito idespairing i(Hammen iet ial., 

i2005; iBrown, i2006; iMiller iet ial., i2009). i 

On ithe iother ihand, iMullis iand iMcKinley i(2009) ifail ito ifind iany irefinements ion iI-E icontrol 

iover ithe ifour isexual iorientation iwrites. iIn ispite iof ithe iway ithat ithe iabove iexaminations iall iused 

iunderstudy itests, imasculinity icharacteristics ihave iregardless iexhibited ia itemporary iassociation 

iwith iinward icontrol, iand iculture iascribes ihave iall ithe iearmarks iof ibeing iseparated ito ifeelings iof 

icontrol. iResearch ihas imore ithan ionce ifound ithat iindividuals iwith imore igrounded ifeelings iin 

iinward icontrol iwere imore iimpenetrable ito ibitterness i(Mirowsky iand iRoss, i2006; iBenassi, i2008). 

iBefore ilong, iinternal-external icontrol ihad iall ithe iearmarks iof ibeing ia ipossible icentre iindividual 

ibetween isexual iorientation ipart iqualities iand imelancholy. iIn ilight iof ithe iabove, ifundamental 

ireview, ia icontingent imodel iwas iproposed ito iorganise iexplore iidentifying iwith isexual iorientation 

ipart icharacteristics, icertainty, icontrol iand isorrow i 

Likewise, ipast iresearch ishows ithat ifrom isome ipicked ireally iand irelentlessly iupset imarried 

icongregants ifound ithat ithe imore iconspicuous ithe irelationship itrouble, ithe ipoorer ithe ioutcome iin 

itreatment i(Halford, i2001; iJacobson iand iAddis; i2003). iMarried icongregants icustomarily isearch 

ifor itreatment ito iupgrade itheir ifulfilment iin ithe irelationship iand ito ideflect isegment iand 

idetachment. iLikewise, ithe imost iunderstood ioutcome ifactors iin iexamining ion imarried icongregant 

itherapy, iand ipossibly iin iinquisitive iabout ion imarried icongregants, iall ithings iconsidered, iare 

isatisfaction iand irobustness. iMarried icongregant imedications, iparticularly isocial imedicines, 

iattempt ito iachieve ithese itargets iby iupgrading icorrespondence isince icorrespondence iis ia 

icommonplace iindicating idissent. iAlong ithese ilines, ithe iessential irelationship iresult imeasure iis 

icorrespondence. i 

In ianother iexamination, iZukerman i(2009) ifound ithat iwomen ihave iless isureness, icertainty, 

ifreedom ior iadjusting ilimit, iand iopen italking ilimits ithan imen, iinciting ithe imore ivital inumber iof 

ireports ithat icharacteristics isigns iof ihopelessness, iuneasiness, iand ishock ito iwomen iwhen iunder 

istrain. iWhat's imore, iTurner iand iMarino i(2008) ireport ithat ibigger imeasures iof isocial iassist iare 

irelated ito icut idown ilevels iof imisery iamong ithe itwo iindividuals. iWomen, iin iany icase, ishow imore 

ipositive isocial ihelp iand imore idepressive isigns iand itrouble ithan itheir imale iaccomplices. 

iAccording ito iBroman i(2001), iwhen iall iis isaid iin idone, imarried icongregants ihave imore 
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iessentialilevels iof imental iflourishing ithan ithe inon-married iyet imarried iwomen ihave ihigher irates 

iof ibroken iconduct ithan imarried imen iand isingle iwomen. i 

A imarried icongregant iof istudies ifind ithat iyet iused iwomen ihave icut idown ilevels iof ipain 

ithan ihouse ilife ipartners, ithe itwo isocial ievents iof iwomen iare imore iupset ithan iused imen i(Patel and 

Dhar 2019). iOthers ifind ino idifferentiation ibetween iused iwomen iand ihousewives i(Wilsey and 

Lyke 2015). iIn iany icase, iothers ifind ithat iused iwomen idon't ishift ifrom iused imen iin ilevels iof 

itrouble i(Gore iand iMangione i2003, iKessler iand iMcRae i2002). iTo itake ia igander iat iempowering 

ithe iconditions iunder iwhich ibusiness iadds ito ior iurges iwomen's imental ihealth, ia imarried 

icongregant iof iresearchers ihave ianalysed idiverse icontrol ifactors ithat itheoretically ialter ithis 

iconnection. iTheir idisclosures idemonstrate ithat iaction icontrol, iself-run, iand imultifaceted inature 

iredesign iused iwomen's imental isuccess i(Hall i2009, iLennon iand iRosenfield i2002). 
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2.4 The iConceptual iModel ifor ithe iStudy 
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In ithis istudy, ia iconceptual iframework iwas ideveloped iaround ithe iinterventions iintending ito 

ireduce imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican 

iCommunion. iOndo iState, iNigeria. iFrom ithe iconceptual imodel, iMarriage iEducation iand 

iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy iare ithe itwo iinterventions iwith itreatments ipackages iused iin ithe 

istudy. iThese iinterventions iwere ireferred ito ias iindependent ivariables iin ithe iconceptual imodel 

ibecause ithe itreatments iwere imanipulated iby ithe iresearcher iin iother ito idetermine itheir 

ieffectiveness ion iMarital iDistress iamong imarried icongregants. 

The imoderating ivariables iincluded igender iand iself-concept iin ithis istudy. iHowever, ipieces 

iof iliterature ion igender iand iself-concept iactively ihave ibuffered ieffects ion iMarital iDistress. i iIt iwas 

ion ithis ipremises ithat igender iand iself-concept ias imoderators iwere iconsidered. iConversely, ithe 

ibehavioural iequation iS-O-R irepresents ithe icomplete i(total iinteraction) iof ithe ivariables iin ithe 

istudy i(Kaufer iand iPhilips, i1970). 

S- iStimulus i(the iindependent ivariables) 

O- iOrganism i(the iintervening ivariables iinherent iin ithe iorganism). 

R- iResponse i(the idependent ivariable ithat iare ithe iresultant ieffect iof ithe iindependent 

ivariables). 
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CHAPTER iTHREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This ichapter idiscussed ithe idesign, isample iand isampling itechniques, iinstrumentation, 

iprocedure ifor idata iadministration iand icollection iand imethod iof idata ianalysis. 

 

3.1 Research Design 

This istudy iemployed ia ipre-test, ipost-test, icontrol igroup, iquasi-experimental idesign iwith ia i3 

ix i2 ix i3 ifactorial imatrix. iThe ifactorial imatrix iconsisted iof itwo itreatment igroups i(Marriage 

iEducationiand iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy) iand ia icontrol igroup iin ithe irows, iwhile ithe 

icolumns ihave itwo imoderating ivariables iof igender iand iself-concept. iGender ivaried iat itwo ilevels 

iof imale iand ifemale, iwhile iself-concept ivaried iat ithree ilevels ihigh, imoderate iand ilow. i iThe 

idesign iis ipresented iin iTable i3.1. i i 

Table i3.1: iA i3x2x3 iFactorial iDesign ifor ithe iPsychological itreatment iof iMarital iDistress 

iamong imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iOf iOndo, iOndo iState, iNigeria 
 
 
 
Treatments 
 

Gender i(B)  
  

Male i(B1) Female i(B2)  
Self-Concept i(C)  

Low 
(C1) 

Moderate i 

i(C2) 
High i 
(C3) 

Low 
(C1) 

Moderate 

i(C2) 
High 
(C3) 

Total 

ME iI i(A1) - 5 14 - 2 5 26 
ACT iII i(A2) 1 2 20 0 0 3 26 
Control i(A3) 0 3 4 1 3 15 26 
Key: i  
A1 i i i= i Marriage iEducation i 

A2 i i i= i Acceptance iCommitment iTherapy 

A3 i i i= Control iGroup i 

B1 i i i= Gender i/ iMale 

B2 i i i= i Gender i/ iFemale 

C1 i i i= i Participants iwith ihigh iSelf-concept 

C2 i i i= i Participants iwith imoderate iSelf-concept i 

C3 i i i= i Participants iwith ilow iSelf-concept 

The idesign iconsists iof ipsychological itreatment iwhich iinvolves iMarriage iEducation i(ME) 

iand iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) iand ithe icontrol igroup i(A3) iwhich iforms ithe 
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irow.iThe ifirst icolumn iconsists iof iGender ilevels iof ithe iparticipants i(male iand ifemale) iat itwo 

ilevels iwhile ithe iother icolumn iconsist iof iSelf-Concept i(SC) iat ithree ilevels iwhich iwill ibe 

iclassified ias ihigh iC1, imoderate iC2 iand ilow iC3 ias iit iwill irelates ito ithe iparticipants. i 

The itwo iexperimental iand icontrol igroups iwere ipre-tested ibefore icommencement iof ithe 

itraining isessions. iAfterwards, ithe itreatment igroups i(Marriage iEducation iand iAcceptance 

iCommitment iTherapy) iwere itaken ithrough itherapeutic isessions asiit iaffects ithis iresearch iwork. 

iThe icontrol igroup iwas itaken ithrough ia icounselling itherapeutic isession ithat ihas ino irelationship 

iwith ithe iintervention itechniques measured. iA ifinal ipost-test iwas iconducted ion ithe ithree igroups. 

 

3.2 Study iPopulation 

The ipopulation iconsisted iof imarried icongregants ifrom ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican 

iCommunion. iThis iProvince iis ione iof ithe i14 iProvinces iof ithe iChurch iof iNigeria i(Anglican 

iCommunion). iThe istudy ifocused imainly ion imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince ifrom ithe 

ifollowing itwo iDioceses i(Diocese iof iOndo iand iDiocese iof iOwo) iand ia imain iParish iChurch iin ithe 

iProvince iof iondo irespectively. i 

 

3.3 Sample iand iSampling iTechniques 

This istudy iadopted ia ipurposive isampling itechnique iin iselecting ithe iProvince iof iOndo, 

i(Anglican iCommunion) ithat iis ipresently iwitnessing ihigh irate iof imarital idistress iamong iher imarried 

icongreganats. i iAlso, ithe iDioceses i(iDioceses iof iOndo iand iOwo) iand imain iParish ichurch(iSt. iPeter’s 

iAnglican. iChurch, iBolorunduro) ichosen iwere ifound isuitable ibecause ithese iareas ihave ithe ihighest 

ipercentage iof isingle iparents i(Imhonde, iAluede iand iIfunanyachukwu, i2008) iand ithe ifeasibility istudy 

iconducted iat icustomary icourt irevealed ithat imarital idispute iand idissolution iis ialarming iin ithese iareas. 

 iNinety i imarried icongregants iwho iscored i90% iand iabove iin itheir iresponses ito ithe i iMarital iDistress i iScale 

i(MDS) iused ifor iscreening iwere ipurposively iselected iand irandomised iinto iThe iCathedral iChurch iof iSt. 

iStephen, iOke-Aluko, iOndo, i(experimental igroup iI), iSt. iAndrew’s iCathedral iChurch, iImola, iOwo 

i(experimental igroup iII) iPeter’s iAnglican iChurch, iBolorunduro i(Control igroup). iAfter iwhich ia i10weeks 

isession iwas iran iwith ithe iparticipants iof ithis istudy. iConsidering iattrition irate; iafter ithe iexperiment ionly i78 

i(experimental igroup iI i(N=26); iexperimental igroup iII i(N=26); iand icontrol igroup i(N=26)] imarried 

icongregants icompleted ithe istudy. 
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3.4 Eligibility ifor iparticipation 

The istudy’s iinclusion icriteria iinclude: 

1. Participants iwere imarried icongregant iin ithe icongregation ifor imeeting 

2. Participants iwere ibetween itwenty-one iand iforty-five iyears i(21-45years) iabove. 

3. Participants iwere iboth imale iand ifemale. 

4. Participants ihad ifilled, isigned iand isubmitted ithe iconsent iform ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy. 

 

3.5 Instrumentation 

Four imeasuring iinstruments were iused iin ithe istudy. They iare; iMarital iDistress iScale i(MDS), 

iRelationship iAssessment iScale i(RAS) iand iSelf-Concept iScale i(SCS). iThe iinstruments iwere 

isectionalized ias ifollows: iSection iA: iBio-data iinformation iof ithe iparticipants, iSection iB: iMarital 

iDistress iScale i(MDS), iSection iC: iRelationship iAssessment iScale i(RAS) iand iSection iD: iSelf-

Concept iScale i(SCS). iThe iinstruments iwere iadministered iin ian iunderstandable ilanguage irelevant 

ito ithe iparticipants iin ithe istudy. 

 

Pilot itesting 

To iensure iunderstanding iof ithe iscale ion iMarital iDistress iScales i(MDS), iRelationship 

iAssessment iScale i(RAS) iand iSelf-Concept iScale i(SCS) iwere iadopted ito idetect ipotential iproblems 

iwith idistressed imarried icongregants, ia ipilot itest iwas icarried iout ito iensure ithat ithe iscales iwere isuitable ito 

ibe iused iwithin ithe iNigerian icontext iand iin iorder ito iestablish itheir ireliability. iThe ipilot istudy 

ihelped ito iensure iconsistency iand idependability iof ithe iscale iand ithe iability ito itap idata ithat 

ianswered ithe iobjectives iof ithe istudy. iGenerally, ithe ireliability iof ithe iinstruments iwere idetermined 

ithrough ithe iuse iof itest ire-test iprocedure. iWhiston i(2005) idescribed itest ire-test ireliability 

iprocedure ias ia imethod iof iestimating ithe ireliability iof ian iinstrument ithrough ithe iadministration iof 

ithe iinstrument itwice ito ithe isame igroup iof iindividuals. iThen, ia ireliability ico-efficient iis ithen 

icalculated iby icorrelating ithe iperformance ion ithe ifirst iadministration iwith ithe iperformance ion ithe 

isecond iadministration. 

Section iA: iBio iData: iInformation iof iparticipants isuch ias: iage, isex, ireligion, ieducation istatus, 

ioccupation, ietc. 
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Section iB: iMarital iDistress iScale i(MDS): iThis iscale iis ia iself-report iinstrument iwhich iwas 

ideveloped iby iWhisman, iBeach, iand iSnyder, i(2008) ito iscreen iparticipants iin iother ito iaccess ithe 

idistressed iindividuals iin ithe istudy. iThe iscale ihas i10 iquestion iitems, itypical iexamples iof ithe iitems 

iare: i“My ipartner iand iI ispend ia igood ideal iof itime itogether iin idifferent ikinds iof iplay iand 

irecreation”; i“Minor idisagreements iwith imy ipartner ioften iend iup iin ibig iarguments” ior 

i“Whenever iI’m ifeeling isad, imy ipartner imakes ime ifeel iloved iand ihappy iagain” iand iso ion. iThe 

iscoring ipatterns iof ithe idata iranges iwithin iTrue iand iFalse imodified iLikert iscale. iA ipilot istudy iwas 

iinitiated ito icheckmate ithe istrength iof iits ivalidity iwhen iand iafter itesting iit ion iour icultural isetting 

iby ilocalizing iit ito ithe ibasic istandard iresearch imethod ihere iin iNigeria. iIt ihas ia ireliability 

icoefficient iof i0.74 iusing iCronbach-alpha imethod iafter ipilot itesting. 

 

Section iC: iRelationship iAssessment iScale i(RAS): iThis iscale iis idesigned iby iHenrick i(1988), 

iThe iscale ihas i7 iquestion iitems imeasure iof igeneral irelationship isatisfication, itypical iexamples iof 

ithe iitems iare: i“My ipartner iand iI ispend ia igood ideal iof itime itogether iin idifferent ikinds iof iplay iand 

irecreation”; i“Minor idisagreements iwith imy ipartner ioften iend iup iin ibig iarguments” ior i“How 

ioften ido iyou iwish iyou ihadn’t igotten iinto ithis irelationship?”; i“To iwhat iextent ihas iyour 

irelationship iME iyour ioriginal iexpectations?”; ior i“How imany iproblems iare ithere iin iyour 

irelationship?” ietc. iThe iscoring ipatterns iof ithe iitem iranges ifrom i1(low) isatisfaction ito i5 i(high) 

isatisfaction imodified iLikert iscale. iA ipilot istudy iwas iinitiated ito icheckmate ithe istrength iof iits 

ivalidity iwhen iand iafter itesting iit ion iour icultural isetting iby ilocalising iit ito ithe ibasic istandard 

iresearch imethod ihere iin iNigeria. iIt ihas ia ireliability icoefficient iof i0.83 iusing iCronbach-alpha 

imethod iafter ipilot itesting. 

 

Section iD: iSelf-Concept iScale i(SCS): iSelf-concept iscale iwas ideveloped iby i(Sungai iBesi iBachok 

i1985). iIt ihas i10 iitems istructured iin imodified ifour ipoint iLikert iScale: i4 i– iStrongly iAgree i(SA), i3– 

iAgree i(A), i2 i– iDisagree i(D), i1 i– iStrongly iDisagree i(SD). iTypical iexamples iof ithe iitems iare: i“I 

iwill iwork ion ichanging iwhen iI irealise ithat iI ihave imade ia imistake; i“I iam iwilling ito iadmit imy 

imistake iwithout ifeeling iangry”; i“I iam isatisfied iwith imyself” iamong iothers. iThe iInventory ihas ia 

ipossible irange iof i10 ito i40. iHigh iself-concept iis ireflected iby ihigher iscore iand ivice-visa. iA ipilot 

istudy iwas iconducted ito irevalidate ithe iinstrument iand iit ihas ia ireliability icoefficient ivalue iof i0.74 

iusing iCronbach-alpha imethod. i 
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3.6 Procedure ifor iData iAdministration iand iCollection 

The iresearch iexperiement ispanned ithrough ia iperiod iof iten iweeks iduring iwhich itime ithere 

iwere iresearcher-participants’ iinteractions. iThere iwere ithree imain iphases: ipre-test, itreatment iand 

ipost-treatment. iA iletter iof iintroduction iwas icollected ifrom ithe iDepartment iof iGuidance iand 

iCounselling, iUniversity iof iIbadan ito iobtain ipermission from the major dioceses (Owo and Ondo) 

and the main Parish Church in the Diocese of Ondo. iResearch iassistant iwith ia iminimum 

ieducational ilevel iof imasters idegree ifrom ithe iDepartment iof iGuidance iand iCounselling iof ithe 

iUniversity iof iIbadan iwere irecruited iand itrained ifor ithe istudy. iThen, iparticipants iwere iscreened 

ifor imarital idistress iwith iMarital iDistress iScale i(MDS) iso ias ito icollect ibaseline iinformation. iThe 

iresearcher iand ihis iassistants metwith ithe iparticipants ito iagree ion ithe iweek iand itime ifor ithe 

itherapeutic isessions iin ia ispecified ivenue. iThe icontrol igroup iME ionly itwice i(during ipre-test iand 

ipost-test). 

 

3.7 Control iof iExtraneous iVariables 

Since iexperimental istudy iof ithis inature iis ian iintervention idesign ito iproduce ichange, iit 

ishould itherefore idemonstrate ithat ithe iobserved ichange iis iindeed ia iproduct iof ithe iintervention. 

iThe iexperimental idesign ishould ipermits ithe idifferences ithat iif ithe iintervention ihad inot ioccurred, 

ithe iparticular ichange iwould inot itake iplace. iTherefore, ithe irelevant ivariables ithat imight ihave 

ieffect ion ithe itreatment ioutcome iwere icontrolled. iHowever, ithe ifollowing imeasures iwere iadopted 

ito iforestall ipossible icontamination iof ithe istudy iresults. 

a. The iresearcher iensured ithat iall iparticipants ifor ithe istudy iwere ithoroughly iscreened ito 

icertify ithat ithe iparticipants imeet ithe iinclusion icriteria ifor ithe istudy. 

b. The ithree ilocal igovernment iareas iwere iselected ifrom ithe ithree isenatorial idistricts iwhich 

iwere irandomly iassigned iinto itreatment iconditions ito iavoid iselection ibias. 

c. The i3x2x3 ifactorial imatrix iwas istrictly iadhered ito, iso ias ito iprevent ithe ipossible ivariations 

ithat icould ioccur iwithin ithe iparticipants 

d. The iresearcher iwas iinvolved iin ithe iadministration iof ithe itreatment ipackage ito ithe 

iparticipants iin iorder ito itake icare iof iany ivariance ior ierror 

e. Other iextraneous ivariables iwere itaken icare iof iby ithe imeans iof istatistical icontrol, ithrough 

ithe iuse iof iAnalysis iof Covariance i(ANCOVA). The iANCOVA istatistical itool iwas iused 



99 
 

itoianalysed ithe idata icollected, iin iother ito iremove iinitial idifferences ibetween ithe 

iparticipants iin ithe iexperimental igroups iand icontrol igroup iin ithe istudy. 

 

3.8 Summary iof ithe itreatment ipackages 

EXPERIMENTAL iGROUP i1: iMarriage Education (ME) 

Objective iof ithe itherapy: iThis iprogramme iintends ito ireduce ithe ilevel iof imarital idistress iin 

iparticipants ifrom i90% ito i20% iand ithat iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito ihave ibetween i80% iand i90% 

icontrol iover istressors ithat itrigger imarital idistress iin itheir irelationships. i 

EXPERIMENTAL iGROUP i1: iMarriage Education (ME) 

SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

SESSION i2: Overview iof iMarriage iEducation 

SESSION i3: Explaining iMarital iDistress i 

SESSION i4: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i5: Assessment iof iMarital iProblem 

SESSION i6: Communication iSkill 

SESSION i7: Tips ifor iReducing iMarital iDistress i 

SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 

 

EXPERIMENTAL iGROUP i2- iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Objective iof ithe itherapy: iTo ireduce ithe igroup iof iliteral iverbal icontent iof icognition ithat ioccasion 

iavoidance ibehaviour iand ito iconstruct ian ialternative icontext iwhere ibehaviour iin ialignment iwith 

ione’s ivalue iis imore ilikely ito ioccur. 

SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

SESSION i2: Concept iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

SESSION i3: Core iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

SESSION i4: Techniques iof iACT 

SESSION i5: Explaining iMarital iDistress iand iIts iPredictors iin iMarriage i 

SESSION i6: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 
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SESSION i7: Assessment iof iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 
 

GROUP i3: iControl i 

The iparticipants iof ithis igroup iwere iselected iusing icluster isampling itechniques. iNo 

itreatment iwas iadministered ion ithem. iAlthough, ithe iparticipants iwere iexposed ito ipre-test iand 

ipost-test, ithe iparticipants iwere ionly igiven imotivational italks. 

 

3.9  Data iAnalysis 

Data iwere ianalysed iusing ianalysis iof icovariance i(ANCOVA) iat i0.05 ilevel iof isignificance 

ito idetermine ithe imain iand iinteraction ieffects iof ithe iindependent iand imoderating ivariables ion ithe 

idependent ivariable i(marital idistress) ibecauuse iof iit iability ito icontrol iextraneous ivariables, iadjust 

itreatment imeans, iestimate imissing idata, icorrect iinitial imean idifference ibetween ithe iexperimental 

igroups iand itake icorrelation ibetween ipre iand ipost itest imeasures iinto iaccount. iIt ialso ihas ithe iability 

ito iremove ithe itreatment imeans, ithose idifferences iwhich icould ibe ilinearly icorrelated iwith ithe 

icovariate iand ito iadjust ithe ipost-test imean idifferences ibetween ithe itwo iexperimental igroups. iAlso, 

iScheffe iPost-hoc ianalysis iwas iused ito idetermine ithe iextent iof isignificance iof ithe imain ieffects iof 

ithe itreatment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

RESULTS

This ichapter ipresents ithe 

iwere ialso itested ito idraw iinferences

iresults iof isignificance iwas ipresented

istatement iconfirming ithe iacceptance

 

4.1 i Demographic iprofile iof i

 This isection ipresents ithe pie chart of 

ifollows: 

The itable irevealed ithe iparticipants

iparticipated iin ithe istudy, iwhich

iparticipated iin ithe istudy, isumming

irevealed ithat imore ifemales iparticipated
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 iresults ifrom ithe idescriptive ianalysis. iThe ihypotheses

inferences ifor ithe istudy. iFor ieach ihypothesis itested, ithe

presented iand iinterpreted, irevealing ithe ioutcome iof

acceptance ior irejection iof ithe ihypotheses ias ifollow: i 

ithe iparticipants 

e pie chart of idemographic icharacteristics iof ithe

participants iby igender iin ithe istudy. iIt iwas irecorded

which iis i41% iof ithe itotal istudy iparticipants iwhile

summing iup ito i59% iof ithe itotal ipopulation iin ithe

participated iin ithe istudy ithat ithe imale icounterparts. 

32

Gender

Male Female

hypotheses iformulated 

the istatistical itest 

of ithe istudy iwith ia 

the iparticipants ias 

 

recorded ithat i32 imales 

while i46 ifemales 

the istudy. iFindings 



 

Figure i4.2: Bar Chart Distribution of 

 

 

The itable ireveals ithe iparticipants

ithe iage irange iof i21-25 iyears i9 i

iyears, i8 i(10.3%), iare iaged ibetween

i41-45 iand i21(26.9%) iof ithe itotal

iparticipants iwere ibetween i41-45
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: Bar Chart Distribution of iParticipants iby iAge i 

participants’ iages iFinding ishow ithat i6 i(7.7%) iof ithe iparticipants

i(11.5%) iare ibetween i26-30 iyears, i12 i(15.4%) i

between i36-40 iyears iwhile i22 i(28.2%) iare iwithin ithe

total ipopulation iin ithe istudy iare i46 iand iabove. iThus

45 iyears. i 
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participants iare iwithin 

iare iwithin i31-35 

the iage ibracket iof 

Thus, imajority iof ithe 

25



 

Figurei4.3: iPie Chart Distribution

 

 

 

The itable ishows ithe iparticipants’

iyears iwere i29 i(37.2%) iof ithe irespondents,

i31years iand iabove iwere i23 i(29.5

itherefore iis irevealed ithat iparticipants

irepresented iin ithe istudy. i  
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istribution iof iParticipants iby iYears iin iMarriage 

’ iyears iin imarriage iFindings ishowed ithat iyears 

respondents, i16-30 iyears iwere i26 i(33.3%) iof ithe irespondents

29.5%) iof ithe irespondents iin ithe idistribution.

participants iwho ihave ibeen imarried ifor i31 iyears iand

29

26

Years in Marriage

15 years 16-30 years 31 years and above
 

 iin imarriage i1-15 

respondents iwhile 

distribution. iFrom ithis idata 

and imore iare imost 
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Figurei4.4: Bar Chart iDistribution iof iParticipants iby iTypes iof iFamily 

 

 

The itable iabove idivulged ithe iparticipant’s itypes iof ifamily iin ihierarchical iorder. iFindings ireveal 

ithat inuclear ifamily ihad i25 i(32.1%) iof ithe irespondents, iextended ifamily ihad i32 i(41%) iwhile, 

ipolygamous ifamily ihad i21 i(26%) iin ithe idistribution. iHowever, ithe istudy irevealed ithat iextended 

ifamily iwas imore irepresented ithan iother ifamily itypes iin ithe istudy. 
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4.2 Testing iof iHypotheses 

This isection iconsists iof ithe iresults ifrom ithe iinferential istatistics ion ithe iaccount iof iseven 

ihypotheses itested ias ifollows: 

Hypothesis iOne: iThere iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants. 

To itest ithis ihypothesis, iAnalysis iof iCovariance i(ANCOVA) iwas iadopted ito ianalyse ithe ipost-test 

iscores iof ithe iparticipants ion itheir ilevel iof idistressed imarried iusing ithe ipre-test iscores ias icovariate 

ito iascertain iif ithe ipost iexperimental idifferences iare istatistically isignificant. iThe isummary iof ithe 

ianalysis iis ipresented iin iTable i4.5 ibelow.I 
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Table i4.5: iSummary iof i3x2x3 iAnalysis iof iCovariance i(ANCOVA) iPost-Test iDistressed iMarried 

iCongregants 

Source 

Type iIII iSum 

iof iSquares Df Mean iSquare F Sig. 

Partial iEta 

iSquared 

Corrected iModel 34929.043a 14 2494.932 530.472 .000 .992 

Intercept 790.124 1 790.124 167.996 .000 .727 

Pretest 605.169 1 605.169 128.671 .000 .671 

Treatment igroup 19754.852 2 9877.426 2100.136 .000 .985 

Gender 85.857 1 85.857 18.255 .000 .225 

Self-concept 182.678 2 91.339 19.420 .000 .381 

trtgrp i* igender 16.337 2 8.169 1.737 .184 .052 

trtgrp i* iself-concept 157.346 4 39.336 8.364 .000 .347 

gender i* iself-concept 8.920 1 8.920 1.897 .173 .029 

trtgrp i* igender i* iself-

concept 

1.479 1 1.479 .314 .577 .005 

Error 296.304 63 4.703    

Total 642959.000 78     

Corrected iTotal 35225.346 77     

a. iR iSquared i= i.992 i(Adjusted iR iSquared i= i.990) 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F2, i63 i= i2100.136, ip i< i0.05, iη2
 i= i0.985). iThis imeans ithere iis 

isignificant idifference iin ithe imean iscores iof imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregant ito iME 

i(ME) iand iACT i(ACT) iwhen icompared iwith ithe icontrol igroup. iHence, ihypothesis ione iis inot 

iaccepted. iIt iis itherefore iconcluded ithat ithere iis isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThis iimplies ithat iME iand iACT iare ieffective ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants. i 
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To ifurther iprovide iinformation iin ithe imanagement imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregant 

iamong ithe ithree igroups i(ME, iACT iand iControl), iit iis inecessary ito iascertain ithe idirection iof ithe 

idifferences iand idetermine ithe imagnitude iof ithe imean iscores iof ithe iparticipants iin ieach iof ithe 

itreatments iand ithe icontrol igroup). iThus, ithe iScheffe ipost-hoc ianalysis iwas icalculated iand 

ipresented iin iTable i4.6. 
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Table i4.6: iSignificant iDifferences iin ithe iTreatment iGroups 

TRTGRP N 

Subset ifor ialpha i= i0.05 

1 2 3 

ACT 26 61.1538   

ME 26  92.1538  

Control 26   111.5000 

Sig.  1.000 1.000 1.000 

 

The iresults ipresented iin itable i4.6 iabove ihave ithe ifollowing iimplications. i 

(i) iThere iis istatistical isignificant idifference ibetween ithe ipost-hoc imean iscores iin imarital idistress 

iamong imarried icongregants iin ithe iME iand iACT igroups. iThe iparticipants iin ithe iACT i(Mean i= 

i61.15) ibenefited ibetter ithan ithose iin ithe iME i(Mean i= i92.15) 

(ii) iThere iis isignificant idifference iin ithe ipost-hoc itest imean iscores ion ithe imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants ithat iexposed ito iACT iand icontrol igroup. iThe iparticipants iin iACT i(Mean i= 

i61.15) imanaged imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants isignificantly ibetter ithan ithose iin ithe 

icontrol igroup i(Mean i= i111.50). 

(iii) iThere iis isignificant idifference iin ithe ipost-hoc itest imean iscores ion imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants ithat iexposed ito iME iand icontrol igroup. iThe iparticipants iin iME i(Mean i= 

i92.15) imanaged ithe imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants isignificantly ibetter ithan ithose iin 

ithe icontrol igroup i(Mean i= i111.50). 

This iimplies ithat ithere iis isignificant idifference ibetween ithe imean iscore iof iparticipants iin iACT, 

iME iand ithose iin ithe icontrol igroup, iwhile iACT iand iME iare imore ieffective ithan icontrol igroup, iand 

ieven ipointed iout ithat ithe iME ihad ithe igreatest ipotency iof imanaging imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants ithan iACT. 
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Hypothesis iTwo: iThere iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof igender ion imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants. 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishowed ithat ithere iis isignificant imain ieffect iof igender ion 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F1, i63 i= i18.255, ip i< i0.05, iη2
 i= i0.225). iThis imeans 

ithere iis isignificant idifference iin ithe imean iscores iof ithe imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants ibetween imale iand ifemale igender ilevel iwhen icompared iwith ieach iother. iHence, 

ihypothesis itwo iwas inot iaccepted. iUsing ithe it-test icomparison ithe iresults ishowed ithat ithe imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants imale i(mean i= i92.10) iwas ihigher icompared ito imarital idistress 

iamong imarried icongregants ifemale iwith i(mean i= i81.12). iThis iis ian iindication ithat ithe imarried 

icongregants ifemale ibenefited imore iin ithe itreatment ipackages ithan ithose imale iindividual iwith. 

 

Hypothesis iThree: iThere iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof iself-concept ion imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants. i 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis isignificant imain ieffect iof iself-concept ion 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F2, i63 i= i19.42, ip i< i0.05, iη2
 i= i0.38). iThis imeans ithere 

iis isignificant idifference iin ithe imean iscores iof ithe imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants iin 

ithe ilow, imoderate iand ihigh iself-concept ilevel iwhen icompared iwith ieach iother. iHence, ihypothesis 

ithree iwas inot iaccepted. iIt iis itherefore iconcluded ithat ithere iis isignificant imain ieffect iof imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregamts. iThis iimplies ithat ilow, imoderate iand ihigh iself-concept 

ilevels iare ieffective ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. 

To ifurther iprovide iinformation ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants iamong ithe 

ithree ilevels iof iself-concept i(Low, iModerate iand iHigh), iit iis igood ito iascertain ithe idirection iof ithe 

idifferences iand idetermine ithe imagnitude iof ithe imean iscores iof ithe iparticipants iin ieach iof ithe iself-

concept ilevel. iThus, ithe iScheffe ipost-hoc ianalysis iwas icalculated iand ipresented iin iTable i4.7. 
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Table i4.7: iSignificant iDifferences iin ithe iTreatment iGroups 

TREATMENT N 

Subset ifor ialpha i= i0.05 

1 2 

Low iself-concept 18 93.1739  

Moderate iself-concept 37  89.8919 

High iself-concept 23   i i i i i i78.6667 

Sig.   i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i1.000  i i i i.949 

 

The ifollowing iobservations icould ibe imade ifrom i ithe iresults iin iTable i4.7 

(1) iThere iis ino istatistical isignificant idifference ibetween ithe ipost-hoc imean iscores ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants iin ithe imoderate iand ihigh iself-concept ilevels/groups. 

iHowever, ithe iparticipants iin ithe ihigh iself-concept i(Mean i= i78.67) ibenefited ibetter ithan ithose iin 

ithe imoderate iself-concept i(Mean i= i89.89) 

(ii) iThere iis isignificant idifference iin ithe ipost-hoc itest imean iscores ion imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants iin ithe ihigh ito ilow iself-concept ilevel. iThe iparticipants iin ihigh iself-concept 

ilevel i(Mean i= i78.67) ibenefitted imore isignificantly ibetter ithan ithose iin ithe ilow iself-concept 

i(Mean i= i93.17). 

(iii) iThere iis isignificant idifference iin ithe ipost-hoc itest imean iscores ion imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants iof imoderate iself-concept ito ilow iself-concept ilevel. iThe iparticipants iin 

imoderate iself-concept ilevel i(Mean i= i89.89) ibenefitted isignificantly ibetter ithan ithose iin ithe ilow 

imorality ilevel i(Mean i= i93.17) 

This iimplies ithat ithere iis isignificant idifference ibetween ithe imean iscore iof iparticipants iin ilow, 

imoderate iand ithose iin ithe ihigh iself-concept igroups, iwhile imoderate iand ihigh iare imore ieffective 

ithan ilow iself-concept igroups, iand ieven ipointed iout ithat ihigh iself-concept ilevel ibenefitted imost ion 

itreatments ipackage. 
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Hypothesis iFour: iThere iis ino iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand igender ion imarital idistress 

iamong imarried icongregations. 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment 

iand igender ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F2, i63 i= i1.737, ip i> i0.05, iη2
 i= i0.052). 

iThis imeans ithere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand igender ion imarital idistress 

iamong imarried icongregants. iHence, ihypothesis ifour iis iaccepted. 

 

Hypothesis iFive: iThere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand iself-concept ion 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongrgants. 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis ia isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment 

iand iself-concept ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F4, i63 i= i8.36, ip i< i0.05, iη2
 i= i0.37), 

ithe ihypothesis iis itherefore inot iaccepted. iThis iimplies ithat ithe iinteraction iof ithe itherapies i(ME iand 

iACT) iand iself-concept i(low, imoderate iand ihigh iself-concept ilevel) ihave isignificant iinteraction 

ieffect ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThus, ithe inull ihypothesis ifive iis ialso inot 

iaccepted. 

 

Hypothesis iSix: iThere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof igender iand iself-concept ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants. 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof iself- 

iconcept iand igender ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F1, i63 i= i1.89, ip i> i0.05, iη2
 i= 

i0.03), ithe ihypothesis iis itherefore iaccepted. iThis iimplies ithat ithe iinteraction iof ithe iself-concept 

i(low, imoderate iand ihigh) iand igender ilevel i(male iand ifemale) ihave ino isignificant iinteraction 

ieffect ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThus, ithe inull ihypothesis isix iis iaccepted. i 
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Hypothesis iSeven: iThere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment, iself-concept iand igender 

ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. 

The iresults ifrom iTable i4.5 ishow ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment, 

iself-concept iand igender ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants i(F1, i99 i= i0.31, ip i> i0.05, iη2
 

i= i0.005), ithe ihypothesis iis itherefore iaccepted. iThis iimplies ithat ithe iinteraction iof ithe itreatment 

i(ME, iACT iand iControl), iself-concept i(low, imoderate iand ihigh) iand igender i(male iand ifemale) 

ihave ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThus, ithe 

inull ihypothesis iseven iis iaccepted. i 

 

4.3 Summary iof ifindings 

 The ifollowing iare ithe isummary ifrom ithe iseven ihypotheses istated iand itested iat i0.05 ilevel 

iof isignificance. 

1. There iis ia isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion idistressed imarried icongrgants. 

2. There iis ia isignificant imain ieffect iof iself-concept ion idistressed imarried icongregants. 

3. There iis ia isignificant imain ieffect iof igender ion idistressed imarried icongregants. 

4. There iis ino isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand iself-concept ion idistressed 

imarried icongregants. 

5. There iis ia isignificant iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment iand igender ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants. 

6. There iis ino isignificant iinteractive ieffect iof iself-concept iand igender ion idistressed imarried 

icongregants. 

7. There iis ino ithree-way iinteraction ieffect iof itreatment, iself-concept iand igender ion 

idistressed imarried icongregants. i 
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CHAPTER iFIVE 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, iCONCLUSION iAND iRECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This istudy iengages iin ian iexperimental iinvestigation iin iseeking ithe ieffect iof iMarriage 

iEducation i(ME) iand iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) ion iMarital iDistress iamong 

imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria. iHowever ithis 

ichapter ipresents ithe idiscussion, iconclusion iand irecommendation iof ithe istudy. 

 

5.1 Discussion iof ifindings 

The ifirst ihypothesis istates ithat ithere iis ino isignificant imain ieffect iof itreatments ion 

idistressed imarried icongregants. iThe iresult ishowed ithat ithere iwas ia isignificant imain ieffect iof 

itreatments ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iBy isuggestion, imarriage iinstruction 

ipreparing iand iACT iwere ieffective iin idecreasing iconjugal itrouble iamong imarried icongregants. 

iDespite ithe ifact ithat ithe ioutcome iuncovered ithat iME iwas imore ieffective iin idiminishing imarital 

idistress ithan iACT, ithis ifinding iin ithis icurrent istudy iagrees iwith iPeterson, iEifert, iFemgold iand 

iDavidson i(2009), iwho ianalysed ithe ieffectiveness imarriage ieducation i(ME), iin itreating itroubled 

imarried icongregants iand idetailed ithat iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat imarriage ieducation i(ME) iexhibited 

ieffectiveness iin itreating ian iassortment iof idisarranges iin iindividuals, iseparately. iThis ifinding 

isupports icomparative idiscoveries iwho iwatched ithat iclients ithat iwere itreated iwith imarriage 

ieducation i(ME) iwere ienhanced iin itheir irelationship, iAmato iand iBooth i(2001). i 

As ifound iin ithis istudy, iACT iproves ito be ias ieffective ias istandard iintellectual iconduct 

iprograms iin ithis iinvestigation iof ian iinstance iof isocial icompetence iwith iprofound imishandle, iboth 

ias ifar ias imediation itime iutilised iand iclinical ieffectiveness. iEarlier isubmission iby iStrosahl, iHayes, 

iBergan, iand iRomano i(1998) iand iOgundayo i(2007) idemonstrated ithat iACT iis ia icomprehensively 

ihelpful iclinical iapproach. iControlled iresearches ihave idemonstrated ithat ithis iapproach idiminishes 

ithe inegative iconduct ieffect iof iunfortunate iconsiderations iand iemotions. iFor iinstance, iapplying 

imarriage ieducation i(ME) ito iindividuals iwith inervousness iand istress iincrements iboth ithe 

iacceptance iof ithese ifeelings iand ithe ipositive iwork ipractices istifled iby ithem i(Bond iand iBunce, 

i2000; iOgundayo, i2007). iAlso, ian iACT-based iacceptance imethod iof ireasoning iexpands itorment 

iresilience ihave iit ithat, iit ihas inot ibeen ifundamentally iconnected ito ithe itreatment iof ibothered 

imarried icongregants. iAdditionally, ithe iconsequences iof ithe ipreparatory icontextual 



114 
 

ianalysisiproposed ithat iACT imight ibe ieffective iin iexpanding iconjugal ialteration iand ifulfilment, 

iand iin idiminishing irelational iand imental itroubled iin imarried icongregants. 

Also, iit isubstantiates iPeterson iand iEifert i(2011) iwho ifound ithat iladies iand imen 

idetermined ito ihave ifruitlessness iencountered ian iassortment iof ibarrenness irelated istressors, 

iincluding ichanges ito itheir ifamily iand isocial isystems, istrain ion itheir isexual irelationship, iand 

itroubles iand iunforeseen idifficulties iin itheir irelationship iand ithat ifruitlessness ipush iis iconnected 

iwith iwretchedness iand imental imisery iand ican iprompt iuntimely idropout ifrom imedicinal 

imedications iand iuncertain isentiments iof imisfortune iand idistress. iIn irelation ito ithis istudy, iKeng iet 

ial. i(2011) ihave irevealed ithat iACT iproduces ihelpful iresults ion ian iextensive ivariety iof imental 

ivariables. iIt iis iempowering ithat iresearch iis istarting ito ianalyse ithe iindividual iadvantages iof icare ias 

iwell ias ithe irelational iand isocial iresults iof icare iand icare ibased imediations iyet inot ilosing isight iof 

ifinding ia iconceivable iclarification ilegitimising ithe ipredominance iof iACT iin ithe iadministration iof 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iIt iis ireasonable ithat iACT iis ia itherapy ithat ieducates 

ian iawareness iof iother's iexpectations, icare, iand icommitment ito iconjugal ipledges. iIt iinfluences ia 

imarried icongregant ito ibuild iup ia idiscernment iof ihow ito iremain ipulled iin ito itheir ilife ipartner iby 

inot iseeing ia icontrasting ioption ito ispace isuch ipossessed iin itheir iheart. iFrom ithe ihypothetical 

ipresumption, iACT iis imore imental ithan imarriage iinstruction ipreparing. i 

The isecond ihypothesis iexpresses ithat ithere iis ino ihuge ifundamental ieffect iof isex ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThe ioutcome idemonstrated ithat ithere iwas ia ihuge iprimary 

ieffect iof isex ion iconjugal imisery iamong imarried icongregants. iIt iis itherefore isuggestive ithathat 

isexual iorientation iof imarried icongregants iaffects itheir ilevel iof iconjugal imisery. iThat iis imale 

imarried icongregant iexperience ihigher iconjugal itrouble ithan itheir ifemale ipartners. iThe iafter-effect 

iof ithis isubmission ialigns iwith iUmberson iet ial., i(2006) iwho iannounced iin itheir iinvestigation ithat 

imen imay iprofit imore ifrom imarriage ithan iladies isince ithey idepend ion itheir ispouses ias ian iessential 

iwellspring iof ipassionate ihelp iand iin ilight iof ithe ifact ithat iladies iare igreat iat igiving ithe isorts iof ihelp 

ithat imen ineed. iMen iordinarily iname itheir ispouses ias itheir isole ior imost icritical iwellspring iof ihelp 

iand ithe ione iin iwhom ithey itrust iindividual iissues. iLadies, iinterestingly, iwill iprobably iswing ito 

iother ifemale irelatives iand idear icompanions ifor isocial ihelp. i 

MacGeorge, iClark, iand iGillihan, i(2002) idetailed ithat iextensive iconfirmation ishows ithat 

iladies iare, iall ithings iconsidered, imore iadroit isuppliers iof ipassionate ihelp ithan iare imen, igiving 

imessages ithat irecognise, iexpound ion, iand iauthentic itheir iaccomplice's iworries. iBy 
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isuggestionimen, ithe iexperience iof imarital idistress icould ihave ibeen irepresented iby itheir 

ipowerlessness ito iget ithe ihelp imore ioften ithan inot igave iby itheir ilife ipartner. iDespite ithe ifact ithat 

ithere iconsiders ithat icontended iwith ia idifferentiating iview, ithey idetailed ithat ifemale iexperience 

ihigher imarital idistress ithan imen i(Kiecolt-Glaserand iNewton, i2011; iCross iand. iMadson, i2007). i 

The ithird ihypothesis istates ithat ithat ithere iis ino ihuge ifundamental ieffect iof iself-concept ion 

iconjugal itrouble iamong imarried icongregants. iThe iconsequence iof ithe iexamination iuncovered 

ithat ithere iwas ia ihuge iprimary ieffect iof iself-concept ion iconjugal imisery iamong imarried 

icongregants. iThis idemonstrates ilevel iof iself-concept iof imarried icongregant ieffects ithe ilevel iof 

imarital idistress iexperienced. iIt iwas ilikewise ifound ithat ithe ihigher ithe iself-concept iof imarried 

icongregants ithe ilower itheir iexperience iof imarital idistress. i 

This ifinding isupports iSmedema, iCatalano, iand iEbener i(2010) iwho iassert ithat ihigh iself-

concept iis irelated iwith ithe iutilisation iof imore iversatile iadapting ipractices, ifor iexample, iissue 

icentreed iendeavours ito ioversee ipressure iand iless ishirking ias ia imethod ifor iadapting. iTherefore, 

ihaving idecent iinformation iabout iself iis iequipping imarried icongregants ito imanage iconjugal 

itrouble. i 

Higgins, iBailey, iand iPearce i(2005) iled ian ioverview iof imarried icongregants imarried ifor ia 

ilong itime ior imore iwith iconjugal idisagreement. iThey ifound ithat iself-concept iand ipassionate 

iinsight ianticipated ilower imarital idistress. iTo ithis iend, ithe iplace iof iself-concept iin iconjugal 

itrouble imay ibe ia icomponent iof ilow iconfidence isince ihigher iself-concept idelivered ia idecrease iin 

imarital idistress. iAlong ithese ilines, ilow iself-concept imay ibe isufficient idiversion ito idispose iof 

ipeace iin iwedding ihomes. i 

The ifourth ihypothesis istates ithat ithere iis ino icollaboration ieffect iof itreatment iand isex ion 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iBy iimplication, isexual iorientation iis inot ia ifactor iin 

idirecting ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion ithe imarital idistress iof imarried icongregants. iThis ifinding 

iagrees iwith iPugliesi i(2002) iwho irevealed ithat itreatment iand isex iwere inot inoteworthy ion iconjugal 

iunfaithfulness. iHowever, iit idiffers ifrom iThoits i(2003) iwho iadditionally iposits ithat iconnection 

ieffects ibetween iladies' ipaid iwork iand iunpaid ihousework iare ifor ithe imost ipart itended ito ias ian 

iissue ithat iworries ihow iladies' ivarious iaspects iof ilife iimpact itheir iemotional iwellness. iThe study 

further iprovides iconfirm ithat ispecific iarrangements iof idifferent iparts iare ihelpful ifor iladies' 

imental iprosperity. i 
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Given ithis ifinding, ithat isexual iorientation iwill inot ibe iadequate ito idirect ithe ieffect iof 

itreatment ion imarital idistress isince genderwas inot ia ishortcoming ior ileverage ito iescape ifrom 

imisery ior ifall icasualty. iPrevious istudies i(Cleary iand iMechanic i2013; iPugliesi i2012) ialready 

iavowed ithat iladies iwho itake ipart iin ipaid iwork imuch iof ithe itime istill iplay iout imost iby ifar iof 

iresidential iwork, inumerous iparts ifor ithem icould iprompt iadditional iweights iand isubsequently 

icause ihigher irates iof itrouble iand imelancholy iwhen icontrasted iwith iutilised imarried imen iand 

iutilised isingle iladies. iSpecifically, imarried iladies iwho ihave ibabies iencounter igreater imeasures 

imisery ithan itheir ichildless ifellows i(Cleary iand iMechanic i2003; iThoits i2006). iTherefore, iit ican 

iposits ithat iinalienable ipressure iadministration icapacity iof ithe iparticipants iin ithis istudy icould ihave 

iimpacted ithe ipowerlessness iof isexual iorientation ito ialtogether idirect ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion 

imarital idistress iregardless iof ithe iway ithat iANCOVA iwas iutilised iin ithe iinvestigation. i 

The ififth ihypothesis istates ithat ithere iis ino ihuge icommunication ieffect iof itreatment iand 

iself-concept ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThe iconsequence iof ithe 

iinvestigation idemonstrated ithat ithere iwas ia ihuge icollaboration ieffect iof itreatment iand iself-

concept ion iconjugal itrouble iamong imarried icongregants. iThis isuggests ilevels iof iself-concept 

idirected ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion iconjugal ipressure. iThis ifinding ialigns iwith iPowers, iZum iVörde 

iSive iVörding, iand iEmmelkamp i(2009) iwho iposit ithat iACT's ihas ia imore iprominent ieffect ion 

iworking iinstead iof iindication idecrease ias isuch. iThis ican ibe iin iopposition ito ihow ichange iis 

icharacterised iby ia ifew iissues. iThis iissue iwas ifeatured iin ia icurrent imeta-examination iof iACT 

idirected iby iPowers, iet ial ithat idemonstrated ithat iACT ifor iincessant iagony ihad ialmost izero ieffect 

isizes ifor itorment iforce, ihowever, ithose isame ieffect isizes iwere iexpansive iif iutilising isocial 

iworking ias ithe ireliant ivariable. 

 iAlso iLevin iand iHayes i(2009) ireveal ithat iACT ihas ian iinteractive ieffect iwith iself-concept 

ion iconduct iworking iand iother isocial iissues, iwhich iwould inot ibe idiagnosable, ialbeit inumerous iare. 

iTo ilocate ia iconceivable iclarification ifor ithis, iit ican ibe icontended ithat iconjugal itrouble iis ia iresult 

iof ihuman iobservation iabout iself iin icontract ito ioccasions iin ithe imarriage. iThat iis, ia imarried 

icongregant imay istart ito ifeel itrouble ionce ithere iis ia icontention iin itheir irecognition iand ioccasion 

iunfurling iin itheir irelational iunions. iThis imay ihave isome iimplications ifor ithe ieffect iof itreatment 

ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants, iespecially iwhen iconsidered iin iline iwith iRuiz 

i(2010) iwhose iposition iis ithat imost imental itreatments iare iself-boosting. i 
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The isixth ihypothesis iexpresses ithat ithere iis ino isignificant iassociation ieffect iof isex iand 

iself-concept ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThe iimplication iof ithis iis ithat ithere 

iis ino isignificant icommunication ieffect iof isex iand iself-concept ion imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants. iThis idemonstrates ithat isex idoes inot ialtogether idirect ithe ieffect iof iself-concept ion 

imarital idistress. iThe iafter ieffect iof ithis iexamination inullified ipast iinvestigations i(Duncan, 

iHoman, iand iYang, i2007; iCarlson iet ial., i2012) iwho ireported iin itheir idifferent istudies ithat imarried 

icongregant’s iinvolvement iof imisery ifundamentally ivary iwith iself-idea. iThe inotion iof iself-idea 

idoes inot istem ifrom ispecific ipredominant iculture ibut irather ifrom ithe ilifestyle ithat iindividuals iused 

ito iembrace iin ilight iof itransformative iclarifications iwith irespect ito ifemale iand imale iadjustment 

imethodologies i(Buss, i2005), iand ithe idiverse iroles iwhich imales iand ifemales iplay irelates 

isignificantly ito ithe iimpression iof iwhat iis ifitting iof ieach isex inowadays i(Matsumoto iand iJuang, 

i2008; iOshio, iNozaki, iand iKobayashi, i2011). iSeemingly iself-concept iof imarried icongregants 

ifrequently icontrasts iregarding isexual iorientation, idespite ithe ifact ithat ithis imay ibe ihard ito ibanter 

iwith iregards ito imarital idistress. iConjugal itrouble iis ifrequently iexperienced iby iboth isexual 

iorientations iin ispite iof ithe ifact ithat iin ithis iexamination imale imarried icongregant iexperience iit 

imore iwhile iseeing iself ias ian iidea iwhich iis iat ithree ilevels iin ithis iinvestigation. iIt imay ibe ihard ito 

ihave isex ishifting idistinctively iat ithree ilevels iof iself-concept iin imarital idistress. iOn ithis ipreface, 

isexual iorientation idid inot iessentially idirect ithe ieffect iof iself-concept ion iconjugal imisery. i 

The iseventh ihypothesis istated ithat ithere iis icooperation ieffect iof itreatment, iself-concept 

iand isexual iorientation ion iconjugal imisery iamong imarried icongregants. iThis iimplies ithat ithere iis 

ino isignificant irelationship ibetween iof itreatment, iself-concept iand isexual iorientation ion imarital 

idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iThus, isex iand iself-adequacy icannot idirect ithe ieffect iof 

itreatment ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. i 

Zebrak, K.A. and Green, K.M. (2016) ihave iargued ithat ilower ilevels iof iself-concept iand 

ilower iconjugal ifulfilment iin ifemale ialcoholic icontrasted iwith ifemale inon-alcoholic. iFemale 

ialcoholics iare igiven ito iless icritical ithinking iand iall ithe imore iadapting ithought iprocesses iin 

idrinking. iIgnoring ithe iway ithat iliquor iwas iutilised ias ia ipart iof ithe ireferred ito iconsider, isex idid inot 

iessentially idiffer iself-concept iin ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion iconjugal itrouble. iThis isuggests ithat 

igender iroles iwill inot ieven iin ithe iface iof iconjugal itrouble, iespecially ibecause ipartners iboth isee iin 

ilight iof itheir iself-viability. iThus, itesting ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion iconjugal itrouble iwithin ithe ilens 

iof iself-concept iand isex imay inot ibring iabout ithe idifferential ieffect. i 
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Again, ithe imotivation ibehind iwhy isex iand iself-concept icould inot idirect ithe ieffect iof 

imedicines imay ilikewise iaccount ifor iobservational iexaminations. iFor iinstance, iFowers i(2000) 

ireveal ithat imarriage imediation iboth iclinical iand iinstructive ias ia iresult iof iits iresolute icommitment 

ito irelationship iaptitudes ias ithe icentre iof ia isolid irelationship. iFowers icontends ithat iregard ifor 

isingular icharacter iand ithe iinspirations iindividuals iconvey ito iconnections iare icrucial ito 

iunderstanding isolid imarriage. iIn iany icase, iME iis ione icritical iinspiration ithat iis igenerally 

ispecifically itended ito iin ithe imarriage iinstruction ieducational iprogram. iThis iaccentuation iis iin 

iaccordance iwith ia ideveloping icollection iof iresearch ithat ihas idiscovered ithat icommitment iis ia 

ifocal icomponent iof isolid, istable irelational iunions i(Arocho R. and Purtell K 2018; iStanley, iand 

iMarkman, i2017). iFortifying icommitment iin iinstructive isettings iis ia igoal iof inumerous iprojects. 

iThis idemonstrates ithe ieffect iof ithe imediations irelationally iaffects imarital idistress 

inotwithstanding ithe ieffect iof isexual iorientation iand iself-idea. 

 

5.2 Conclusion 

This istudy iinvestigated ithe ieffects iof iME iand iACT ion imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria. iSelf-concept iand igender 

iwere ithe imoderating ivariables iidentified iin ithis istudy. iTo ithis ieffect iselected iparticipants ihad ito 

iundergo itraining, ithe irequired idata iwere icollected iand ianalysed. iIt iwas idiscovered ifrom ithe istudy 

ithat iME iand iACT iare ieffective iin ithe imanagement iof imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants. iBy iimplication, ia iproper iapplication iof ithe irudiments iof ithe iinterventions iwould 

ireduce imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iAlthough iME iwas ifound ito ibe imore ipotent iin 

ireducing imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants ithan iACT, iself-concept isignificantly 

imoderated ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants 

 

5.3 Recommendations 

The ifollowing irecommendations iare igiven ibased ion ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy. 

1. Since ithe istudy ishows ithat iME iis ieffective iin ithe ireduction iof imarital idistress, iit iis 

irecommended ithat ithe irudiment iof ithe itherapy icould ibe iused iby iprofessional imarriage 

icounsellors iand ipara-counsellors such as religious houses with a particular reference to 

the Anglican Communion, ito ihelp itheir iclients or congregants ion imarital idistress. 



119 
 

2. It iis ialso irecommended ithat isinceME iis ia ipsychological iintervention, iit icould ibe iused iby 

iprofessional icounsellors, icourt icounsellors, iand ibarristers iwho ispecialise iin imarriage 

icounselling ias ia icompendium iand imaterial iused ito itraining/teaching iintending imarried 

icongregants, especially the Girls Guild, Ladies Fellowship, Boys Brigade and other 

youth groups ibefore ithe iconsummation iof itheir iunion. i 

3. Also, ithe istudy ireveals ithat iself-concept isignificantly imoderated ithe ieffect iof itreatment ion 

imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iTherefore iit iis irecommended ithat ithe 

ieffectiveness iofME iis ibent ion ithe ilevel iof iself-concept iof ithe iclient iduring icounselling. 

4. Further, isince ithe istudy ishows ithat imarried icongrgants iwith ihigh iself-concept ihad ilower 

imarital idistress, iit iis isafe ito irecommend ithat ihelp iproviders isuch ias icounselling ipersonnel 

ishould itest itheir iclients’ ilevel iof iself-concept ibefore itaking idecision ion itheir imarital 

iexperience iand ias iwell iadopt iself-concept iboosting itherapy ito ihelp imanage idistress iin 

imarriage. 

5. The imarital idistress iexperienced iby imale iand ifemale iparticipants ivaried. iThus, igender 

idisparity iin ithe iexperience iof imarital idistress ishould ibe iput iinto iconsideration iwhen 

imarried icongregants ineed ihelp ion itheir imarriages, ialthough igender idoes inot isignificantly 

iinfluence ithe ieffect iof itreatment iin ithis istudy. 

6. It iwas ifound iin ithis istudy ithat iboth iME iand iACT isignificantly ireduced imarital idistress. 

iTherefore, it is recommended that an ihybrid itechnique iof imarriage ieducationiand iACT 

ishould ibe iused isimultaneously iin ithe imanagement iof imarital idistress iamong imarried 

icongregants. 

7. It is recommended that churches and religious houses should organised more marriage 

enrichment seminars for their clergy and laity, both at Parish, Diocesan and at their 

annual national conferences. These recommendations can be achieved by deliberately 

issuing a communiqué or policy statements at the apex level of the leadership of the 

Anglican Communion and other religious bodies, on the needs and problem affecting 

family life which is sacrosanct to national building. While the documents are forwarded 

to the government and all policy makers at all levels for their consideration and 

progressive interventions, through training of trainees and establishment of marriage 

counselling centre to be handled by professional counsellors. 
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5.4 Contribution ito iknowledge 

The ifindings iof ithis istudy ihave icontributed ito iknowledge by showing that ipsychological 

itherapy isuch ias Marriage Education therapyreducedmaritaldistressamong married congregants in 

the Province of Ondo Anglican Communion. Also, Acceptance Commitment Therapy managed 

marital distress of female congregants than male congregants. While, Self-Concept moderated 

between Marriage Education and Acceptance Commitment Therapy in reducing marital distress 

of married congregants in the Province of Ondo. 

Lastly, iliterature ireviewed iin ithis istudy established that there exist better iirelationship i 

iamong iself-concept, igender iand imarital idistress. 
 

 i 
5.5 Limitation iof ithe istudy 

The iparticipants iconsidered ifor ithis istudy iwere imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof 

iOndo, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria. iWhereas ithe iresult iobtainable iin ithis igeographical 

icoverage imight inot ibe iconsidered isufficiently igeneralisable. iAlso, idue ito iinsufficient ifunding ito 

icater ieffectively ifor ithe iresearch iparticipants, ithe iexperiment isample isize iadopted iwas ilimited ito 

iseventy-eight i(78), iwhich imight iaffect ithe igeneralisation iof ithe istudy. iIn iaddition, ithere iis ianother 

ipsychological iintervention irecently idiscovered iwhile ithis iexperiment iwas iongoing, iwhich ithe 

iresearcher icould inot iincorporate iinto ithe istudy. iSuch ipsychological iintervention imight ibe imore 

iefficient ithan ithe iones ichosen ifor ithis istudy. iDespite ithese ilimitations, ithe ipurpose iof ithis istudy 

iwas iachieved. i 

 
5.6 Suggestion ifor ifurther iStudies 

This istudy iembarked ion ian iinvestigation iof ithe ieffect iof iME iand iACT ion imarital idistress 

iamong imarried icongregants iin iOndo iProvince, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria. iTo ifurther 

ibroaden ithe ifrontiers iof iknowledge, iit iis isuggested ithat ifuture iresearch imay ireplicate ithe 

ieffectiveness iof iME iand iACT ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants iin iother istates ior 

igeopolitical izones iother ithan iOndo iState iwhere ithe istudy iwas icarried iout. i 

In ithis istudy igender iand iself-concept iwere iconsidered ias imoderating ifactors. iAlso, ifurther 

istudies icould iconsider iother ivariables iapart ifrom ithe iones iused iin ithis istudy iin iinvestigating ithe 

ieffect of iME iand iACT ion imarital idistress iamong imarried icongregants. iHybrid ieffect iof imultiple 

iinterventions icould ibe iused iagainst iindividuals ito isee iif iincremental ieffect iis iobservable iin ifurther 

istudies. i 
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APPENDIX iA 

 

UNIVERSITY iOF iIBADAN, i 

FACULTY iOF iEDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT iOF iGUIDANCE iAND iCOUNSELLING 

 
Dear iRespondents, 

I iam ia iPh.D istudent iof ithe iabove iDepartment. iI iam iconducting ian iexperimental iresearch 

ititled: i“Marriage ieducationiand iacceptance icommitment itherapy ion imarital idistress iamong 

imarried icongregants iin ithe iProvince iof iOndo, iAnglican iCommunion, iNigeria”. iThe iscale iis 

ipurely idesigned iand ivalidated ifor ithe iresearch ipurpose ionly. i 

Kindly iact ineutrally iand ihonestly iin iresponding ito ithe iitems. iAll iinformation iwill ibe 

itreated iwith iutmost iconfidentiality iand iextreme isecrecy. iCarefully isupply ithe iinformation ias 

iaccurately iand itruthfully ias ipossible. iPut ia itick i() iin ithe icolumn ithat ibest idescribes iyour iintent. 

Thanks ifor iyour icooperation. 

 

Oni, iStephen iAdeniran 

 
SECTION iA: iBio- iData 

1. Gender: iFemale i( i i i), i i Male i( i i i) 

2. Age: i21-25 i( i i i), i26- i30 i( i i i), i31-35 i( i i i), i36-40 i( i i i i), i41- i45( i i i i) i46 iyears iand iabove i( i i). 

3. Religion: iChristianity i( i i i i), iIslam i( i i i i), iothers ispecify i( i i i i) 

4. Types iof ifamily: iNuclear ifamily i( i i i), iExtended ifamily i( i i i) iPolygamous ifamily i( i i i) 
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MARITAL iDISTRESS iSCALE i(MDS) 

Marital iDistress iScale i(MDS) iby i(Whisman, iBeach, iand iSnyder, i2008) 

Table i1: iDiagnostic iPerformance iof ithe i10-Item i2-Stage iScreening iProtocol iin iDetecting iMarital 

iDiscord 

Index iof iDiagnostic iPerformance Cut-score 

 Women Men 

 3 4 5 3 4 5 

Sensitively .97 .88 .76 .95 .87 .72 

Specificity .73 .84 .92 .70 .85 .93 

Positive ipredictive ivalue .62 .72 .82 .59 .73 .83 

Negative ipredictive ivalue .98 .94 .90 .97 .93 .88 

Correct iclassification .81 .86 .87 .78 .86 .87 

Kappa .61 .68 .70 .55 .69 .68 

Base irate .49 .38 .29 .51 .37 .27 

Appendix: iMarital iTaxon iSelf-Report iMeasure 

 

s/n Items True False 

1 I iget ipretty idiscouraged iabout iour irelationship isometimes.   

2 My ipartner ioften ifails ito iunderstand imy ipoint iof iview ion ithings.   

3 Whenever iI’m ifeeling isad, imy ipartner imakes ime ifeel iloved iand

ihappy iagain. 

  

4 My ipartner iand iI ispend ia igood ideal iof itime itogether iin idifferent

ikinds iof iplay iand irecreation. 

  

5 My ipartner ihas itoo ilittle iregard isometimes ifor imy isexual

isatisfaction. 

  

6 There iare isome iserious idifficulties iin iour irelationship.   

7 Minor idisagreements iwith imy ipartner ioften iend iup iin ibig iarguments.   

8 Just iwhen iI ineed iit ithe imost, imy ipartner imakes ime ifeel iimportant.   

9 Our idaily ilife iis ifull iof iinteresting ithings ito ido itogether.   

10 Our isexual irelationship iis ientirely isatisfactory.   
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Note 

Items i#1, i2, i5, i6, iand i7 iare iscored iif ianswered i“true.” iItems i#3, i4, i8, i9, iand i10 iare iscored iif 

ianswered i“false.” iThe ioriginal iMSI-R iitem inumbers ifor ithese i10 iitems, irespectively, iare ias 

ifollows: i#58, i#124, i#43, i#39, i#81, i#95, i#54, i#80, i#76, iand i#127. 
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RELATIONSHIP iASSESSMENT iSCALE i(RAS) 

Description iof iMeasure: 

A i7-item iscale idesigned ito imeasure igeneral irelationship isatisfaction. iRespondents ianswer 

each iitem iusing ia i5-point iscale iranging ifrom i1 i(low isatisfaction) ito i5 i(high isatisfaction). 

 
Scale 

  Low    High 

s/n Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 How iwell idoes iyour ipartner imeet iyour ineeds?      

2 In igeneral, ihow isatisfied iare iyou iwith iyour

irelationship? 

     

3 How igood iis iyour irelationship icompared ito imost?      

4 How ioften ido iyou iwish iyou ihadn’t igotten iinto ithis

irelationship? 

     

5 To iwhat iextent ihas iyour irelationship iME iyour

ioriginal iexpectations? 

     

6 How imuch ido iyou ilove iyour ipartner?      

7 How imany iproblems iare ithere iin iyour

irelationship? 

     

 
Scoring: 

Items i4 iand i7 iare ireverse-scored. 

Scoring iis ikept icontinuous. iThe ihigher ithe iscore, ithe imore isatisfied ithe irespondent iis iwith ihis/her 

irelationship. 
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SELF iCONCEPT iSCALE i(SCS) 

Please itick i(√) ithe ianswers iappropriately ifor ithis iscale iusing ithe iLikert iscale ibelow; 

iStrongly iAgree i= iSA, iAgree i=A, iDisagree i=D, iStrongly iDisagree i=SD. 

s/n Items SA A D SD 

1 I iam iwilling ito iadmit imy imistake iwithout ifeeling iangry i     

2 In iany isituation, iI ican itake icare iof imyself i     

3 I iam ia icheerful iperson i     

4 I ihave ia ihigh iself-control i     

5 I iam ia icalm iperson iand ieasy ito ibefriended i     

6 I iam isatisfied iwith imyself inow i     

7 I iam ivery isatisfied iwith imy imanners iand ibehaviours     

8 I iwill iwork ion ichanging iwhen iI irealized ithat iI ihave imade ia

imistake i 

    

9 I irarely igo ito ithe imosque ior iplace iof iworship i     

10 I iam isatisfied iabout imy irelationship iwith iGod     
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APPENDIX iB 

EXPERIMENTAL iGROUP i1: iMARRIAGE iEDUCATION iSCALES i(MES) 

Process iof iTherapy 

 Interacting iand iengaging ithe iclients 

 Assessment ion iproblem, iperson iand ievent icausing imarital distress 

 Preparing iclients ifor itherapy 

 Implementing itreatment ipackage 

 Monitoring/Evaluation iof iprogress imade iso ifar iduring ieach isession 

 Preparing ithe iclients ifor itermination iof isessions 

Screening 

The iparticipants ialong iwith iother iinterested ipersons iwere iscreened iusing ithe i24-Item iDistress 

iMarital iScale i(DMS) iby i(Whisman, iBeach, iand iSnyder i2008).While ithose iwho iwere iinvolved iin 

ithe itherapeutic iprocess iwere iidentified ito ibe iparticipants iwho iwere imartially idistressed. 

Treatment iGoal 

This iprogramme iintends ito ireduce ithe ilevel iof imarital idistress iin iparticipants ifrom i90% ito i20% 

iand ithat iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito ihave ibetween i80% iand i90% icontrol iover istressors ithat 

itrigger imarital idistress iin itheir irelationships. i 

EXPERIMENTAL iGROUP i1: iMarriage iEducation iOutline 

SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

SESSION i2: Concept iof iMarriage iEducation 

SESSION i3: Explaining iMarital iDistress i 

SESSION i4: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i5: Assessment iof iMarital iProblem 

SESSION i6: Communication iSkill 

SESSION i7: Tips ifor iReducing iMarital iDistress i 

SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 
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SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Familiarize iwith ieach iother iand ito iunderstand itheir iroles iin ithe iprocess iof 

itreatment 

ii) Understand ithe imain iobjectives iof ithe iprogramme 

iii) Respond ito ithe ipre-test iquestionnaire iaccordingly 

Step i1: The itherapists iinitiate ithe iintroductory iprocess iby iwelcoming ithe iparticipants iand 

ithen iintroduce ihimself. iAfter ithat, ithe iparticipants ido ithe isame ito ithemselves. 

Step i2: The itherapist igives ia ibrief italk ion ithe iday’s isession. 

Step i3: The itherapist ihighlights ithe imain iobjectives iof ithe itreatment iprogramme iwhich iis 

ito ilast ifor i10 iweeks. iTo ibe iimparted iwith iskills ion imarital idistress iin itheir 

irelationships. 

Step i4: The itherapist iand iparticipants idiscuss iand iagree ion iissues iof iconfidentiality, imode 

iof icommunication iand ihe iassures ithe iparticipants iof iconfidentiality iregarding iall 

iinformation idisclose ito ihim iin icourse iof ithe isessions. 

Step i5: The itherapist iand iparticipants idiscuss iand iagree ion ithe iday iand itime ifor itherapeutic 

isessions. iWhile ithe itherapist iemphasizes ithe ineed ifor ipunctuality iand iconsistencies 

iin iattendance. iAlso, ithat iin icase iof iunforeseen icircumstances ithat imight iimpart ion 

ithe isession ifor ithe iday, inotify iof ipostponement iof isession imust ibe igiven iwithin i24 

ihours. 

Step i6: The itherapist iencourage iparticipants ito igive ia itrusted itelephone inumbers ifor ithe 

ipurpose iof icontact, iwhile ihe iprovides ithe iparticipants iwith ihis ihotline ishould iin 

icase, ihe ineeded ito ibe ireached. 

Step i7: The itherapist iadminister ipre-test iinstruments iusing i(7) iitems iRelationship 

iAssessment iScale i(RAS) ito ibe iable ito iobtain ia ibaseline iinformation. 

Step i8: Then, ithe itherapist iasks iif iany iof ithe iparticipants iis ihaving iany iquestion ias ihe 

irespond irespectively. 

Evaluation: iThe itherapist iasked ithe ifollowing iquestions: 

i) What ido iyou ithink iare ithe imain iobjectives iof ithis iprogramme? 

ii) Mention ithe iroles iyou iare iexpected ito iplay iin iorder ito ienhance ismooth itreatment 

isessions? 
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Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe iparticipants iand icloses ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iis imarriage ieducation? 

 

SESSION i2: Concept iof iMarriage iEducation 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipant ishould ibe iable ito; 

i) Explain ithe imeaning iof iMarriage iEducation? 

ii) List ithe ithree idimension iof imarriage ieducation? 

Step i1: The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iwarmly 

Step i2: i i The itherapist ireview ithe ihomework igiven ito ithe iparticipants 

Step i3: The itherapist istated ithe ipurpose iof ipresent isession 

Step i4: The itherapist idefined iMarriage iEducation iand iexplained ithe idimensions iof 

imarriage ieducation. 

Step i5: Participants iare iasked ito ishare itheir iopinion iabout ithe istate iof imarriage iin ithe 

isociety igenerally. i 

Step i6: The itherapist itried ito iemphizes ithe iimportance iof ia imarriage ito isociety iand ifor 

inational ibuilding. 

Step i7: i i Then, ithe iparticipants iare iencouraged ito imention ione iof ithe iproblems iconfronting 

ithe iinstitution iof imarriage ithat iremains iuntreated. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticipants iare iasked ithe ifollowing iquestions 

i) Explain ithe imeaning iof iMarriage iEducation? 

ii) List ithe ithree idimensions iof iMarriage iEducation? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciate ithe iparticipants ifor irappart iattention iand iencourage ithem ito ido itheir 

ihomework iand ithere iafter iclose ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iis iMarital iDistress? 

 

SESSION i3: Explaining iMarital iDistress i 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ipaticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Explain ithe imeaning iof imarital idistress? 
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ii) List isome iof ithe isymptoms iof imarital idistress 

iii) Identify ipredictors iof imarital idistress 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcomes ithe iparticipants ijoyfully 

Step i2: i The itherapist irevised itheworks iof ithe iprevious isession iwith ithe iparticipants iand 

ichecked itheir ihom iwork. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iexplain iwhat imarital idistress iis iall iabout 

Step i4: i The itherapist imentioned isome ithe isymptoms iof imarital idistress 

Step i5: i The itherapist ihighlights isome ithe icauses iof imarital idistress 

Step i6: i Participants iwere imade ito idiscussed ibrief ihistory iabout ithemselves i 

Step i7: i The itherapist icommend iparticipants iand iallow ithem ito iasked iquestion ion ithe iwork 

ifor ithe iday. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticpants iwere iasked ithe ifollowing iquestions 

i) The imeaning iof imarital idistress? 

ii) List i5 isympton iof imarital idistress? 

iii) Identify i5 ipredictors iof imarital idistress? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciate ithe iparticipants, ifixed ithe itime ifo inext imeeting iand iclose ithe isession ifor 

ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iare ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress? 

 

SESSION i4: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito ilist i5 iconsequences iof 

imarital idistress. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants iexchange ipleasantries iand idiscussed ithe 

ihomework igiven ito ithe iparticipants iat ithe iprevious isession, iwhile ithe iparticipants 

iwere icommended ifor itheir iactive iparticipation. i 

Step i2: i The itherapist iintroduces ithe iwork ifor ithe iday. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilist iand iexplain ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress. i 

Step i4: i The itherapist iallows ithe iparticipants ito iask iquestion ion iwhat iwas itaught iwhile ihe 

ilisten iand iexplain isome igray iarea ito ithe iparticipants 

Step i5: i The itherapist iasked iif ithere iare iany iother iquestion icalling ifor iexplanation. 
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Evaluation: iThe itherapist iasked ithe iparticipants ito ilist i2 iconsequences iof imarital idistress? 

Summary: 

The itherapist icommends ithe icooperating irole iplayed iby ithe iparticipants iand ithe isession iwas 

iclosed ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iThe itherapist iasked iparticipants ithe ifollowing iquestions: iTo ipersonally iidentify i10 

imarital iproblem iin itheir irelationships? 

 

SESSION i5: Assessment iof iMarital iProblem 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Identify i10 imarital iproblems iconfronting ithem iin itheir irelationship? 

ii) Explain ithem iby igiven iexamples? 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iwarmly iand ireview ithe ihomework igiven ito 

ithe iparticipants iat ithe iprevious isession. 

Step i2: i The itherapist iinitiate ithe itopic ifor idiscussion ifor ithe isession. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilist isome imarital iproblems iand iexplain isome iof ithem ito ibe iable ito 

itrigger ithe idiscussion ifor ithe iday. 

Step i4: i The itherapist iallows icomment iand ientertained iquestions ifrom iparticipants iand 

irespond iaccordingly. 

Evaluation: iThe itherapist ithen iasked ieach iof iparticipants ito: i 

Identify i5 imarital iproblems iposing ichallenges ito itheir irelationship? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe ipersistent iefforts ibeing imade iby ithe iparticipants iin iattending ithe 

isessions iand inotifies ithe iparticipants iof itheir inext isession ibefore iclosing ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iis ia icommunication iand ilist i3 iskills iin icommunication? 

 

SESSION i6: Communication iSkill 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isessions, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Explain, iwhat iis icommunication? 

ii) Identify iand iexplain ithree icommunication iskills? 
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Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcomes ithe iparticipants ito ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ireview ithe ihomework iand icommend ithe iperformance iof ithe 

iparticipants. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iintroduce ithe itopic ifor idiscussion, iexplain iwhy iit iis ivery iimportant ito 

ipay iclose iattention iat ithis ipoint. 

Step i4: i The itherapist iexplain iwhat iis icommunication iand ithe itypes iof icommunication 

iskill? 

Step i5: i The itherapist ithen iinstruct ithe iparticipants ito ibreak iinto igroup iof ifive, ichoose ia 

ileader ito ireport itheir idiscussion ion iwhat iis icommunication iand ihow ito 

icommunicate ieffectively. 

Step i6: i The itherapist igoes iround ithe igroup ito ilisten ito itheir idiscussion iand itake inote iof 

ipoints ito ilay imore iemphasis. 

Step i7: i Then, ithe itherapist iinstructed ithe iparticipants ito iconvey itogether iafter i15mins iof 

idiscussion iand ifor ieach isecretary iof igroups ito ireport itheir ifinding. 

Step i8: The itherapist ished imore ilight ion ithe ireports iand icommend ithe iparticipants ifor itheir 

ieffort. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticipants iwere iasked ito: 

i) List ithe icommunication iskills? 

ii) Explain iin ibroad iterm ithe imeaning iof icommunication iskill? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciated ithe iparticipants iand ibefore iclosing ithe isession iwent ifurther iencouraged 

ithem ito ifurther iidentify iblockages ito icommunication iin imarital irelationship. 

Homework: iWhat ido iyou ithink iwould ibe iyour icontribution itowards ithe ieffective ireduction? 

 

SESSION i7: Tips ifor iReducing iMarital iDistress 

Objectives: At ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito imaster isome iof ithe 

iuseful itips iin ireducing imarital idistress. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants iexchanged ipleasantries, imade idiscussion ion 

ihomework igiven ito iparticipants iwhile ithe iparticipants iwere imotivated iby 

icommending itheir itenacity iin ifollowing iup ithe itreatment iprocess. 
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Step i2: i The itherapist ihighlights iand idiscussed ithe ifirst itip ion imarital idistress. 

The ifirst istep iis ito: iIdentify ithe iautomatic inegative ithoughts ithat iunderlie iyour ifear. 

iFor iexample, iif iyou're iworried iabout ithe icomment iof iyour ipartner, ithe iunderlying 

inegative ithought imight ibe: i“I’m igoing ito iblow iit. iHe iwill ithink iI’m icompletely 

iincompetent.” 

The inext istep iis ito ianalyze iand ichallenge ithem. iIt ihelps ito iask iyourself iquestions 

iabout ithe inegative ithoughts: i“Do iI iknow ifor isure ithat iI’m igoing ito iblow ithe 

ipresentation?” ior i“Even iif iI’m inervous, iwill imy ipartner inecessarily ithink iI’m 

iincompetent?” iThrough ithis ilogical ievaluation iof iyour inegative ithoughts, iyou ican 

igradually ireplace ithem iwith imore irealistic iand ipositive iways iof ilooking iat 

isituations ithat itrigger iyour imarital idistress iin iyou. 

It ican ibe iincredibly iscary ito ithink iabout iwhy iyou ifeel iand ithink ithe iway iyou ido 

iabout isituations, ibut iunderstanding ithe ireasons ifor iyour idistress iwill ihelp ilessen 

itheir inegative iimpact ion iyour ilife. i- iClark, iD. iM. i(2001). 

Examples iof iunhelpful ithinking istyles iinvolved ion imarital idistress iare: 

 Mind ireading i– iAssuming iyou iknow iwhat iyour ipartner iis ithinking, iand ithat ihe 

isees iyou iin ithe isame inegative iway ithat iyou isee iyourself. 

 Fortune itelling i– iPredicting ithe ifuture, iusually iwhile iassuming ithe iworst iwill 

ihappen. iYou ijust i“know” ithat ithings iwill igo ihorribly, iso iyou’re ialready ianxious 

ibefore iyou’re ieven iin ithe isituation. 

 Catastrophizing i– iBlowing ithings iout iof iproportion. iFor iexample, iif iyour ipartner 

inotices ithat iyou’re inervous, iit iwill ibe i“awful,” i“terrible,” ior i“disastrous.” 

 Personalizing i– iAssuming ithat iyour ipartner iis ifocusing ion iyou iin ia inegative iway. 

How ican iI istop ithinking ithat imy ipartner iis ilooking iat ime? 

 Look iat ihim iand ithe isurroundings. 

 Really ilisten ito iwhat iis ibeing isaid i(not ito iyour iown inegative ithoughts). 

 Don't itake iall ithe iresponsibility ifor ikeeping iconversations igoing-silence iis iokay, 

iallows iyour ipartner ito icontribute. i 

Step i3:  iThe itherapist imentioned iand idiscussed ithe isecond itip ion imarital idistress: iLearn iTo 

iControl iYour iBreath 
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Many ichanges ihappen iin iyour ibody iwhen iyou ibecome idistress. iOne iof ithe ifirst 

ichanges iis ithat iyou ibegin ito ibreathe iquickly. iRapid ishallow ibreathing ithrows ioff 

ithe ibalance iof ioxygen iand icarbon idioxide iin iyour ibody-leading ito imore iphysical 

isymptoms iof idistress, isuch ias idizziness, ia ifeeling iof isuffocation, iincreased iheart 

irate, iand imuscle itension. 

Learning ito islow iyour ibreathing idown ican ihelp iyou ibring iyour iphysical isymptoms 

iof idistress iback iunder icontrol. i. 

A ibreathing iexercise ito ihelp iyou ikeep iyour icalm iin idistress isituations 

 Sit icomfortably iwith iyour iback istraight iand iyour ishoulders irelaxed. iPut ione ihand 

ion iyour ichest iand ithe iother ion iyour istomach. 

 Inhale islowly iand ideeply ithrough iyour inose ifor ifour iseconds. iThe ihand ion iyour 

istomach ishould irise, iwhile ithe ihand ion iyour ichest ishould imove ivery ilittle. 

 Hold ithe ibreath ifor itwo iseconds. 

 Exhale islowly ithrough iyour imouth ifor isix iseconds, ipushing iout ias imuch iair ias iyou 

ican. iThe ihand ion iyour istomach ishould imove iin ias iyou iexhale, ibut iyour iother ihand 

ishould imove ivery ilittle. 

 Continue ito ibreathe iin ithrough iyour inose iand iout ithrough iyour imouth. iFocus ion 

ikeeping ia islow iand isteady ibreathing ipattern iof i4-in, i2-hold, iand i6-out. 

Regular ipractice iof irelaxation itechniques isuch ias imeditation, iyoga, iand iprogressive 

imuscle irelaxation iwill ialso ihelp iyou iget icontrol iover ithe iphysical isymptoms iof 

idistress. 

Step i4: i The itherapist imentioned ithe ithird itips ifor ithe itreatment iof imarital idistress iand ithe 

iconsequences iof irunning iaway ifrom istress. iFace iYour iDistress 

One iof ithe imost ihelpful ithings iyou ican ido ito iovercome imarital idistress, iis ito iface 

ithe idistressed isituations iyou ifear irather ithan iavoid ithem. iAvoidance ikeeps imarital 

idistress igoing. iIt iis iokay ito ihave ifeelings ithat icause iyou idistress, ibut iif ithese 

ifeelings iare ibottled iup iand inot iaddressed iit iwill ibe iincreasingly idifficult ito imove 

ipast ithem. iLearning ito itolerate iand iaddress ithe ifeelings iwill ihelp iyou ifeel ibetter. 
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Avoidance ileads ito imore iproblems 

While iavoiding inerve-wracking isituations imay ihelp iyou ifeel ibetter iin ithe ishort 

iterm, iit iprevents iyou ifrom ibecoming imore icomfortable iin idistressed isituations iand 

ilearning ihow ito icope iin ithe ilong iterm. iIn ifact, ithe imore iyou iavoid ia ifeared 

idistressed, ithe imore ifrightening iit ibecomes. 

Avoidance imay ialso iprevent iyou ifrom idoing ithings iyou’d ilike ito ido ior ireaching 

icertain igoals. iFor iexample, ia ifear iof ispeaking iup imay iprevent iyou ifrom isharing 

iyour iideas iwith iyour ipartner. 

 

Challenging idistress ione istep iat ia itime 

While iit imay iseem iimpossible ito iovercome ia idistressed isituation, iyou ican ido iit iby 

itaking iit ione ismall istep iat ia itime. iThe ikey iis ito istart iwith ia isituation ithat iyou ican 

ihandle iand igradually iwork iyour iway iup ito imore ichallenging isituations, ibuilding 

iyour iconfidence iand icoping iskills ias iyou imove iup ithe i“distress iladder” 

For iexample, iif isocializing iwith iyour ipartner imakes iyou idistress, iyou imight istart 

iby iaccompanying ian ioutgoing ifriend ito ia iparty. iOnce iyou’re icomfortable iwith ithat 

istep, iyou imight itry iintroducing iyourself ito ione inew iperson, iand iso ion. 

 Don’t itry ito iface iyour ibiggest ifear iright iaway. iIt’s inever ia igood iidea ito imove itoo 

ifast, itake ion itoo imuch, ior iforce ithings. iThis iwill ibackfire iand ireinforce iyour 

ianxiety. 

 Be ipatient. iOvercoming isocial ianxiety itakes itime iand ipractice. iIt’s ia igradual istep-

by-step iprogress. 

 Use ithe iskills iyou’ve ilearned ito istay icalm, isuch ias ifocusing ion iyour ibreathing 

iand ichallenging inegative iassumptions. 

 
Step i5: i The itherapist ithen istresses ithe ifourth itips ifor itreating idistress ias ibuilding ibetter 

irelationship: 

Actively iseeking iout iand ijoining isupportive isocial ienvironments iis ianother 

ieffective iway iof itackling iand iovercoming imarital idistress. iThe ifollowing 

isuggestions iare igood iways ito istart iinteracting iwith iyour ipartner: 
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 Volunteer idoing isomething iyou ienjoy, isuch ias iwalking idogs iin ia ishelter, ior 

istuffing ienvelopes ifor ia icampaign i- ianything ithat iwill igive iyou ian iactivity ito ifocus 

ion iwhile iyou iare ialso iengaging iwith ia ismall inumber iof ilike-minded ipeople. 

 Work ion iyour icommunication iskills. iGood irelationships idepend ion iclear, 

iemotionally iintelligent icommunication. iIf iyou ifind ithat iyou ihave itrouble 

iconnecting ito iothers, ilearning ithe ibasic iskills iof iemotional iintelligence ican ihelp. 

Step i6: i The itherapist ifinally imentioned iand idiscussed ithe ififth itips ion imarital idistress, ithat 

iis, ichanging ione’s ilife istyle: 

While ilifestyle ichanges ialone iaren’t ienough ito iovercome imarital idistress, ithey ican 

isupport iyour ioverall itreatment iprogress. iThe ifollowing ilifestyle itips iwill ihelp iyou 

ireduce iyour ioverall idistress ilevels iand iset ithe istage ifor isuccessful itreatment. i. 

 Avoid ior ilimit icaffeine: iCoffee, itea, icaffeinated isoda, ienergy idrinks, iand 

ichocolate iact ias istimulants ithat iincrease ia idistress isymptom. 

 Drink ionly iin imoderation: iYou imay ibe itempted ito idrink ibefore ia iparty ior iother 

isocial isituation iin iorder ito icalm iyour inerves, ibut ialcohol iincreases iyour irisk iof 

ihaving ian iattack. 

 Quit ismoking: iNicotine iis ia ipowerful istimulant. iContrary ito ipopular ibelief, 

ismoking ileads ito ihigher, inot ilower, ilevels iof idistress. 

 Time imanagement: iLearn ieffective itime imanagement iby iprioritizing iyour 

ischedule ifor ieach iday. 

 Get iadequate isleep: iWhen iyou’re isleep ideprived, iyou’re imore ivulnerable ito 

ianxiety. iGetting iwell irested iwill ihelp iyou istay icalm iin idistressed isituations. 

Step i7: i The itherapist ilistens ito icontributions iand itake iquestions ifrom ithe iparticipants ias ihe 

irespectfully irespond. 

 

Evaluation:  iList i5 itips ifor imanaging imarital idistress. 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe iparticipants ifor itheir izeal iand imaking iuseful icontribution iduring ithe 

isession. 

Homework: iHighlight iand idiscuss isome iof ithe isteps ithat iyou iwill icontinue ito itake iafter ithe iend iof 

iall ithe isessions. i 
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SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

Objectives: At ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito imaster isome iof ithe 

iways ito imanage imarital idistress. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants iexchanged ipleasantries, imade idiscussion ion 

ihomework igiven ito iparticipants iwhile ithe iparticipants iwere imotivated iby 

icommending itheir itenacity iin ifollowing iup ithe itreatment iprocess. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ihighlights iand idiscussed isome iof ithe iways ion imarital idistress iusing 

iAcceptance iCommitment iprocesses. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilistens ito icontributions iand itake iquestions ifrom ithe iparticipants ias ihe 

irespectfully irespond. 

Evaluation:  iList i3 iways ion imarital idistress? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe iparticipants ifor itheir izeal iand imaking iuseful icontribution iduring ithe 

isession. 

Homework: iHighlight iand idiscuss isome iof ithe isteps ithat iyou iwill icontinue ito itake iafter ithe iend iof 

iall ithe isessions. i 

 

SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isession, iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: i 

i) Attend ito istressors ithat icould itrigger imarital idistress iin itheir irelationship. i 

ii) Identify iinhibitors ito itheir itreatments iand iidentify iways iof icontrolling ithem. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand iparticipants iwelcome ione ianother iwarmly iwhile ithe itherapist 

icheck itheir ihomework iand ireview ithe iprevious isessions iwork. 

Step i2: i The itherapist icarried iout iall ithe iassessment itest ito iascertain ithe iprogress ion 

itreatment iof ithe iparticipants iby irandomly iquestioning ithe iparticipants ion iwhat ihas 

ibeen ilearned iin iall ithe iprevious isessions. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants ithen ihighlight isome iof ithe ihindrances ito ieffective 

itreatment ion isocial ianxiety idisorder iwith ithe iparticular ireference ito ipublic 

ispeaking iusing ijob iinterview ias ia icase istudy iand ifinally isuggesting isome iof ithe 

iway iout. i 
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In ia istudy iby iMark iOlfson iet ial i(2000) ilisted ibarrier ito itreatment iof isocial ianxiety 

ias ifollows: 

 Financial iBarriers i– iCost iof iservices 

 Uncertainty iover iwhere ito igo ifor ihelp 

 Fear iof iwhat iothers imight ithink ior isay 

 Refusal ito iaccept ithat ithey iare ihaving isocial ianxiety 

Mariko iChartier-Otis i(2010) iposited ia iway iout iin ihis istudy ion ianxiety idisorder ias 

ifollows: 

 Embankment ion iinternet ioutreach 

 Establishment iof isupport igroups 

 Increasing iaccessibility ito ipublic iservices 

Step i4: i The itherapist iwelcome ithe icontributions iof ithe iparticipants iand iresponded ito itheir 

iquestions iby iassisting ithem ito ieffectively idue iwith isituation iand iemotional istate 

ithat icould iconstitute ia ibarrier ito itheir itreatment. 

Step i5: i The itherapist iteaches iassertiveness itechniques ias ifollows: 

 Therapist ihelps iclients ifigure iout iwhich iinterpersonal isituations iare iproblems ifor 

ithem iand iwhich ibehaviours ineed ithe imost iattention. i 

 In iaddition, itherapist ihelps ito iidentify ibeliefs iand iattitudes ithe iclients imay ihave 

ideveloped ithat ilead ithem ito ibecome itoo ipassive. i 

 Therapist itakes iinto iaccount ithe iclients' iparticular icultural icontext iin ithis iprocess. i 

 Therapist imay iuse ia icombination iof iinterviews, itests, ior irole-playing iexercises ias 

ipart iof ithis iassessment. i 

 Therapist ihelps iclients iunderstand iwhat iassertiveness iis iand ihow ibehaving 

iassertively imay ibe ihelpful. iInaccurate ior iunproductive iattitudes iand ibeliefs iabout 

iassertiveness iare idiscussed. iOnce iclients iunderstand ithe iimportance iof iassertive 

ibehaviour ifor itheir isituation, itherapist ihelps ithem idevelop imore iassertive 

ibehaviours. iFor iexample, iusing ia itechnique icalled ibehavioural irehearsal, ia ispecific 

isituation iis idescribed iand ithen irole iplayed iby ithe iclient iand ithe itherapist. iInitially, 

ithe itherapist imay iplay ithe irole iof ithe iclient iand imodel iassertive ibehaviour. iThe 

iclient iand itherapist ithen iswitch iroles, iand ithe iclient ipractices ithe inew ibehaviour. i 
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 The itherapist igives isupportive, ihonest ifeedback iafter ieach irole-play iexercise iin 

iorder ito ihelp ithe iclient iimprove ihis ior iher iskills. iAssertiveness itraining ifocuses ion 

iboth iverbal iand inonverbal ibehaviour. iVerbal ibehaviour iis ithe icontent iof ia 

icommunication i- iin iother iwords, iwhat iis iactually isaid. iThis iincludes iexpressing 

irequests, ifeelings, iopinions, iand ilimits. iNonverbal ibehaviour irefers ito ithe istyle iof 

icommunication: ieye icontact, iposture, itone iand ivolume iof ispeech, iinterpersonal 

idistance, iand ilistening. 

 
Examples iof iAssertiveness iTechniques 

There iare iseveral ispecific istrategies ithat ican ibe iuseful iwhen itrying ito idevelop 

iassertiveness. i 

 Broken-record itechnique iis iuseful ifor isituations iin iwhich ianother iperson iwill inot 

iacknowledge ior iaccept iyour imessage. i iFor iexample, isuppose ia isalesperson iis 

iattempting ito ipressure iyou ito ibuy isomething iyou ido inot iwant. iYou irespond, 

i“Thank iyou, ibut iI iam inot iinterested iin ibuying ianything itoday.” iIf ihe ior ishe 

icontinues ipushing, iyou isimply irepeat ithe isame istatement, ikeeping iyour itone iof 

ivoice iconstant, iwithout ibecoming iupset. iEventually, ithe iperson iwill ibe iforced ito 

iaccept iyour irefusal. 

 Fogging iis ia imethod ifor idenying irequests ior idisagreeing iwith isomeone iwhile 

ishowing ithem ithat iyou inevertheless irecognize iand irespect ithat iperson's iposition. 

iYou ibegin iby isummarizing ithe iother iperson's ifeelings, iand ithen iexplain iwhy iyou 

icannot, ior ichoose inot ito, icomply iwith ithat iperson's irequest. iFor iexample, iyour 

ihusband iis iwarm iand iasks iyou ito iturn idown ithe iheat, ibut iyou iare icold. iYou 

irespond, i“I'm isorry iyou ifeel iwarm, ibut iI've igot ion ia isweater iand ilong iunderwear, 

iand iI'm istill ifreezing. iI idon't iwant ito iturn idown ithe iheat iany imore. iMaybe iyou 

icould idress imore ilightly ior igo ifor ia iwalk.” iThese iare ionly itwo iof imany 

ibehavioural itechniques ithat ican ihelp idevelop ibetter iassertiveness iskills. iIn 

iaddition ito iteaching ispecific iassertiveness iskills, ithe itherapist ican iwork iwith 

iclients ito ihelp ireduce ianxiety iand iworry ithrough isystematic idesensitization, 

irational-emotive ibehaviour itherapy, ior iother itechniques. iAs iworry iand ianxiety iare 

ireduced, ipeople iwill ibe imore iconfident iand iless iworried ior iafraid. 
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Evaluation: i 

i) List iand iread iout i10 istressors ithat icould itrigger imarital idistress iin iyour 

irelationship? 

ii) What ido iyou ithink iwould istand ias ibarriers ito ieffectively imanaging ithese istressors? 

 

Summary: 

The itherapist ireview ithe itechniques itaught iand iinvite ifurther icontributions ion ihow iand iwhen ithose 

itechniques icould ibe iused. iThe itherapist ithen iappreciated ithe iparticipants. 

 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithe isessions, iclients ishould ibe iable ito: 

Share itheir iexperiences iand istate isome iof ithe iobservable ichanges ithey ihave 

iwitnessed. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iand ifurther icommended ithem ifor itheir 

icooperation, iattentiveness iand iuseful icontributions ito ithe icourse iof ithe isessions. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ithen iadministered iRelationship iAssessment iScale i(RAS) ito icheck ithe 

ieffectiveness iof ithe itreatment. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iterminates ithe isessions iand ithen iappreciates iall ithe iparticipants. iHe 

irequested ifor ia igroup iphotograph ito ibe itaken iafter iseeking itheir iconsent. 

iThereafter, irequest ithat iall ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iseated ifor irefreshment. 

Closing iRemark: 

After isome iof ithe iparticipants imight ihave iremark ifor ithe isessions, ithe itherapist ithen iencourage 

ithem ito iutilize ieffectively ithe iskills ithey ihave iacquired ivia ithe iintervention iprogramme. 
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APPENDIX iC 

 

Experimental iGroup i2- iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy. 

SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

SESSION i2: Concept iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

SESSION i3: Core iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

SESSION i4: Techniques iof iACT 

SESSION i5: Explaining iMarital iDistress iand iIts iPredictors iin iMarriage i 

SESSION i6: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i7: Assessment iof iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 
 

GOAL iOF iTHERAPY: iTo iundermine ithe igroup iof iliteral iverbal icontent iof icognition ithat 

ioccasion iavoidance ibehaviour iand ito iconstruct ian ialternative icontext iwhere ibehaviour iin 

ialignment iwith ione’s ivalue iis imore ilikely ito ioccur. 

 

SESSION i1: Orientation iand iPre-Test iAdministration 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Familiar iwith ieach iother iand ito iunderstand itheir iroles iin ithe iprocess iof itreatment 

ii) Understand ithe imain iobjectives iof ithe iprogramme 

iii) Respond ito ithe ipre-test iquestionnaire iaccordingly 

Step i1: The itherapists iinitiate ithe iintroductory iprocess iby iwelcoming ithe iparticipants iand 

ithen iintroduce ihimself. iAfter ithat, ithe iparticipants ido ithe isame ito ithemselves. 

Step i2: The itherapist igives ia ibrief italk ion ithe iday’s isession. 

Step i3: The itherapist ihighlights ithe imain iobjectives iof ithe itreatment iprogramme iwhich iis 

ito ilast ifor i10 iweeks. iTo ibe iimparted iwith iskills, ia imanaging isocial ianxiety 

idisorders. 
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Step i4: The itherapist iand iparticipants idiscuss iand iagree ion iissues iof iconfidentiality, imode 

iof icommunication iand iassure ithe iparticipants iof iconfidentiality iregarding iall 

iinformation idisclose ito ihim iin icourse iof ithe isessions. 

Step i5: The itherapist iand iparticipants idiscuss iand iagree ion ithe iday iand itime ifor itherapeutic 

isessions. iWhile ithe itherapist iemphasizes ithe ineed ifor ipunctuality iand iconsistencies 

iin iattendance. iAlso, ithat iin icase iof iunforeseen icircumstances ithat imight iimpart ion 

ithe isession ifor ithe iday, inotify iof ipostponement iof isession imust ibe igiven iwithin i24 

ihours. 

Step i6: The itherapist iencourage iparticipants ito igive ia itrusted itelephone inumbers ifor ithe 

ipurpose iof icontact, iwhile ihe iprovides ithe iparticipants iwith ihis ihotline ishould iin 

icase, ihe ineeded ito ibe ireached. 

Step i7: The itherapist iadminister ipre-test iinstruments i(Relationship iAssessment iScale) ifor 

ithe ipurpose iof ihaving ia ibaseline iinformation. 

Step i8: Then, ithe itherapist iasks iif iany iof ithe iparticipants iis ihaving iany iquestion ias ihe 

irespond irespectively. 

 

Evaluation: iThe itherapist iasked ithe ifollowing iquestions: 

i) What ido iyou ithink iare ithe imain iobjectives iof ithis iprogramme? 

ii) Mention ithe iroles iyou iare iexpected ito iplay iin iorder ito ienhance ismooth itreatment 

isessions? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe iparticipants iand icloses ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iis iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)? 

 
SESSION i2: Concept iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipant ishould ibe iable ito; 

i) Explain ithe imeaning iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Step i1: The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iwarmly 

Step i2: i i The itherapist ireview ithe ihomework igiven ito ithe iparticipants 

Step i3: The itherapist istated ithe ipurpose iof ipresent isession 

Step i4: The itherapist iexplain ithe iconcept iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 
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Step i5: Participants iare irequested ito icomment ion ithe itopic ifor idiscussion. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticipants iare iasked ithe ifollowing iquestion: i 

 Explain ithe imeaning iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)? 

i) To ilist isome iof ithe iproblems iof ianxiety idisorders? 

 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciate ithe iparticipants ifor irappart iattention iand iencourage ithem ito ido itheir 

ihomework iand ithere iafter iclose ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iIdentify ithe i6 icore iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)? 

 

SESSION i3: Core iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ipaticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) List ithe icore iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)? 

ii) Explain ieach iof ithe icore iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcomes ithe iparticipants ijoyfully 

Step i2: i The itherapist irevised itheworks iof ithe iprevious isession iwith ithe iparticipants iand 

ichecked itheir ihom iwork. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilists ithe icore iof ithe iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Step i4: i The itherapist iexplains ieach iof ithe icore iof ithe itherapy? 

Step i5: i Participants iwere imade ito idiscussed ibrief ion ithe icore iof ithe itherapy 

Step i6: i The itherapist icommend iparticipants iand iallow ithem ito iasked iquestion ion ithe iwork 

ifor ithe iday. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticpants iwere iasked ithe ifollowing iquestions 

i) List ithe isix icore iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

ii) Explain ieach iof ithe icore iof ithe itherapy 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciate ithe iparticipants, ifixed ithe itime ifo inext imeeting iand iclose ithe isession ifor 

ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iare ithe itechniques iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT)? 
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SESSION i4: Techniques iof iACT 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito ilist i4techniques iof 

iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants iexchange ipleasantries iand idiscussed ithe 

ihomework igiven ito ithe iparticipants iat ithe iprevious isession, iwhile ithe iparticipants 

iwere icommended ifor itheir iactive iparticipation. i 

Step i2: i The itherapist iintroduces ithe iwork ifor ithe iday. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilist iand iexplain ithe itechniques iof iAcceptance iCommitment iTherapy 

i(ACT) 

Step i4: i The itherapist iallows ithe iparticipants ito iask iquestion ion iwhat iwas itaught iwhile ihe 

ilisten iand iexplain isome igray iarea ito ithe iparticipants 

Step i5: i The itherapist iasked iif ithere iare iany iother iquestion icalling ifor iexplanation. 

Evaluation: iThe itherapist iasked ithe iparticipants ito ilist i2 itechniques ieach iof iAcceptance 

iCommitment iTherapy i(ACT) 

Summary: 

The itherapist icommends ithe icooperating irole iplayed iby ithe iparticipants iand ithe isession iwas 

iclosed ifor ithe iday. 

 

Homework: iThe itherapist iasked iparticipants ithe ifollowing iquestions: i 

(i) Define imarital idistress iand ilist iits ipredictors 

 

SESSION i5: Explaining iMarital iDistress iand iIts iPredictors 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) Define imarital idistress 

ii) List ithe ipredictors iof imarital idistress 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iwarmly iand ireview ithe ihomework igiven ito 

ithe iparticipants iat ithe iprevious isession. 

Step i2: i The itherapist iinitiate ithe itopic ifor idiscussion ifor ithe isession. 

Step i3: i The itherapist idefined imarital idistress iand ilist iits ipredictors 

Step i4: i The itherapist ientertained iquestions ifrom iparticipants iand irespond iaccordingly. 
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Evaluation: iThe itherapist ithen iasked ieach iof iparticipants ito: iDefine imarital idistress iand ilist iits 

ipredictors? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe ipersistent iefforts ibeing imade iby ithe iparticipants iin iattending ithe 

isessions iand inotifies ithe iparticipants iof itheir inext isession ibefore iclosing ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iWhat iare ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress? 

 

SESSION i6: Consequences iof iMarital iDistress 

Objectives: iAt ithe iend iof ithis isessions, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: 

i) List isome iof ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress 

ii) Explain ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcomes ithe iparticipants ito ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ireview ithe ihomework iand icommend ithe iperformance iof ithe 

iparticipants. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iintroduce ithe itopic ifor idiscussion. 

Step i4: i The itherapist ihighlights iand iexplained ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress 

Step i5: i The itherapist ithen irequest ithe iparticipants ito imake itheir iown icontribution. 

Evaluation: iThe iparticipants iwere iasked ito: 

i) List isome iof ithe iconsequences iof imarital idistress? 

ii) Explain isome iof ithese iconsequences? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciated ithe iparticipants iand ibefore iclosing ithe isession ifor ithe iday. 

Homework: iIdentify i10 imarital iproblems iconfronting iyour irelationship? 

 

SESSION i7: Assessment iof iMarital iDistress 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isession, 

i) Identify inot iless ithan i5 imarital iproblems iconfronting itheir irelationship 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcomes iparticipants. 

Step i2: i The itherapist irevise iworks iof ithe iprevious isession iand igo iover ithe ihomework iwith 

ithe iparticipants. 
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Step i3: i The itherapist iallies ithe ifears iof ithe iparticipants iby istressing ithe ineed ifor 

icollaboration. 

Step i4: i The itherapist iaroused ithe iparticipants iinterest iin itreatment ithus ithat imarital 

idistressed iindividual ihave inegative ithough iand ibeliefs ithat icontribute ito ihis imarital 

iproblems. 

Step i5: i The itherapist iasked ithe iparticipants ito ihighlight isome iof ithe imarital iproblem ithey 

iare ibeing iconfronted iwith. 

Step i6: i The itherapist iallows ithe iparticipants ito iask iquestions iand irespond iaccordingly. 

Evaluation: iWhat ido iyou ithink icould inecessitate imarital iproblem iin iyour irelationship? 

Summary: iThe itherapist isummarized ithe isession iand iappreciates ithe iparticipants ifor itheir 

ipatience iand iuseful icontribution iduring ithe isessions. 

Homework: iWhat ido isuggest iwould ibe isolution ito imarital idistress? 

 

SESSION i8: Managing iMarital iDistress 

Objectives: At ithe iend iof ithis isession, ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito imaster isome iof ithe 

iways ito imanage imarital idistress. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants iexchanged ipleasantries, imade idiscussion ion 

ihomework igiven ito iparticipants iwhile ithe iparticipants iwere imotivated iby 

icommending itheir itenacity iin ifollowing iup ithe itreatment iprocess. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ihighlights iand idiscussed isome iof ithe iways ion imarital idistress iusing 

iAcceptance iCommitment iprocesses. 

Step i3: i The itherapist ilistens ito icontributions iand itake iquestions ifrom ithe iparticipants ias ihe 

irespectfully irespond. 

Evaluation:  iList i3 iways ion imarital idistress? 

Summary: 

The itherapist iappreciates ithe iparticipants ifor itheir izeal iand imaking iuseful icontribution iduring ithe 

isession. 

Homework: iHighlight iand idiscuss isome iof ithe isteps ithat iyou iwill icontinue ito itake iafter ithe iend iof 

iall ithe isessions. i 
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SESSION i9: Conclusion i/ iSummary 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithis isession, iparticipants ishould ibe iable ito: i 

i) Attend ito isituation ior ievents ithat itrigger imarital idistress iso ias ito ireduce iit ilevel. i 

ii) Identify iinhibitors ito itheir itreatments iand iidentify iways iof icontrolling ithem. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iand iparticipants iwelcome ione ianother iwarmly iwhile ithe itherapist 

icheck itheir ihomework iand ireview ithe iprevious isessions iwork. 

Step i2: i The itherapist icarried iout iall ithe iassessment itest ito iascertain ithe iprogress ion 

itreatment iof ithe iparticipants iby irandomly iquestioning ithe iparticipants ion iwhat ihas 

ibeen ilearned iin iall ithe iprevious isessions. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iand ithe iparticipants ithen ihighlight isome iof ithe ihindrances ito ieffective 

itreatment ion imarital idistress iwith iparticular ireference ito iirrational ithinking. 

Evaluation: i 

i) List i10 imarital istressors ithat icould itriggered imarital idistress iin iyour irelationship? 

ii) What ido iyou ithink iwould istand ias ia ibarrier ito ieffectively imanaging ithese 

istressors? 

Summary: 

The itherapist ireview ithe itechniques itaught iand iinvite ifurther icontributions ion ihow iand iwhen ithose 

itechniques icould ibe iused. iThe itherapist ithen iappreciated ithe iparticipants. 

 

SESSION i10: Administration iof iPost-Test iand iTermination iof iSession i/ iRefreshment 

Objectives:At ithe iend iof ithe isessions, iclients ishould ibe iable ito: iShare itheir iexperiences iand istate 

isome iof ithe iobservable ichanges iwhich ithey ihave iwitnessed. 

Step i1: i The itherapist iwelcome ithe iparticipants iand ifurther icommended ithem ifor itheir 

icooperation, iattentiveness iand iuseful icontributions ito ithe icourse iof ithe isessions. 

Step i2: i The itherapist ithen iadministered iRelationship iAssessment iScale i(RAS) ito icheck ithe 

ieffectiveness iof ithe itreatment. 

Step i3: i The itherapist iterminates ithe isessions iand ithen iappreciates iall ithe iparticipants. iHe 

irequested ifor ia igroup iphotograph ito ibe itaken iafter iseeking itheir iconsent. 

iThereafter, irequest ithat iall ithe iparticipants ishould ibe iseated ifor irefreshment. 
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Closing iRemark: 

After isome iof ithe iparticipants imight ihave iremark ifor ithe isessions, ithe itherapist ithen iencourages ito 

iutilize ieffectively ithe iskills ithey ihave iacquired ivia ithe iintervention iprogramme. 

 

APPENDIX iD 

Control iGroup 

The iparticipants iof ithis igroup iwere iselected iusing icluster isampling itechniques. iNo 

itreatment iwas iadministered ion ithem. iAlthough, ithe iparticipants iwere iexposed ito ipre-test iand 

ipost-test. iThe iparticipants iwere igiven imotivational italk. 

 
APPENDIX iE 

 
Reliability 
 
Scale: iRelationship iAssessment i(RAS) i 

 
Reliability iStatistics 

Cronbach's 

iAlpha N iof iItems 

.831 7 
 
 

Item-Total iStatistics 

 

Scale iMean 

iif iItem 

iDeleted 

Scale 

iVariance iif 

iItem iDeleted 

Corrected 

iItem-Total 

iCorrelation 

Cronbach's 

iAlpha iif iItem 

iDeleted 

VAR00001 19.0357 5.591 .410 .282 
VAR00002 19.1429 7.164 .010 .483 
VAR00003 18.7857 6.767 .330 .365 
VAR00004 18.9643 6.184 .179 .406 
VAR00005 18.9643 6.702 .223 .388 
VAR00006 19.3929 6.173 .185 .403 
VAR00007 19.2143 5.878 .168 .420 
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Reliability 
 
Scale: iMarital iDistress i(MDS) i 
 

Reliability iStatistics 
Cronbach's i 

Alpha 
 N iof iItems 

.735 
 

10 

 
Item-Total iStatistics 

 

Scale iMean 

iif iItem 

iDeleted 

Scale 

iVariance iif 

iItem iDeleted 

Corrected 

iItem-Total 

iCorrelation 

Cronbach's 

iAlpha iif iItem 

iDeleted 

VAR00008 27.1304 15.482 .324 .566 
VAR00009 26.9130 16.810 .063 .624 
VAR00010 27.2174 13.814 .398 .540 
VAR00011 27.0870 14.901 .331 .561 
VAR00012 27.1739 12.605 .553 .490 
VAR00013 27.5217 14.443 .331 .560 
VAR00014 26.7391 16.747 .070 .623 
VAR00015 27.0000 15.727 .299 .571 
VAR00016 26.7826 16.360 .171 .597 
VAR00017 26.8261 16.514 .214 .588 

 
 
Reliability 
 
Scale: iSelf iConcept i(SCS) i 
 

Reliability iStatistics 
Cronbach's i 

Alpha 
 N iof iItems 

.735 
 

10 
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Item-Total iStatistics 

 

Scale iMean 

iif iItem 

iDeleted 

Scale 

iVariance iif 

iItem iDeleted 

Corrected 

iItem-Total 

iCorrelation 

Cronbach's 

iAlpha iif iItem 

iDeleted 

VAR00018 25.8000 14.167 .344 .417 
VAR00019 26.0000 11.917 .534 .326 
VAR00020 25.8000 16.000 .036 .510 
VAR00021 25.7600 12.607 .481 .356 
VAR00022 25.6000 19.500 -.378 .618 
VAR00023 25.6000 14.417 .220 .453 
VAR00024 25.6800 14.143 .358 .414 
VAR00025 25.8400 13.890 .298 .425 
VAR00026 25.9600 17.040 -.083 .537 
VAR00027 26.0800 13.827 .299 .424 
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APPENDIX iF 
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APPENDIX iG 
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APPENDIX iH 
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APPENDIX iI 
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APPENDIX iJ 

 

MANAGING iMARITAL iDISTRESS 

ORIGINALITY iREPORT 

XXX% 
SIMILARIT iY iINDEX 
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APPENDIX iK 
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