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This report stems from, and helps to inform, two on-going areas of investi-
gation by the Institute for American Values. The first is the status and future
of marriage, including how marriage is currently taught to high school and
college students. The second is the state of courtship in the U.S. and its rela-
tionship to marriage. Dana Mack, this report's principal investigator, is an
affiliate scholar at the institute and the director of its project on childhood
and adolescence. The Institute is grateful to Maggie Gallagher, Don
Browning, and Arthur E. Rasmussen for their scholarly and editorial contri-
butions to this report, and to the W.H. Brady Foundation and the Achelis
Foundation for their generous financial support. The contributions of other
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Introduction

HIS REPORT evaluates ten leading marriage and relationship skills curricula cur-

rently in use in U.S. schools. The report’s central finding is that most of these

curricula are inadequate. Each curriculum has its own qualities, of course,
and Dana Mack has sought carefully to represent those qualities accurately, and then
to assess each curriculum individually in light of five criteria for evaluating the
strengths and weaknesses of school-based marriage education.

Some of these new curricula are impressive and potentially important. But too
many of them are one-dimensional and intellectually thin. Too many focus only on
the psychological, interpersonal dimensions of marriage, while all but ignoring the
fact that, in addition to being a private relationship, marriage is also a public insti-
tution with important legal, economic, social, and religious dimensions. Too many
all but ignore the important ways in which literature, art, history, anthropology, and
philosophy can contribute to students’ understanding of marriage. The report’s cen-
tral recommendation is that a new generation of school-based marriage education
curricula should expand its vision of what marriage is and what marriage education
can be.

This is one of several Institute reports which explores the topic of school-based
marriage education. In The Course of True Love: Marriage in High School Textbooks
(1998), Paul C. Vitz looks at how current high school health textbooks treat the sub-
ject of marriage. In The Age of Unwed Mothers: Is Teen Pregnancy the Problem?
(1999), Maggie Gallagher investigates the understanding of marriage reflected in
school programs on teen pregnancy. In Closed Hearts, Closed Minds: The Textbook
Story of Marriage (1997), Norval D. Glenn evaluates the 20 leading college-level text-
books on marriage and the family. In The Experts’ Story of Courtship (2000), Dan
Cere critically evaluates current intellectual and research models in higher education
regarding courtship and marriage. This entire cluster of marriage-and-education
issues is also addressed in The Marriage Movement: A Statement of Principles (2000).
Together, these six recent reports seek to offer a comprehensive assessment of what
our society currently teaches high school and college students about marriage and
family life.

In cooperation with the Independent Women’s Forum, the Institute is also cur-
rently completing a major research project on the attitudes of college women regard-
ing courtship and marriage. Finally, in Dana Mack’s The Book of Marriage: The
Wisest Answers to the Biggest Questions (forthcoming, Eerdmans, 2001), the Institute
seeks to implement some of its own recommendations by producing a book of
annotated readings intended for engaged and married couples and for classrooms,
religious institutions, and community-based marriage initiatives. All of these reports
and publications are intended to contribute intellectually to the emerging marriage
movement in the United States.

David Blankenhorn
President, Institute for American Values
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Why These Curricula Matter

NCREASINGLY, schools are teaching teenagers about marriage. For generations, of course,

junior high and high school students have studied subjects at least indirectly related to

marriage, such as home economics, life management, family and consumer sciences,
health, sex education, and (more recently) abstinence education. But as Time magazine
noted in 1999, the emergence of the school-based “primer on matrimony” is a “relatively
new” phenomenon in our society.!

The current expansion of school-based marriage education in the United States demands
our attention for three reasons. First, the growing popularity of these courses, combined
with the emergence of new marriage and relationship skills curricula now available to teach-
ers, constitutes a noteworthy current trend in American education. Second, these new cours-
es and curricula constitute an important result of, and influence on, the emerging “marriage
movement” in the United States — the broad, largely informal coalition of educators, legis-
lators, scholars, community leaders, marriage counselors and others who are working in a
variety of ways to strengthen marriage in our society.? To a significant degree, these devel-
opments in the schools shed light on the current status of that larger movement: its
strengths, weaknesses, victories to date, philosophical orientation, and current challenges
and opportunities. Finally, these courses and curricula tell us something about our society
as a whole. Examined as a kind of mirror, or collective self-portrait, these recent develop-
ments in school-based marriage education offer revealing insights into how our society cur-
rently views marriage and what core understandings about marriage we wish to pass on to
our children.

What is Marriage Education?

If schools are now teaching about marriage, what exactly are they teaching? What, ideal-
ly, should they be teaching? These are complex questions, giving rise to diverse answers
and to numerous philosophical and pedagogical disagreements, both among educators and
in the larger society. Accordingly, evaluating the new marriage curricula is more than a
purely empirical matter; it also inevitably reflects normative assumptions about the defini-
tion and importance of marriage. Moreover, while a respectable body of scholarly research
points to the benefits of marriage education for engaged and married couples,® research on
whether and how school-based marriage education courses actually influence the subse-
quent courting and marrying behavior of students is all but nonexistent. For the purposes
of this report, successful school-based marriage education is defined as education that con-
veys scientifically accurate knowledge about marriage, both as an intimate relationship and
a social institution, and that enhances for the student the likelihood of achieving a success-
ful and enduring marriage.

In this context, and although many of the new courses and much of our national con-
versation on this topic blend together the ideas of “marriage education” and “relationship
skills,” this report often seeks to disentangle the two. Acquiring generic relationship skills
probably helps students in many ways, including in their family relationships, but we posit
as a starting point for our evaluation that a good marriage is not the same thing as a good
relationship, and that passing on a marriage culture to the next generation requires more
than teaching them how to hone their interpersonal skills.® Moreover, it is clear that current
parental and public support for these new educational initiatives stems not primarily from
general concerns about the quality of interpersonal relationships, but instead from specific



concerns about the harmful consequences of high rates of divorce and unmarried child-
bearing in our society, and from the related desire to find new ways, especially when com-
municating to young people, to strengthen marriage.

About this Report

No comprehensive, reliable data exists on how many schools or school districts current-
ly offer or require marriage education. Presently, courses on marriage and relationship skills
appear to be most widely prevalent in Florida, Utah, Minnesota, California, South Dakota,
Massachusetts, and New Jersey. Since 1998, Florida has required “marriage and relationship
skills” education for all high school students. State legislators in Oklahoma are currently
considering proposals to expand school-based marriage and relationship skills education in
that state.’In Utah, one county currently requires marriage education, and many other Utah
schools offer such courses.® Based on interviews with marriage educators, public school ofti-
cials, and publishers of curricula, we estimate roughly that about 2000 schools in the 50
states currently provide formal courses on marriage and relationship skills, and that this
number is growing.’

This report evaluates ten currently available school-based marriage and relationship skills
curricula. Today, information about marriage is presented to U.S. students in a wide diver-
sity of guises, depending upon the state, the district, the school, the teacher, and the course
title. Marriage and relationship skills education may be available to students in the form of
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stand-alone courses, or as a part of school-based social services or voluntary support groups
(such as teen pregnancy prevention programs), or as one or more components within other
courses, such as health, sexuality, family living, life skills, consumer sciences, parenting, and
others. In 1998, for example, Mississippi passed a law requiring all high school sex educa-
tion courses to teach that “a mutually faithful, monogamous relationship in the context of
marriage is the only appropriate setting for sexual intercourse.” In Merced, California, mar-
riage and relationship skills are incorporated into the 9" grade social studies curriculum; the
unit on marriage follows the unit on geography.” One widely used marriage curriculum, 7he
Art of Loving Well, was originally intended by its designers at Boston University to be used
in high school English classes.

It appears that high school health courses, based on a relatively small number of widely
used health textbooks, remain the primary sources for teenagers of school-provided infor-
mation on marriage. A 1998 Institute report, The Course of True Love: Marriage in High
School Textbooks, evaluated the marriage-related content of recently published high school
health textbooks.*

This report complements and extends that 1998 report by focusing on recently developed
curricula specifically designed for junior high and high school courses on marriage and rela-
tionship skills. To select the curricula to be evaluated, we began with the list of those mar-
riage and relationship skills curricula described as designed for use in schools by the
Coalition for Marriage, Family and Couples Education (www.smartmarriages.com), the most
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comprehensive and up-to-date clearinghouse known to us for information on marriage edu-
cation.

We verified and augmented this list on the basis of newspaper searches, interviews with
publishers, and interviews with teachers and education leaders, especially in Florida and
Oklahoma, two states in which the public and educational discussion of these issues is quite
visible. Because course content is typically determined by either local districts or (what is
even more common) individual schools and teachers, we do not suggest that the ten cur-
ricula evaluated in this report are the only curricula currently in use in school-based mar-
riage and relationship skills courses. At the same time, we do believe that the curricula cho-
sen for evaluation in this report are the most important and popular of the new marriage
and relationship skills curricula, and that they are generally representative of the universe
of curricula currently in use.

Criteria for Evaluation

This report evaluates marriage skills curricula on the basis of five criteria. First, does the
curriculum have a marriage focus? It may seem odd to ask whether a marriage education
curriculum discusses marriage, but we found a number of curricula promoted as marriage
education programs that, in fact, have little if any content specifically related to marriage.
We view as virtually self-evident the proposition that, if a curriculum is intended is to edu-
cate students about marriage, then marriage must play a starring role in the curriculum.

Second, does the curriculum convey to students that marriage is typically beneficial, or
does it adopt a position of neutrality? Our assumption is that competent marriage education
should include scientifically valid information about the benefits as well as the challenges
of marriage. Similarly, competent marriage education should not, in our view, convey to stu-
dents, in the face of overwhelming scholarly evidence to the contrary,' that marriage,
divorce, and unmarried childbearing are three equally exemplary or desirable living
arrangements. Successful marriage education should clearly acknowledge marriage’s status
in our society as a foundational institution whose success is important not just to the cou-
ple, but also to children, extended families, and the wider community.

Third, is the curriculum comprebensive? Marriage education should deepen students’
understanding of marriage not only as a private, intimate relationship, but also as a multi-
dimensional social institution that requires and presupposes communal support.
Comprehensive marriage education should convey at least three types of knowledge: first,
scientific knowledge on the benefits of marriage for individuals and society; second, knowl-
edge of those attitudes, behaviors, and skills which are likely to help prevent divorce and
improve marital satisfaction; and third, a culturally sophisticated knowledge of marriage
such that, for the student, both interpersonal skills and academic findings about marriage
are situated within larger and personally enriching cultural frameworks, knowledge of
which derives primarily from social science disciplines such as history and anthropology,
and, in particular, from art and literature that engages students not only intellectually, but
also emotionally and aesthetically.

Fourth, is the curriculum age-appropriate? 1s content sensitive to the developmental
issues of adolescence? Is the language appropriate for the intellectual level of the average
middle school or high school student? Is the course content relevant to the experience of
today’s teenagers?

Fifth and finally, does the curriculum specify and recommend those general habits of good
character and characteristics of personal development which are likely to enhance mar-
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riageability? Especially in the case of younger students, for whom marriage itself may be a
distant concern, marriage education can profitably focus in part on personal and character
development, including conveying to students an awareness of such virtues as self restraint,
honesty, kindness, courtesy, and respect for others and for the opposite sex. For many stu-
dents, especially those only 13 or 14 years old, one way to help them eventually become
good spouses is to help them become good people.

The Top Three Curricula

No marriage curriculum currently available met all five criteria in a superlative fashion.
However, three of the evaluated curricula contained a sustained marriage focus, affirmed
the benefits of marriage, and also came closer than the others to offering diverse types of
knowledge about marriage in an age-appropriate fashion. These top three curricula are:
Connections: Relationships and Marriage; RQ: Relationship Intelligence, and The Art of
Loving Well.

Connections: Relationships and Marriage is primarily a relationship skills curriculum, pro-
viding a strong grounding in communication tools and theory without simultaneously con-
veying to students (as do some other programs) that marriage is essentially tedious and
risky. Its use of a video, You Can Marry For Keeps, adds a strong narrative component,
showing real life couples talking about the importance and benefits of enduring marriage.
Connections is weaker in educating students about both the large social contexts of mar-
riage and current academic research on the consequences of divorce and unwed child-
bearing.

RQ: Relationship Intelligence is the only evaluated curriculum that offers students a direct
argument, well grounded in social science evidence, that marriage genuinely does matter,
for lovers, children, and society. It also blends conflict resolution skills with excerpts from
literature to convey the message that sex without union is empty, and that marriage is where
union can be most complete.

The Art of Loving Well, a literature-based curriculum, was at one point intended largely as
a teen pregnancy prevention program. Yet it offers a comprehensive (if at times indirect)
approach to marriage education. By reading and reflecting on works of literature, young
people look at love and marriage from an enriching diversity of perspectives, from a young
widow looking for another husband to a ten year old girl coping with her father’s remar-
riage. Currently, however, The Art of Loving Well does not directly teach interpersonal rela-
tionship skills and does not present the scientific evidence on the benefits of marriage.

Evaluations of the Ten Curricula

PEERS (or PAIRS KIDS)
Description

PEERS, or as it has recently been renamed, PAIRS KIDS, is the school-based curriculum
published by the PAIRS Foundation (now Pairs International, Inc.), adapted from its wide-
ly used adult marriage program, PAIRS. The goal of this curriculum is to help “develop for
teens and young adults the skills to sustain loving, caring, supportive, enduring relationships
in a rapidly changing world.”? The PEERS/PAIRS KIDS curricula are used in some capacity,
either partially or wholly, in about 100 schools, mainly in Illinois and Florida."
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PEERS, a three level course combining therapeutic self-exploration exercises with train-
ing in communications skills, originally consisted of 30 sessions, divided into 26 classes that
ran about 50 minutes each. Revamped this year as PAIRS KIDS, Level I has been significantly
slimmed down. It no longer contains as much of a therapeutic component. Rather, it is a
core communications skills program of 10 sessions. Levels II and 11T of PAIRS KIDS now con-
tain the bulk of the original PEERS program’s exercises in self-analysis, as well as its more
experiential, confessional encounters with partners. Seth Eisenberg, CEO of PAIRS, sees this
revamping as an important step in creating a more versatile and user friendly PAIRS pro-
gram for schools." He emphasizes that while Level I’s focus on skills makes it an appropri-
ate curriculum for classroom use by teachers untrained in therapeutic methods, Levels II and
III lend themselves to use by counselors and social workers in middle school and high
school support group settings.

The typical PEERS and PAIRS KIDS class begins with the instructor introducing students
to a relationship concept via transparencies, diagrams, and new vocabulary. Guided medi-
tation and extensive role-playing exercises and partner exercises are key instructional meth-
ods. Homework assignments ask students to reflect on what they have learned and articu-
late how they felt in doing the various skills exercises.

In Level T of PAIRS KIDS, students learn principally communications skills and styles,
focusing in particular on communication styles that people adopt when they are under stress.
Thus, students are introduced to such archetypes as the “blamer,” the “placater,” the “com-
puter, (hyper-rationalist)” and the “distracter.” Students are then taught how to avoid falling
into those “stress” patterns. Among the principal communications skills students practice:

e The Daily Temperature Reading: a script designed to formalize daily communication of
both information about the self, appreciation of one’s partner, and potential problem spots
in the relationship.

e Talking Tips: the sort of “I scripts” or “I statements” that enable the speaker to identify
problems in a relationship, permit reactions, state his or her wishes, and acknowledge a
partner’s worth. Examples of “I scripts” designed to enhance both clarity and diplomacy in
communication are “I notice that you”, “I assume (this means)”, “I am hurt by”, “I want (spe-
cific request)”, and “I appreciate you for...”"

e Anger Rituals: controlled expressions of anger such as the “Volcano,” in which one asks
for permission to vent for a specific amount of time about something not related to his part-
ner; or the “Haircut,” in which one asks permission to vent about a problem related to his
partner. Anger rituals also include the “Fair Fight for Change,” a communication script
designed to lead partners through speaker-listener techniques in ways that will ensure clear
communication and collaborative problem solving.'

e Caring Bebaviors: small, easy ways in which one lets a partner “know that he or she is
important.” These “small frequent acts of sensitivity, kindness and caring” include giving “a
hug” or asking “how [one’s partner is] feeling” (Student Workbook, p.147).

* Avoiding Stinking Thinking: recognizing one’s own negative thinking patterns, and sub-
jecting them to a reality check by using positive communications tactics. Thus, students are
taught to employ good faith “I-statements” — for example, replacing “You keep refusing
to talk about this” with “I notice that you don’t talk about this” — in an effort to clarify the
intentions of others. They are also encouraged to “take pleasure in saying and doing nice
things,” even if others do not respond (p.163).

Levels II and III of PAIRS KIDS also contain some relationship skills components, espe-
cially as regards to positive conflict resolution techniques. (Among these are asking for pos-



itive change rather than criticizing; asking for change in small steps; assuming the best about
one’s partner’s motives; and taking the initiative in doing caring things.) But these higher
levels of the program are far more directed toward self-awareness. Through role-play, writ-
ing, discussion, and one-on-one encounters, students explore and analyze their emotions
and emotional history. They learn to see self-understanding as the basis for good commu-
nication. In Level II, for example, students research their family history, recognizing their
own “inner cast of characters,” identify negative feelings and behaviors rooted in past fears
and pains, administer a Myers-Briggs personality test, and discuss changing gender roles.

Evaluation

Does the PAIRS KIDS have a marriage focus? Grade: D.

PAIRS KIDS, like its predecessor, PEERS, aims to teach students relationship skills and
communication theory without much reference to their roles in a successful marriage. In
PEERS, for example, the word “marriage” does not appear until Session 9 of Level II, where
students are introduced to the importance of changing gender roles and shared decision
making in marriage as well as in other relationships.

Does PAIRS KIDS conwvey to students that marriage is beneficial and important? Grade: F.

PAIRS KIDS stresses emotional connection and bonding, but does not suggest that there
is anything important, unique, or otherwise beneficial to the individual about the marital
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relationship. The program does little to place generic relationship skills in the context of a
marital relationship, and nothing to distinguish the marital relationship from other intimate
relationships.

Is PAIRS KIDS comprehensive in its treatment of marriage? Grade D.

PAIRS KIDS offers a thorough grounding in a particular school of communication and
relationship theory, one which emphasizes self-awareness, assertion, and personal pay-off
as the key to good relationships. (In developing both PAIRS and PEERS, Lori H. Gordon
draws heavily on Virginia Satir’s theories of family dynamics and stress communication
styles, as well as on George Bach’s work on conflict resolution.”) In setting up models for
good and bad relationships and communication, then, the program consistently sets up
emotional archetypes rather than social or cultural archetypes. PAIRS KIDS offers young
people no historical or cultural narratives of relationships beyond a discussion of contem-
porary gender roles. Its view of history is astonishingly narrow: only personal history
counts. It fails to engage the question of marriage or marital roles from either a social sci-
ence perspective or from a perspective that acknowledges the rich cultural traditions and
particular vocations (for example, mothering and fathering) that typically inform married
couples’ lives.

Is PAIRS KIDS age-appropriate? Grade: C.

PEERS/PAIRS KIDS author Lori Gordon is a respected pioneer in adult marriage educa-
tion. While her pedagogic methods can be successful with adults, they may not transfer well
to the high school classroom. In prescribing exercises in guided meditation, disclosure, and
the release of emotions, both PEERS and its successor, PAIRS KIDS, enter into a territory that
typically requires more than a teacher; it requires an experienced therapist, counselor, or
social worker. Accordingly, many PAIRS KIDS higher-level exercises run the risk of inspir-
ing student mockery, or worse, of being invasive and therefore upsetting in the school envi-
ronment. Teachers we interviewed who had used the PEERS program tended to use its self-
exploratory exercises only in voluntary, therapeutic settings, such as peer counseling and
anger management groups. One teacher, also a trained social worker, said that in her class-
room experience, students did not take the “Talking Tips” seriously; students, she said, did-
n’'t “get” them. A supporter of both PAIRS (for adults) and PEERS, she believes that a PAIRS
facilitator needs to create a “trusting therapeutic environment,” one that will allow young
people to “bring up uncomfortable... issues.””® She and another counselor whom we inter-
viewed have successfully used PEERS in extra-curricular, voluntary support groups for spe-
cial needs and at-risk teens.”

Does PAIRS KIDS promote babits of character which are likely to enbance marriageabili-
ty? Grade: C.

Though PAIRS KIDS touts the virtues of “caring behaviors,” it fails to pass on the norma-
tive vocabulary of right and wrong. In its strict emphasis on self-awareness and self-fulfill-
ment, it significantly downplays the self-forgetting that is often so crucial to the maintenance
of satisfying, enduring relationships. While it may whet young peoples’ appetites for the
emotional rewards of intimacy, it treats intimate relationships in their most fluid and transi-
tional guises, often by focusing on ways in which individuals seek change rather than per-
manence in relationships. In some ways understandably, it stresses evolution as the most
important characteristic of enduring relationship enhancement. But marriage also requires



more than evolution. It requires constancy, a lifetime commitment. Constancy is not stressed
in this program. To the contrary, PEERS culminating lesson features the following poem, an
elegy not about maintaining relationships, but about ending them.
A Part
I shall go with you when you leave
We need not say good-bye.
For we have mingled, not just met,
And part of you is L.
Myriads of rivulets race down a slope
Touching and leaving after every shower.
Or, so combine that when they part
They share their drops forever from that hour*

EQ: The Social Emotional Intelligence Program
Description

EQ: The Social Emotional Intelligence Program is a character development curriculum
designed for students in kindergarten through 8" grade. It consists of a teacher’s manual and
three separate student workbooks for different age groups. We confine ourselves in this
report to evaluating the teacher manual and the student workbook for the 6" through the
8" grades.

EQ defines emotional intelligence as “a set of beliefs, attitudes and behaviors” which
affect how well a person “understands and manages his or her own emotions” as well as
how he “recognizes and understands the emotions of others.” One’s capacity to build rela-
tionships depends on those virtues of character that enable the individual to manage his
own emotions and empathize with the feelings of others. Thus, EQ involves “the practice
of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral regulation” (Teacher’s Manual, p. 9). One of its most
important mottos is: “I am not my thoughts. I am not my feelings. It's what I do that proves
who I really am” (Teacher’s Manual, p. 11).

EQ teaches children 12 principles of character development and 12 principles of relation-
ship development. The principles of character, or “Character Builders,” include: recognizing
the links between thoughts, feelings, and behavior; recognizing and understanding feelings;
practicing impulse control and delayed gratification; problem-solving; taking responsibility;
optimism; self respect; self-discipline; forgiveness; loyalty; resilience; and integrity. The prin-
ciples of relationship development, or “Relationship Builders,” include: listening skills; empa-
thy; interdependence; developing friendships; maintaining friendships; reading non-verbal
cues; inclusion and dealing with diversity; cooperation; recognizing our influence and power;
conformity and dealing with peer pressure; assertiveness; and negotiation.

The goals of EQ are not only to teach children these principles, but to instruct teachers
and parents as well. Adopting what might be called trickle-down marriage education theo-
ry, EQ encourages parents to “apply EQ concepts to their marriage and family relationships.”
Each lesson contains a note to parents urging them to reinforce EQ lessons at home. In
Lesson One, for example, parents are told to ask children experiencing a strong emotion,
“What are you thinking about now?”, thus showing that thoughts lead to feelings, and then
to discuss with children the idea that “feelings should not always be acted on.” (Teacher’s
Manual, p.13).

EQ’s pedagogy is simple and elegant. In classroom discussion and workbook worksheets,
children are asked to brainstorm about, and discuss how to react to, moral dilemmas. Unlike
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some of the other programs, EQ has a strong focus on getting students to listen to others,
and not just as a strategy for self-gratification. The title of a unit that teaches “active listen-
ing” is: “Go ahead. I'm listening.”* Here children are taught not only the techniques, but also
the rewards of listening, and the reasons why self-preoccupation might get in the way of
understanding another person’s words. Another lesson, on forgiveness, bears an adage as
valuable as it is hard to live by: “Forgiveness does more for the forgiver than the forgiven.”*

Evaluation:

Does EQ have a marriage focus? Grade: n/a.

EQ is a program designed primarily for elementary schools. Its authors intend it to be a
character education program — one aimed at eventual marital fitness, but designed more
as a background or prerequisite for a more marriage-focused curriculum in high school.®
Except for the indirect aim of helping parents and other adults improve their marriages, EQ
is silent on marriage itself.

Does EQ convey to students that marriage is beneficial and important? Grade: D.

While it touches on the importance of good family relationships, EQ does not convey any
attitude towards marriage, either positive or negative. This otherwise excellent character
education program makes no allusion at all to marriage as a foundation of family life.

Is EQ comprebensive in ils treatment of marriage? Grade: n/a.

EQ represents an attractive melding of character education and relationship skills build-
ing. It does not, however, directly educate students in any way about the meaning and
dimensions of marriage.

Is EQ age-appropriate? Grade: A.

The content is well targeted for the sort of moral dilemmas and peer pressures that pre-
teens and younger children routinely face. In simple language, and with examples from the
simplest every day situations, it strives to instruct young people in those habits of mind and
heart that will enable them to love and to earn the love of others.

Does EQ promote habits of character which are likely to enbance marriageability? Grade:
B.

EQ introduces elementary and middle school children to those virtues of empathy, self-
restraint, and civility which are essential for good marriages. In this sense, it is an ideal char-
acter education program for molding younger students into promising marriageable materi-
al. At the same time, this program could, but does not, focus on adolescent romance and
responsible sexual behavior. The 6" - 8" grade level of EQ might be improved by adding a
13" “Character Builder,” possibly entitled (to brush off an old but venerable word)
“Chastity.”

Connections: Dating and Emotions
Description

Connections: Dating and Emotions is one of two relationship skills programs authored
by Charlene Kamper under the auspices of the Dibble Fund for Marriage Education.*
(The other program, Connections: Relationships and Marriage is discussed separately in

this report). Designed for 13 to 17 year old students, this new program’s principle goal,



according to the instructor’'s manual, is “to help guide young people in developing the
skills necessary for establishing sound interpersonal relationships” (Teacher’s Manual, p. ii).

Subsidiary goals of Connections: Dating and Emotions include assisting “young people
in gaining a better understanding of who they are”; “guidling] them in learning how to
relate to others in a dating situation”; teaching them to “be aware of problem personalities
and negative behavior patterns that damage relationships”; and addressing “important
issues regarding the management of emotions that are typically associated with dating.”
(Teacher’s Manual, p. vii).

The curriculum is divided into four main topics: “Getting Ready,” “Going Out,” “Defining
the Relationship,” and “Starting Over.” These four topics are broken up into fifteen 55-
minute sessions. Varied teaching strategies are used. These include brainstorming, class dis-
cussion, small group and pair discussions, lectures, role-playing, and worksheets. The pro-
gram introduces students to the idea that dating requires emotional maturity. It defines
some of the characteristics of healthy dating relationships, such as “commitment, trust,
[and] self-disclosure”;* identifies some of the major characteristics of “problem people,” or
people with whom relationships are difficult; teaches the importance of controlling anger;
and attempts to help students cope with post break-up feelings of rejection and regret.
Finally, it warns students against pursuing or prolonging abusive relationships. Overall,
Connections: Dating and Emotions is based on the premise that identifying personal dat-
ing expectations, whatever they may be, and communicating those expectations to poten-
tial partners is the key to satisfying relationships. In the Teacher’s Manual, the “Key
Concepts Guide” to Lesson Five says: “Communication is the
cornerstone of healthy relationships.”
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Is Connections: Dating and Emotions comprebensive? Grade: F.

No attempt is made in this program to set dating or courtship in historical or cultural con-
texts. Students are not offered any scientific information on the benefits of marriage, or on
the distinctions between marriage and its alternatives, or on the possible harmful conse-
quences of nonmarital sexual intimacy. In this would-be marriage education curriculum,
marriage itself has been completely excised. Instead, relationships skills are presented as a
way to enhance personal adolescent satisfaction through short term bonding.

Is Connections: Dating and Emotions age-appropriate? Grade: B.

Connections: Dating and Emotions, is designed to teach teens about the perils and pleas-
ures of dating. It addresses many of the issues and conflicts high school students face in
their romantic relationships. The role-playing exercises, games, and workbook activities in
this program are likely to appeal to many adolescents, even though they are not uniformly
conceived in the best of taste. In the unit entitled, “What Abuse Looks Like,” for example,
teachers are asked to divide the students into teams, to write the words “Emotional” and
“Physical” above squares on the blackboard, and then to ask one representative from each
team to step up to the blackboard. After giving each team representative either a fly swat-
ter or a rolled newspaper, the teacher reads off a “situation” and asks the students to iden-
tify which type of abuse has been described. The first repre-
sentative who correctly identifies the type of abuse makes a
point for the team.”

Othen Resounrces / con'.) Does Connections: Dating and Emotions promote habits of
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the customs of socially regulated “dating,” and instead toward patterns of intense, exclusive,
short term coupling, or pair bonding. Some scholars suggest that this form of intensive
bonding actually teaches young people the patterns and rationales of marital failure, pri-
marily by instituting early on a regularly repeating cycle of falling in love, going steady, and
breaking up.® To the degree that this assessment is accurate, Connections: Dating and
Emotions could be greatly improved if it would more actively describe and affirm marriage
as an eventual goal for young people, and if it would discourage exclusive pair bonding in
the adolescent years, rather than simply accepting current trends. One of this program’s final
lessons, on relationship break-up, is called “Starting Over.” Here the program sensitively
attempts to mend broken young hearts. But the program could, and should, be more ori-
ented toward preventing broken hearts.

WISEP For Teens
Description

WISEP for Teens consists of two dense binders full of class lessons and activities for a
variety of potential prevention programs, from eating disorders to suicide prevention.®

This review focuses on the WISEP components most likely to be used by school-based
marriage and relationship educators: the “Family” and “Communication” segments in
Volume 1, and the “Relationships,” “Teen Pregnancy,” and “Personal & Family Crisis” seg-
ments in Volume II.

Family and relationships skills make up a significant portion of Wendy Wise’s program,
which has been sold to high schools in 34 states and is used in over 40 California school
districts.® The overall objective of WISEP is to prevent unhealthy behaviors by promoting
self-esteem. But this program is of special interest because it offers a deeper education in
psychoanalytic theory than other high school health or relationship skills programs cur-
rently on the market. From Freud to Erikson to Maslow, from Transactional Analysis to
“close relationship theory,” Wise presents a gamut of psychological approaches to such
issues as self-understanding and self-esteem, emotions, values clarification, communica-
tions skills, sexuality, relationship development, and “love styles.”

WISEP defines self-esteem as a “a sense of connectiveness, a sense of uniqueness, a
sense of power, and a sense of models” (Foreword, Volume D). Accordingly, activities in
Volume T are focused, first, on how self-esteem influences personality traits, values, deci-
sion making, work habits and orientation towards time, and second, on “the development
of interpersonal interactions skills.” In her acknowledgements, the author expresses a
“hope that, as students interact with the curriculum and with each other, personal empow-
erment skills and a sense of purpose will emerge and their feelings of self-worth will be
enhanced and validated.”

Each segment of WISEP begins with a brief overview of goals for that lesson and an
extensive bulleted outline of facts, key ideas, and other information drawn from psycholo-
gy and other social sciences. These outlines are followed by lists of possible classroom activ-
ities. The lists include using sitcom and other television material to identify communication
strengths and weakness, performing skills exercises, and guided meditations or reflections.

The segment on “The Family” contains a wealth of sociological information. Among this
section’s goals are: to help students to “examine differences and diversities in family
lifestyles and structures”; to “determine how family rules and rituals imprint self-esteem and
values”; to “consider how generating acceptance for family and cultural differences impact
self-esteem and value development”; and to “explore helpful ways to resolve conflict”
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(Family, p. 1. WISEP unambiguously presents the growing numbers of single parent fam-
ilies as a risk factor for children. Other enumerated risks to children include maternal
addictions, homelessness, parental violence, poor foster care, family mobility, and latchkey
lives (Family, pp. 3-10). Under “Future Predictions,”
ers predict, “lifetime monogamy will become a rare exception,” while others “predict that
because of delayed marriage trend there will be a return to more stable and enduring mar-
riage.” In general, this unit stresses that closeness to parents and other family members
(especially living with both biological parents), delayed sexual intercourse, and going to
church are factors that are associated with lower “behavior risks” for young people.*

The “Communications” segment has 12 objectives. These include identifying “conflict areas
and healthy ways of resolving conflict” and “interactling] with activities designed to model
effective” personal skills (Communications, p. 1). WISEP also presents archetypes of bad com-
munication: “Judges,” “beggars,” escape artists,” and “generals” are all contrasted
with “levelers,” or those who can identify and express their own and others’ feelings. The
importance of non-verbal communication is also stressed. Robert Bolton’s “Collaborative
Problem Solving Guide” is highlighted, along with his “Barriers to Communication,” such as
name-calling, diagnosing, ordering, threatening, and moralizing. In a remarkably complete
and well explained compilation of communication theory, John Powell’s ideas of “levels of
communication” and Edward Hall’s “Elements of Communication” are presented, along with
Virginia Satir’s theories of stress communication.”
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The “Relationships” segment in Volume II presents 17 objectives for teaching good rela-
tionship skills. These include getting students to “examine the dimensions of friendship” to
“explorling] different kinds of love styles as defined by Marcia Lasswell and Norman
Lobsenz” (Relationships, p. 1). Wise also articulates the goal of analyzing “the dynamics of
relationship styles and marital satisfaction.” In this section, a menu of 28 activities is
offered. One involves viewing the movie Brian’s Song, then asking students to note the
personality traits and varied relationships of the characters. Another involves role playing
exercises in which students practice translating “you” messages into “I” messages. Students
also view a video, Sex: A Topic for Conversation, in which Sol Gordon, a psychologist and
author, talks about contraception and about why teenagers should postpone sexual activ-
ity, as well as about the use of condoms in preventing STDs.

While the “Teen Pregnancy Prevention” segment takes a morally non-judgmental stance
toward teenage sex, it does, as do most current high school health textbooks, present a
clear, balanced discussion of adolescent sexual responsibility in light of the medical and
other risks associated with teen sex and pregnancy. Its objectives include “Examin[ing] pres-
sures which encourage teens (sic) to become sexually active”; “assess[ing] teen pregnancy’s
impact on individuals, families and society”; and articulating reasons to postpone sexual
involvement and parenthood (Teen Pregnancy, p. 1). Teaching strategies include using “The
Empathy Belly” to simulate pregnancy and inviting speakers to discuss the health and emo-
tional risks related to teen pregnancy as well as the risks to children from low birth weight,
child abuse, and poverty. The “social consequences associated with out-of-wedlock preg-
nancy” are also outlined. Students are asked to view a video such as School Boy Father, or
to hear a panel of adolescent parents talk about their experiences. Students then reflect on
the relationships that have produced these children, and on whether teen fathers and moth-
ers are able to meet “physical, intellectual, emotional, and moral development needs” of
their children. The program emphasizes the importance of setting goals and stresses that
teen pregnancy can disrupt a young person’s personal goals. Students are also asked to cal-
culate the public costs “to their country” of supporting families begun by adolescents.
Finally, various birth control methods and methods of abortion are described.*

The segment on “Personal and Family Crisis” lists 12 objectives, including helping stu-
dents to understand “the impact of divorce on individuals, families and the larger society”;
“analyz[ing] the trauma of a terminal illness”; and “examinling] the warning signs of sui-
cide” (Personal and Family Crisis, p. 1). The overall theme of this segment is dealing with
loss. As a result, topics such as relationship break-up and divorce are sandwiched between
“signs and symptoms of depression” and “Death and Dying.” Nevertheless, the divorce sec-
tion informs students about the prevalence of divorce, its financial consequences, and chil-
dren’s psychological reactions. Divorce is portrayed as a traumatic event. Typical negative
reactions of children in various age groups are detailed. The data sheet on step or blend-
ed families emphasizes that such families are increasingly common, that blended families
frequently encounter “unexpected stress,” and that it “takes time for family members to
work out feelings.”

The lessons on marriage itself are quite brief and subsumed entirely under the broader
rubric of “Relationships.” For example, students are asked to compile a list of behaviors
that they could not tolerate in a spouse. They are warned about danger signs in a possi-
ble mate, including “If you spend most of your time together arguing even though you
really miss each other when you’re apart”; and “If you keep having thoughts like ‘Maybe
things will get better after we’re married.””
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Evaluation

Does WISEP bhave a marriage focus? Grade: C.

WISEP is intended to promote mental health and self-esteem.* While its treatment of
divorce is careful and effective, and while romance is frequently addressed in the program,
marriage itself gets short shrift.

Does WISEP conwvey to students that marriage is beneficial and important? Grade: C.

WISEP offers few reasons why students might wish eventually to marry. Thus, the pro-
gram does not adequately help them to choose intelligently between marriage and its alter-
natives. It offers no discussion of the rewards of marriage as opposed to cohabitation, for
example, and suggests few role models for family life beyond a general condemnation of
traditional gender roles in marriage. On the other hand, the problems often associated with
family fragmentation, especially poverty and the suffering experienced by children whose
parents divorce, receive strong attention.

Is WISEP comprehensive in its treatment of marriage? Grade: B.

Like most current high school health textbooks, WISEP’s family life units are built almost
exclusively on medical and therapeutic paradigms. Accordingly, the program confidently urges
students to make individual sexual “choices” that are likely to minimize physical and other per-
sonal health risks, but carefully refrains from identifying those same choices as morally good,
or even as corresponding to inherited cultural guidance that deserves to be respected.

WISEP conveys accurate information on the effects of unwed childbearing and divorce on
children and, to a lesser extent, on society as a whole. It teaches relationship skills and sug-
gests ways in which teachers can use fiction, from videos to TV sitcoms to movies, to help
students identify negative and positive communication patterns. The program discusses the
role of rituals and traditions in connecting family members,” and also features a lesson on
betrothal, identified as the pre-marital period during which engaged people first “inter-
act...with the community” as a couple.*® But WISEP’s treatment of marriage is limited and frag-
mented — a shortcoming which tends to render unnecessarily obscure, for example, the
important points that the program seeks to make about divorce and unwed childbearing.
One California teacher who thinks highly of WISEP, and uses it in an elective Health and
Family Living Course for 11" and 12" graders, reports that she supplements this program’s
Communications and Relationships units with more direct discussions of marriage.*

Is WISEP age-appropriate? Grade: B.

WISEP presents more classroom activities than most high school marriage education pro-
grams, and the variety of different classroom activities seems well targeted. In Merced,
California, which integrates Volume I of WISEP into its 9" grade social studies curriculum,
one teacher expressed both support for the program as well as the need to pare down the
often-complex psychological concepts so that younger students can understand them.®
Thus, the greatest strength of this curriculum, its intellectual rigor and therapeutic compre-
hensiveness, may also be, at times, something of a liability.

Does WISEP promote habits of character which are likely to enhance marriageability?
Grade: B.

WISEP separates its comparatively long discussion of romantic relationships from its dis-
cussion of marriage. In general, the program defines and describes relationships, both mar-



ital or nonmarital, in terms of their success in meeting the emotional and other needs of the
individuals involved. Even in its conflict resolution units, WISEP avoids normative discourse,
carefully portraying interpersonal disputes essentially as conflicts between equally valid per-
sonal “needs.”™ This lack of clear behavioral guidance is a weakness, as is the program’s
relatively cursory treatment of marriage proper. In its “Relationships” unit and elsewhere,
however, WISEP does stress the importance of “emotional maturity” in successful love rela-
tionships, and defines emotional maturity not only as self-knowledge, independence, and
coping, but also responsibility, consideration, inclusion, respect, honesty, perseverance, fair-
ness, and a “willingness to accept blame.”*

Building Relationships: Developing Skills for Life
Description

Building Relationships is written by David Olson, with John DeFrain and Amy K. Olson.
David Olson is the developer of the PREPARE/ENRICH programs for adults, and a family
scholar and author at the University of Minnesota. John DeFrain is a professor of family sci-
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ence at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln and the co-author, with David Olson, of a wide-
ly used college-level textbook on marriage and the family.® The accompanying teacher’s
manual for this program is written by David H. Olson, Luke Knutson, and Amy K. Olson.
Building Relationships is used in 400 to 500 schools, mainly in Utah and Minnesota.*

The goal of Building Relationships is to “help people learn about how to build relation-
ships with others, including peers and family” through descriptions of “healthy relationship
attitudes and ideas,” and through presentations about such “relationship skills” as “assertive-
ness, active listening and conflict resolution” (p. iii). The curriculum is divided into 13 chap-
ters covering five major topic areas: an “overview of marriage”; “dating and marriage prepa-
ration”; “stages of family life”; “relationship skills”; and “common relationship issues”
(Teacher’s Manual, p. 1.

The authors stress the importance of good premarital education and preparation, includ-
ing taking a premarital “inventory” such as the one developed by Olson for the PRE-
PARE/ENRICH program. Each chapter in Building Relationships begins with an “AWARE”
section, essentially a quiz consisting of ten true/false propositions designed to test the stu-
dent’s current knowledge. For example, the opening quiz for Chapter 3, on “Love and
Marriage, “includes such propositions as: “The single best predictor of a successful marriage
is the age of the couple” (True); “Living together before marriage (cohabiting) helps cou-
ples develop a more satisfying marriage” (False); and “Communication is the most useful
and important skill couples can develop” (True).

The teacher’s manual recommends a variety of classroom activities, including class dis-
cussion, brainstorming, role-playing, and “life-skills activities” for outside the classroom. Life
skill assignments primarily involve interviewing parents or other married people, polling
peers, or administering to others some version of classroom assignments, such as the
AWARE quiz. They also include analyzing the flexibility of one’s family’s rules and leader-
ship, prioritizing lists of values, constructing a personal budget, evaluating the strengths of
one’s dating relationships, and even acting as “mock” parents, caring for a raw egg over the
course of a weekend.

Evaluation

Does Building Relationships have a marriage focus? Grade: A.

Building Relationships has a strong focus on marriage. Although strengthening marriage
is not mentioned as one of the formal goals of the program (see “Goals for this Book” page
i), the first five chapter-lessons are explicitly about marriage, and the last half of the book,
devoted to communication skills, role relationships, sex, and financial decision making,
directly connect these issues to marriage.

Does Building Relationships conuvey to students that marriage is beneficial and important?
Grade: C.

Building Relationships frequently exhibits ambivalence regarding marriage. On the one
hand, the sheer volume of material on marriage in this text conveys to students the mes-
sage that marriage matters. The authors quote Dr. David R. Mace, who said: “Nothing in the
world could make human life happier than to greatly increase the number of strong mar-
riages” (p. 56).

Yet, apart from emotional fulfillment, no important reasons for marriage are presented in
this program. In addition, numerous warnings about the risk of marriage, some of them
potentially misleading, lend a sense of pessimism to the curriculum. For example: “Marriage



is very risky and it is hard to achieve and maintain a happy marriage” (p. 12). And:
“Marriage is a risky proposition. Conflict is inevitable, and the likelihood of divorce is high”
(p. 49). And: “Although economic security has been a traditional reason for marrying, it has
few merits today. With half or more of today’s marriages likely to end in divorce, young
people simply cannot afford to be dependent financially on their spouses” (p. 47).% And:
“In this country getting into a bad marriage is much easier than getting out of one” (p. 63).

Building Relationships also delivers mixed and at times scientifically misleading messages
about the importance of marriage and the two-parent home for children’s well being. For
example, in the chapter on, “Marriage and Families Today” the authors report that “[flamily
types are as varied as the individuals who live in families,” then conclude that: “No one type
of family is better than any other.” Building Relationships does describe single parenthood
as difficult for adults, but not without also stressing the point that “In many cases a healthy
single-parent family is better” than a two-parent family. Such cases include those “where
one parent, for example, is alcoholic or has been physically abusive” (p. 104). The most
powerful reason the authors give for why “a strong marriage is the foundation for a strong
family” — that fathers “can [sic] be very important in their children’s development” (p.112)
— is less convincing than it would be were the authors less tentative in their statements on
family structure in general.”

Is Building Relationships comprebensive?

Grade: C.

Building Relationships offers instruction in some
useful conflict resolution and relationship skills,
including the use of “I statements,” active listening,
and “fair fighting” techniques. A classroom trans- @/Z@/L'J,/Wma,@e Shills Education Initiative
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marriage?” Answer: No. The text is clear and direct on this topic, informing young people
accurately regarding the discouraging correlations between premarital cohabitation and
marital instability.

Literature or other forms of story play almost no role in Building Relationships, unless
you count a poem by Kahil Gibran: “Love one another, but make not a bond of love/Let it
be rather a moving sea between the shores of your souls” (p. 245). The authors make almost
no effort to educate students in any aspect of marriage as a cultural institution. While the
program frequently offers common sense guidance on the importance of commitment, com-
patibility, friendship, diplomacy, maturity, and even religious faith in lasting marriages, some
of its prescriptions seem gratuitous or off the cuff, such as when the authors sternly warn
students against falling into traditional gender roles,® or when they assert that “[tjloo much
togetherness can lead to such negative behaviors as trying to control the partner and fail-
ing to appreciate the partner” (p. 42).

Is Building Relationships age-appropriate? Grade: B.

The Building Relationships textbook is eminently readable, and the activities generally well
chosen for high school students, especially those that involve asking students to interview
their parents or other adults about their views and experiences with marriage. Yet, the pro-
gram consciously attempts to de-romanticize courtship and marriage, presumably to prevent
young people from bringing into marriage unrealistic expectations of eternal happiness. Large-
type pullouts bear warnings such as: “Love is a poor predictor of who will stay married” (p.
68). And: “Romantic love tends to fade after marriage” (p. 85). And: “Having children can have
a negative effect on a couple’s marriage” (p. 108). Each of these statements does capture a
truth, at least for many couples. But gathered together, as an overall body of truths about mar-
riage, they constitute depressing news for teenagers who yearn someday to fall and stay in
love. Such frequently negative generalizations about the likelihood of marital distress and fail-
ure dull the appeal and value of this program for high school students.

Does Building Relationships promote habits of character which are likely to enhance mar-
riageability? Grade: C.

Building Relationships does outline those personal qualities and virtues which make for
good marriage material, such as emotional maturity, commitment, tact, and financial respon-
sibility. But the ways in which the authors disregard the possibility of regenerating roman-
tic love within marriage seems to amount to a misrepresentation of the potential of mar-
riage. In this program, as in numerous others of these curricula, marriage tends overall to
be portrayed as dull, hard work, with elusive rewards.

This program’s treatment of teenage sexuality is weak and one-sided. It amounts to little
more than an intellectually behind-the-curve affirmation of comprehensive sex education,
contraceptive clinics in schools, and lessons in safe sex. No support is offered for behav-
ioral norms such as teenage sexual abstinence or premarital sexual chastity, despite current
evidence suggesting that, for example, the lower the levels of women’s premarital sexual
activity, the higher their levels of sexual satisfaction in marriage.”

Also, the program may over-emphasize the importance of compatible personality traits in
marriage. Building Relationships tends to portray stressful marriages as problems to be
avoided by careful mate selection, rather than as relationship conflicts that can, with effort,
be resolved. Here is an item from the curriculum (p. 87) on “Premarital Fantasies and Marital
Realities:”



She married him because he was such an assertive male;

She divorced him because he was such a domineering busband.

He married bher because she was so gentle and petite;

He divorced ber because she was so weak and belpless.

She married him because he could provide a good income;

She divorced him because all be did was work.

He married her because she was so attractive all the time;

He divorced ber because she spent too much time in front of the mirror...

But such traits are not destiny. Reporting the results of his study following newlywed cou-
ples over several years, John Gottman observes that differing personality traits do not nec-
essarily or fundamentally “discriminate distressed from nondistressed couples.” Rather:
“When a marriage is not going well, people perceive their partner’s personality as a prob-
lem...As issues arise and become implacable...people try to explain them in terms of their

”52

partner’s perceived personality inadequacies.

Partners
Description

Partners was developed by the Family Law Section of the
American Bar Association. The ten-week program blends
instruction in family law with an emphasis on communica-
tions skills. The program’s main aim is to “help young peo-
ple in making appropriate lifetime choices and maintaining
their relationships.” The program also, “it is hoped,” will help
to “reduce the rate of divorce” (Teacher’s Manual, p. 1).

Partners is the first, and still one of the few, classroom
marriage courses that makes preventing divorce a specific
goal. Course objectives include providing students “with
practical information to help them make informed choices
about their life partner”; exposing students “to the legal sys-
tem for dissolving marriages”; outlining “those identifiable
problems that often lead to divorce/marital dissolution”;
stressing the “impact of marital dissolution on the participants
and their children”; and teaching students “the importance of
positive communications styles” and “the destructive impact
of negative communication styles.” According to the
American Bar Association, Partners is now used in about 100
schools in 35 states.”

The course is organized into five units, each consisting of
two 50-minute classroom lessons. Each unit begins with a 20-
minute video presenting one aspect of family law and one
communication skill.* In each segment, students are given “an
example of negative communication between Jim and Liz, a
young couple with a baby who have been married for two
years.” The resulting conflict leads either Jim or Liz to consult
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a divorce attorney. The divorce attorney explains an important legal concept, while a com-
munication expert analyzes the problems in Jim and Liz’'s communication. Jim and Liz then
model the new communication skill. Each video segment ends with a homework assignment
for the following week’s class. Class discussion and in-class activities complete the program.
Since Partners is typically sponsored by a domestic relations lawyer living in the school dis-
trict area, teachers often invite that lawyer-consultant to participate in the class.

Unit I discusses the marriage contract and grounds for divorce as well as “Talking Tips”
and the art of listening. Unit II discusses child support obligations and the ground rules for
a “Fair Fight for Change.” Unit III presents custody and visitation law along with the con-
cept of an “anger release” tool, which allows a spouse to express anger or frustration about
a nonmarital issue. Unit IV explains domestic violence law and “assertive expression” with
regard to a marital issue. Unit V explores the chief causes of divorce and teaches a variety
of skills to help relationships, including “Daily Sharing,” the “Temperature Reading,” and
advice on “Choosing a Mate.” Most of the exercises in the program involve legal discussions,
situational role-play, and journaling; students are also asked to construct a budget and
research certain legal topics.

Evaluation

Does Partners have a marriage focus? Grade: B.

While reducing divorce is a goal of Parnners, the program lacks a consistent marriage focus.
In this regard, vocabulary is revealing. The words “life partners” often replaces “husband,”
“wife,” or “spouse.” Perhaps because the program is for high school students, the role-playing
exercises involve dating couples who are not considering marriage. But why not role-play
spouses? Half of the curriculum is devoted to family law issues, such as child support, custody,
and domestic violence, that apply equally to married, cohabiting, and dating couples.

Does Partners convey to students that marriage is beneficial and important? Grade: C.

This curriculum states plainly that divorce is risky for parents and children. Liz and Jim are
told by lawyers that a divorce would be harmful to their daughter. At the same time, due to its
focus on poor communication, divorce law, and domestic violence, marriage as a life vocation
is presented in largely negative terms. Poor Liz and Jim, whose conflicts form the basis of the
program, seem to have everything going against them. They are young, immature, and poorly
educated. Both work low-level jobs with long hours. They have a baby and unreliable child
care arrangements. They are financially vulnerable. Jim is occasionally prone to physical vio-
lence.” After spending ten weeks with this couple, who seem tied to a wearying treadmill of
marital conflict, even the most starry-eyed adolescent might be prompted to wonder, “Why
marry at all?”” No answer to this question is offered in this curriculum.

Is Partners comprebhensive? Grade: C.

Half of the curriculum is devoted to a discussion of general issues in family law. The rest is
devoted largely to relationships skills concerning dating, not marriage. While the role of the
law in regulating divorce is prominently displayed, the role of the law in regulating or strength-
ening marriage is not a topic; nor is there any broader discussion of the role of marriage as a
social institution, or of the functions marriage serves in protecting children, adults and society.
No scholarly research documenting the benefits of marriage or the risks of non-marriage and
divorce is included. Other than the scripted video interactions, there are no narratives, with the
exception of O. Henry’s short story, “The Gift of the Magi,” which is assigned as homework.



Is Partners age-appropriate? Grade: C.

Some of the situational role-play can be crude, as when a boy “shares” with his girlfriend
that “her haircut makes Her [sic] look fat and that She [sic] is darn [sic] lucky that He [sic]
goes out with her.” Also, Partners’ focus on specific communication scripts may be a hard
sell in a classroom setting. One Family and Consumer Science teacher from Pennsylvania
who likes the program and used it last year in her Parenting and Family course, reported
some difficulty with the scripts. Her students balked at practicing them, commenting: “Let’s
be realistic. Are we really going to sit down and say these things?”” The program also
prompted a class discussion of whether it might not be better to cohabit, rather than risk
the legal entanglements of marriage.”

Is it wise for a high school marriage education curriculum to portray newlyweds con-
sulting divorce lawyers? Each time Liz and Jim face a relationship crisis, one of them con-
sults a lawyer, who tells him or her not to divorce, but instead to learn how to communi-
cate more constructively. Do lawyers in the real world typically do the same?

Does Partners promote habits of character which are likely to enbance marriageability?

Grade: B.
One teacher we interviewed observed that a few students in her class took sides in Liz
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and Jim’s conflicts, rather than recognizing the need for the Liz and Jim to compromise and
communicate more effectively. Because of the hostility evident in the video encounters, this
program, especially, requires a teacher capable of carefully unpacking the material. At the
same time, there are valuable insights to be gleaned from this program, especially regard-
ing physical violence, managing anger, and the importance of self-restraint.

Connections: Relationships and Marriage
Description

Connections: Relationships and Marriage is used in approximately 400 schools in 35
states.” It is the first — and in our view better — of the two relationship skills programs
written by Charlene Kamper and published by the Dibble Fund for Marital Enhancement.”

Connections: Relationships and Marriage aims to help young people “develop a clear
understanding of the components of close meaningful interpersonal relationships.” These
components include handling conflict, communicating honestly about ideas and feelings,
and demonstrating “genuine caring.” The author states that “these skills become the foun-
dation for one of the most significant relationships [students] will enter, that of marriage”
(Teacher’s Manual p.vii). The course “is about establishing healthy, happy, stable relation-
ships with family, friends, teachers, boy/girlfriends, and eventually husbands and wives”
(Teacher’s Manual, p vi).

The instructional package includes a teacher’s manual, a student workbook, “The Kiersey
Temperament Sorter,” “Marriage Unit Game Cards,” and overhead transparencies. Teachers
may also rent the video, You Can Marry for Keeps. Connections: Relationship and Marriage
is divided into 15 units: three on personality, three on relationships, two on communica-
tion, and seven on marriage. This curriculum employs some of the same instructional strate-
gies as Connections: Dating and Emotions. These include brainstorming, class discussion,
small groups and partnering, lectures, role-playing, and worksheets.

The three lessons on personality are designed to “help students recognize and value...
personality differences” (Teacher’s Manual, p. 1); to “identify the needs that motivate and
shape behavior and influence personality” (p. 5); and to “learn to plan and set goals for the
future” (p. 9). Abraham Maslow’s famous “hierarchy of needs” is discussed, and students are
urged to consider how needs change over the life course. The student workbook asks stu-
dents to answer questions such as: “If T could decorate my bedroom any way I wanted to,
it would look like...” And: “I handle conflict by...” Students also create their own “Plan for
Life,” focusing on career, educational, and financial goals, as well as their plans for health,
home life, personal fulfillment, retirement, and aging (Student Workbook, pps. 1-8).

Lessons Four through Six comprise the relationships module of the course. Lesson Four
teaches how time affects relationships between family members, including parents, siblings,
and spouses. Lesson Five asks students to reflect on “attractions” and to create a “clear con-
cept of one’s ideal person” in order to help “guide dating choices.” The importance of
friendship and maturity are stressed. Lesson Six, on “Dating and Emotions and Breaking
Up,” asks students to assess “the quality of dating relationships” and helps students to iden-
tify “problem areas” and end “unhealthy relationships.”

Lesson Seven focuses on identifying family communication problems, or attitudes that
make conflict resolution difficult. (For example: “You believe you must be right.”®) Lesson
Eight focuses on speaking and listening skills, asking students to identify verbal and non-
verbal cues that signal whether or not a person is listening, and to practice paraphrasing
each others’ remarks.



The five final lessons focus on marriage. Students are asked to define healthy love and
its components and to identify different kinds of love, such as infatuation, fantasy love,
friendship, and “complete” love (Student Workbook pp. 33-35). They are warned against
“The Seven Most Prevalent Causes of Faulty Mate Selection”: marrying too quickly; marry-
ing too young; being “too eager to marry”; “
ing experience; having “unrealistic expectations” of marriage; and harboring “unaddressed
significant personality and behavior problems” (Teacher’s Manual, p. 45). Picking the right
partner and marrying for the right reasons are portrayed as the most likely path to marital
success. Other modules ask students to “marry” a classmate and then discuss together the
impact of children on the marriage, the importance of finances and budgeting, the impor-
tance of “learning the skills necessary to cope” with crises (Teacher’s Manual, p. 69), and
the importance of having fun together as a family, including planning family vacations.

choosing a mate to please someone else”; lack-

Evaluation

Does Connections: Relationships and Marriage have a marriage focus? Grade: A.

In its title, goals, and content, Conmnections: Relationship and Marriage maintains an
admirably clear marriage focus, discussing dating in the context of eventual mate selection,
and devoting close to half the instructional content directly to marriage. While this curricu-
lum bears the imprint of some of the same psychologists and scholars — such as Eric
Erikson, Virginia Satir, John Allen Lee, Robert J. Sternberg,
Neil Clark Warren, John M. Gottman and David H. Olson —
whose work informs other marriage programs, Kamper han-
dles psychotherapeutic information deftly and with a light
hand. Appropriately, her main emphasis is on the practical
challenges of married life. A Teacher an Coppections.: QM@W and
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Is Connections: Relationships and Marriage age-appropriate? Grade: A.

Kampner’s communication skills lessons are not essentially different from those in
Partners and Building Relationships. They introduce unhealthy communication styles, active
listening techniques, and other familiar ground rules for successful conflict resolution. But
while the skills and exercises are similar to those in the Partners and Building Relationships
programs, the structure of Connections seems better adapted to the high school audience.
For example, Kampner introduces her lessons on unhealthy communication styles not with-
in the context of her treatment of marriage, but within the context of her treatment of dat-
ing and courtship, as preludes to her units on marriage. The result is that when her students
are eventually faced with the assignment to solve a marital “crisis,” they are equipped with
positive relationship problem solving tools while remaining unburdened by consistently
negative images of marriage.

The workbook is well adapted for a high school audience, with themes, games, quizzes
and other attractive instructional tools. A Massachusetts teacher who chose Connections
from among all the programs evaluated here called it “fun” and “meaningful,” without being
“scary” for students." In general, the program is non-invasive.

Does Connections: Relationships and Marriage promote habits of character which are like-
ly to enhance marriageability? Grade: B.

Connections: Relationships and Marriage seeks to involve young people in thinking
ahead, in setting long-term goals for themselves. Although the program does not explicitly
relate teen sexual behavior to the goals of marriage and family, it does encourage students
to think about the connection between dating and the eventual goal of marriage. In this
respect, marriage is not presented as a distant concern, but rather as an important life deci-
sion for which adolescents should plan.

This program also generally presents marriage not simply as a tough job, or as a long-
term battle, but also as serious fun. There is an infectious good cheer in the lessons and in
the activities.

Connections: Relationships and Marriage has been formally evaluated, and the results are
decidedly mixed. According to the evaluator, students did not change much, as a result of
taking the course, in terms of their ability to answer questions related to “curricular con-
tent.” Students who have taken the course seem no more disposed toward premarital train-
ing than do peers in a control group, and are only slightly less likely to be accepting of
divorce when children are present. Insofar as the goals of Connections: Relationships and
Marriage are to promote “knowledge of successful relationship concepts” and
“improve...attitudes toward marriage and [against] divorce,” these goals seem to have been
largely unmet. At the same time, students who have taken the course reported better com-
munication with their parents and heightened inclinations to use “reasoning tactics” rather
than aggression in handling interpersonal conflicts at home and at school.®?

You Can Marry for Keeps
Description

You Can Marry For Keeps, produced by Sunburst Communications, consists of a video
with an accompanying Teacher’s Guide. Sunburst Videos sold about 700 copies of You Can
Marry For Keeps from 1991 to 1994. Since then, direct sales have declined, although the
video now is also packaged as a part of the Comnections: Relationships and Marriage
Curriculum.®



The video’s goal is to “help viewers understand what marriage entails” and “how they them-
selves can effectively contribute toward building a solid marriage” by “analyzing actual prob-
lems and conflicts” and acquiring information on “mate selection and on means of resolving
conflict.” Learning objectives include getting students to “appreciate the realities of marriage
and the uniqueness of this type of personal commitment”; to “learn how marital conflicts can
be resolved”; to “understand marriage is an ongoing relationship that changes over a period of
time”; to “understand that each marital experience is different”; and to “consider the differences
between traditional and nontraditional male/female roles in marriage.” Unlike many other pro-
grams, You Can Marry for Keeps explicitly aims to motivate viewers to greater marriage com-
mitment. When marriage problems arise, says the Teachers’ Guide, “rather than ask ‘why stay?’
.. .hopefully [viewers]... will only ask, ‘Why go?” (p. 3).

The teacher’s guide offers 22 questions for discussion. Such as: “Why do you think it’s
important to realize that there are a number of people you can love that you wouldn’t want
to marry?” And: “What would you consider the difference, if any, between living with some-
one and marriage?” Of the twelve suggested classroom activities, one involves inviting a
marriage counselor to discuss “the concept of marrying for keeps, and what is involved in
the premarital counseling process.” Another involves organizing a formal debate on the fol-
lowing proposition: “The age at which people can marry should be raised to twenty-one
nationwide.”**

The primary program content, however, is the video itself, presenting four real couples at
different stages of married life. Winifred and Augustus Rhodes, for example, celebrate their 50th
wedding anniversary in style, with dinner, dancing, and a romantic kiss. Augustus declares:

It hasn’t been tough to stay married. It’s been enjoyable to me.”

Winifred has a more nuanced view:

1 think at the end of 50 years you feel like you bave finally accomplished something. And
you look back and wonder, how did you do it? There’s no recipe, there’s no one secret.”

Winifred looks at her marriage as an “accomplishment.” Her satisfaction, though
expressed differently than her husband, after 50 years of marriage is also evident:

...Marriage, now, means friendship. It means understanding. To be able to understand
when you're down, when you feel up, when you feel lost, to have somebody you can turn to.
And [someone] who still respects you and loves you afterwards.”

While recognizing that differing role expectations can cause problems in a marriage, You
Can Marry for Keeps does not, as do so many of these curricula, dogmatically insist upon
similarity or sameness of roles in marriage.® Instead, the video shows how couples in dif-
ferent situations come to agreements on divvying up life’s tasks.” In this way, You Can
Marry For Keeps presents a different and broader vision of gender equity and of the mar-
riage relationship — a vision of a bond between two people that is firm and impermeable
on the outside, while remaining flexible and somewhat plastic on the inside. Perhaps the
opening comment by newlywed Scott best captures the spirit of You Can Marry for Keeps:

When I was in high school, T thought of marriage as being this dungeon or a...big iron
door that they threw you behind . . .And it’s really not like that at all... We’ve had so much
fun since we've been married...”

Evaluation

Does You Can Marry For Keeps have a marriage focus? Grade: A.

While the course material is brief, this program is entirely devoted to a discussion of mar-
riage, as its title suggests.

Hungry Hearts 35



Hungry Hearts 36

Does You Can Marry For Keeps convey to students that marriage is beneficial and impor-
tant? Grade: A.

Unlike most other marriage courses, You can Marry for Keeps explicitly aims to give view-
ers a “marriage vision” that makes marrying for keeps clearly preferable to alternatives.

Is You Can Marry For Keeps comprebensive? Grade: C.

You Can Marry for Keeps is based on personal stories that convey the kind of commit-
ment, concern, flexibility, and faith that make it possible to stay married for life. Marriage
as a public institution is briefly suggested, when the narrator, Marcia Laswell says: “Even a
long-term living together situation is not the same thing as legal marriage.” And also when
she says: “Once you make that commitment before your friends and family and you pub-
licly announce this, usually that gives you a different status” (Teacher’s Guide, p. 28).
However, scientific evidence about marriage is omitted. While relationship skills are not
directly taught, the video does convey that communication help is available and desirable.
As the narrator says: “Premarital counseling is one of the wisest things that couples can do”
(Teacher’s Guide, pp. 29-30).

Is You Can Marry For Keeps age-appropriate? Grade: B.

The video is easy to comprehend; the interviews are thought-provoking and inspiring.
Yet one teacher we interviewed felt that there was not enough drama or conflict to keep
students’ attention. Another felt that, because it was filmed in the late 1980s, the fashions
and hairstyles in the video appear to be outdated. As an independent curriculum, the pro-
gram may be too brief. Packaging it with the Connections: Relationship and Marriage pro-
gram may be a better way of bringing it to the classroom.

Does You Can Marry For Keeps promote habits of character which are likely to enbhance
marriageability? Grade: A.

You Can Marry For Keeps is unique among the programs we evaluated in that it offers
young people powerful, real life models of honesty, self-restraint, courtesy, caring, respect,
and marital love and commitment.

RQ: Relationship Intelligence (formerly Free Teens USA)
Description

The RQ course, written by Richard Panzer and published by the Center for Educational
Media, consists of a text entitled, RQ: Relationship Intelligence: Why your RQ is more
Important to Your Success and Happiness than your IQ. This seven-chapter textbook com-
bines social science evidence with testimony from celebrity athletes and actors to make the
case against sexual promiscuity and in favor of lifelong marriage.

The core component of this program, however, is a student workbook/journal divided
into 17 units, with accompanying activities and questions for class discussion. RQ’s aim is
to put forth “a positive vision of healthy relationships...”(Student Journal, p. 3). Panzer
explains in his preface why he originally named his program FREE Teens USA:"" “The con-
cept of freedom is central to RQ...None of us can control what happens in the world...nor
how others treat us, but we are free to choose our response to the actions of others...When
every last vestige of your physical freedom has been taken away, one begins to really appre-
ciate thlis] last freedom” (Student Journal, p. 3). According to the Center for Educational
Media, RQ has been sold to schools and church groups in 35 different states.”
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Educational strategies include lectures, readings, slide presentations, a comic book
(described below), self-inventory exercises and student journaling. Readings include sum-
maries of social science research on, for example, the risks of promiscuity, the benefits of
marriage for adults (the joy of married sex receives considerable emphasis) and the risks of
divorce and non-marriage for children and communities, supplemented by short testimonies
from celebrity actors and athletes. But RQ also calls upon “the power of stories,” using an
eclectic assortment of brief excerpts from contemporary song lyrics, along with excerpts
from Tolstoy, E.B. White, and O. Henry.

The workbook lessons are divided into four parts: Relationships, Personal Leadership,
Interpersonal Relationships, and Community Leadership. The lesson on “Friendship” asks
students to acknowledge that relationships can be healthy or unhealthy. (Student Journal,
pp.11-13). The lesson on family relationships introduces the idea of the “emotional bank
account,” from The Seven Habits of Highly Effective Families. Deposits include “seeking first
to understand” while withdrawals include “seeking first to be understood.” “I-messages” are
posited as another important relationship deposit, as is “forgiveness” as opposed to “hold-
ing grudges” (Student Journal, pp. 15-17). The lesson on “Initiation Rites” asks students to
reflect on how one becomes a man or a woman. Students are asked to draw a “lifeline”
describing all the significant things they have done and hope to do, including “high school,
college, marriage, birth of children, start of job or career, etc.” They are urged to write their
own eulogy describing what they “wish others would be able to say” about them, and they
analyze several letters to Ann Landers and Dear Abby describing the unwanted conse-
quences of early sex. Stories of two teens who said “no” to early sex conclude the lesson,
along with study questions such as “What are the ‘shortcuts’ some teens take to try to prove
they’re grown-up?” (Student Journal, p. 33).

In the lesson on “Understanding your Core Identity,” students are asked to write the five
things they would like to accomplish in life. Nelson Mandela’s life is offered as an example
of someone who chose to treat even his jailers as fellow human beings. Study questions
include: “Which is more important—to be successful or to be good? Is being good an essen-
tial part of being a success?” And: “If someone mistreats you, what are the different ways
you could choose to respond? Do you have to ‘fight fire with fire’?” (Student Journal pp. 42-
43). Lesson Five “Luck, Fate or Choice?” emphasizes students’ own agency over their life
choices, and Lesson Six “Attitude, Habits and Character Destiny” continues the lesson that
while attitudes affect behavior, we are free to alter our attitudes. The lesson on “Dealing
with Anger and other Emotions” offers relationship skills for conflict management, includ-
ing Lori Gordon’s “Volcano”, a list of “Dirty Fighting” techniques, Steven Sozny’s HEALS
technique for diffusing rage, and a version of the “Fair Fight for Change,” including speak-
er/listener techniques (Student Journal pp. 61-68).

The lesson on “Male and Female” makes the case for gender differences in communica-
tion, sexuality, and relationships skills, relying primarily on the work of Lilian Glass, Debra
Tannen, and John Gray. Lesson Nine, “Five Star Sexuality,” promotes an ideal of “mature,
complete sexuality” that includes the achievement of intellectual, emotional, social, and spir-
itual, as well as physical union. The idea is that marriage is the place where a union between
two people can be most sexually satisfying. Lesson Ten introduces the ideas of “stages of
intimacy.” Josh Harris, author of I Kissed Dating Good-Bye, is profiled, along with a young
adult couple that decided to wait until marriage because to them, “sex is special” (Student
Journal, pp. 90-91). Lesson Eleven describes that stage of a relationship that follows initial
romance: intimacy and connection, when passion subsides and two people see each other



more realistically, and yet continue to love. Excerpts from 7The Velveteen Rabbit and “The Gift
of the Magi” are the basis for study questions, such as: “In the story, the Skin Horse says that
when someone really loves you ...then you become real. What do you think this means?”
And: “Jim and Della gave each other Christmas gifts that are now useless, but seem happy
anyway. Why?”” The lesson on “Caretaking,” emphasizes care that parents give children.

In “What’s your Price Tag?” the importance of love and commitment before sex is empha-
sized. The lesson on “Marriage” urges teens who wish to marry to “prepare for it.” The ben-
efits of marriage are stressed, from the spiritual — marriage gives you “a fighting chance to
make a lover of yourself, and not just in bed” — to the practical (marriage helps your health
and income and increases your life expectancy).” The disadvantages of cohabitation and
premarital sex are outlined, and the costs to the community of family fragmentation are
mentioned. The lesson concludes with a brief list of “bad reasons to get married.” These
include escaping an unpleasant current situation, and believing that a spouse will “make us
whole” (Student Journal, p. 124). The lesson also presents a brief description of Sternberg’s
triangular theory of mature love (intimacy, passion, and commitment) to which RQ adds a
fourth, compatibility (Student Journal, p. 126).

Under the heading Community Leadership, RQ offers a lesson on “Comprehending the
Culture” a strongly worded statement against the modern sexual revolution, including cri-
tiques of Margaret Mead, Sigmund Freud and Alfred Kinsey. The lesson on “Synergy” rec-
ommends that students adopt the “win-win” mindset, applying themselves to work cooper-
atively with others to improve their communities. The lesson on “Community Leadership”
urges students to take responsibility for being models in the community.

RQ also offers supplemental materials. Angel’s Bar and Grill is a comic book with accom-
panying audiotape and study questions created to help students “understand the docu-
mented benefits of marriage both for children and for the couple.” At Angel’s Bar and Grill,
Jack Kerouac, Malcolm X, Marilyn Monroe, and Sigmund Freud get together to discuss the
sexual revolution. The last thought belongs to Malcolm X: “Where are the real men, who
understand who and what they are? Where are the women who will demand real men,
instead of just sex partners or inseminators?” Discussion questions in the separate study
guide include: “Research shows that people who live together..have a higher rate of
divorce. Why do you think that is?””

Evaluation

Does RQ have a marriage focus? Grade: A.

RQ consistently relates issues of relationship skills, character development and teen sex-
ual abstinence to the goal of successful marriage.

Does RQ convey to students that marriage is beneficial and important? Grade: A.

RQ provides a clear marriage vision, portraying marriage as the key to personal growth
in love, intimacy, and sexual satisfaction. This program also emphasizes that marriage is a
key social institution protecting adults, children and communities. Overall, RQ makes a
stronger, more explicit case for marriage than any of the other curricula reviewed.

Is RQ comprebensive? Grade: A.

RQ combines reflections on literature with direct instruction in relationships skills, espe-
cially conflict management. It also presents a clear body of social science evidence sug-
gesting that marriage benefits men, women, and children.
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Is RQ age-appropriate? Grade: B.

RQ’s main pedagogical strategy, the extended argument, may not be compelling or effec-
tive for some young people, especially as, except for student journaling, the course offers
no classroom activities aside from discussion. Selections for reading are brief and appropri-
ately easy to read. The program is also visually interesting.

RQ has done an in-house evaluation of its program, indicating it is an effective course of
instruction for middle and high school students. The evaluation found a 26 percent increase
in the number “of students who intend to wait to have sex until they are married,” a 48 per-
cent increase in the number “of students who strongly disagreed with the idea that having
sex is natural and a normal part of a teenager’s life,” and a 75 percent increase in the num-
ber “of students who correctly defined monogamy as lifelong fidelity to one partner.””

Does RQ promote habits of character which are likely to enhance marriageability? Grade: A.

Though some parents and educators may view this curriculum’s wholesale condemnation
of the modern sexual revolution as overly strident and polemical, RQ is one of only two
marriage curricula examined (the other is The Art of Loving Well) that consistently empha-
sizes the value of self-forgetting in relationships. This program’s lessons on the moral and
spiritual dimensions of marital fitness are unambiguous. Students are consistently urged to
orient their behavior today toward their highest future goals as husbands, wives, fathers,
mothers, and community leaders.

The Art of Loving Well
Description

Currently, one of the best-known programs overall is Boston University’s The Art of
Loving Well (1993), an anthology of readings, discussions, and activities designed to foster
reflections on love and family life through the use of literature: poems, plays, myths, short
stories, and literary excerpts both ancient and modern.” These selections include work by
such authors as Shakespeare, the Brothers Grimm, Tolstoy, D.H. Lawrence, S. 1. Kishor,
Maya Angelou, Victor Frankl, John Updike and many more. According to author Nancy
McLaren, Loving Well has sold about 1,300 curricula; it appears to be one of the more wide-
ly used programs among those examined.”

The Art of Loving Well was originally conceived as a character education and pregnancy
prevention program, designed for use in 8" and 9" grade English classes. But its emphasis
on the journey through family love to romance, and from romance to marriage, makes it a
natural fit for the newer field of marriage and relationship education.  According to its
authors, The Art of Loving Well uses “literature as a means to develop values and atti-
tudes...conducive to responsible sexual behavior in adolescents.””

The program’s premise is that “the best way to gain knowledge about [love] is by pro-
moting conversation and reflection about our common human experience...By reflecting on
the actions and decisions of characters in literature we can be better prepared as we face
similar situations in our own lives” (p. 5). The readings are divided into three sections
designed to correspond to the “three stages on the journey toward real love and intimacy”
— early loves and losses, romance, and commitment and marriage.

Several themes predominate: “One is that we learn to love from our families and com-
munities...Many of the stories in this book describe loves and losses that are connected with
family life.” Another “is that human relationships are complex and that it takes time to nur-
ture true friendships and intimate partnerships. Love offers the potential for our greatest



happiness but also renders us vulnerable to great pain.” A third theme is that “sexual rela-

tionships are a big deal and should never be taken lightly...;

unless they are in the context

of a deeply intimate and committed partnership, sexual encounters usually complicate prob-
lems rather than solve them.” Finally, this course teaches students that “growth and change
are possible if we are willing to take the time and trouble to learn all that is involved in lov-
ing well...It is never too late to take a new direction” (pp. 6-7).

Each lesson consists of reading a short story, excerpt, or poem, followed by suggestions
for class discussion and activities. If a given reading is too difficult for a particular class, the

text recommends a dramatic out-loud reading.

Evaluation

Does The Art of Loving Well have a marriage focus? Grade: B.
The Art of Loving Well was not designed as a marriage education program, and helping
students understand marriage is not one of its explicit goals. At the same time, concern for

marriage suffuses the program content, and the readings culminate in a comparison of three
different marriage ceremonies, plus a mock classroom wedding.
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Does The Art of Loving Well convey to students that marriage is beneficial and important?
Grade: A.

Loving Well consistently conveys to students that marriage is the ultimate context for lov-
ing well, and that within marriage, loving well takes time. “A happy wedlock is a long falling
" we learn from Theodore Parker. “Young persons think love belongs only to the
brown-haired and crimson-cheeked. So it does for its beginning. But the golden marriage
is a part of love that the bridal day knows nothing of....Men and women are married frac-
tionally, now a small fraction, then a large fraction. Very few are married totally, and then
only after some forty or fifty years of gradual approach and experiment.” (p. 290).

in love,’

Is The Art of Loving Well comprebensive? Grade: B.

The Art of Loving Well contains no explicit instructions in communication skills and no
scientific information about the importance of marriage for children, adults or society.
Because marriage is portrayed from so many different literary vantage points in literature,
however, students are unusually well, if subtly, instructed about a variety of its important
dimensions, including its sexual, child-rearing, financial, and spiritual dimensions. Loving
Well looks at, for example, a daughter’s feelings about her parent’s divorce and father’s
remarriage, a young woman’s romantic fantasy of “happily ever after”, a cohabiting couples’
struggle to think of themselves as candidates for permanence, the role even an absent wife
can play in giving life meaning under the worst conditions, and how a young unwed father
feels when his child’s mother marries another man. Loving Well thus offers powerful implic-
it lessons on empathy, seeing the other’s point of view, and the importance of viewing one’s
life and love in a long-term perspective.

Is The Art of Loving Well age-appropriate? Grade: A.

Loving Well demonstrates that it is possible to encourage teenagers to reflect on marriage
in ways that are culturally sophisticated, intellectually rich, generous, and life enhancing. A
1992 evaluation of the program for the Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Programs found in
four tests that students who had taken the Loving Well course were less likely to engage in
sexual activity and were more “supportive of delayed sexual activity” than were students in
a control group who had not been exposed to the course material.*

Students’ comments on the program were suggestive: “I've learned that you have to com-
municate for marriage to work. The other thing is that love takes time, and having sex or
getting married doesn’t fix your problems.” And: “...I learned that life is too short, and you
should try once in a while to do something nice for someone.” And: “I do not have an aver-
age family...and always had trouble trying to deal with things at home, but after being in
Loving Well, it's helped me get along a little better with my family and the tension at home
has decreased somewhat. In my friendships, I can be more trusting of my peers and now I
have more people trusting me.”*

Does The Art of Loving Well promote habits of character which are likely to enhance mar-
riageability? Grade: A.

Indirectly but very powerfully, Loving Well teaches self-control, empathy, and the impor-
tance of responsibility and high ideals. After reading and discussing works of Apuleius,
Carson McCullers, John Updike and Charles Perrault, children have by their own accounts
come away with the perception that they have better communication skills and a better
understanding of their relationships with family and friends, even though they have received



no direct instruction in communications skills or scripts. Nancy McClaren, one of the cre-
ators of the Loving Well program, says that the program offers students “vicarious experi-
ences under controlled circumstances,” experiences that enable them to “prepare...for the
‘real life’ decisions they will eventually face.”®

The Future of School-Based Marriage Education

s THE HIGH costs of family fragmentation become ever more apparent, interest in
A?Chool—based marriage education is likely to grow. Support for this trend, however,
is not universal. Some educators argue that these new marriage courses, by con-
suming scarce educational time and resources, may ultimately detract schools from their pri-

mary mission of providing students with a basic introduction to the natural and human sci-

A 7%0&%@/4%@17@% %/al/ﬂ/zaq/&m

ﬂpwdmZﬁ%W@WMMWM 1 1% and 12* graders and in
mgp(eeﬂ and. Chaices class Jor 9% and 10% gradens. ﬂm@hem

Litoratune bofone ) fsund the program, but this program is ideal Analyging b

prsuides a safe place fon bids ts cxamine whal thein actisns and reactisns @ in dif-

WZW@Z%«M 5@%0/%%@%%/5@@@%%%%@5 7@4%@5%@@6&

enactly where they ae, WWWW%WWW%W¢W

arden thinking shills. ﬂwmﬂwﬂmzzlemwwﬂ 'Wmamﬂw

Love, "ﬂgpé’f Lishon, ﬂéiwmﬂmm bl it Wmmaafmdz‘a

days ,
hids whs are very much in tane with what pesple lssh like. It asks the gueition, "Can

M/gﬂmmwmmmzmmmw@mmmm 1lory )

@WW%@W&W&@GMWWWWW@WW@@

girlfpiond, Good lashs are aluays at or nean the tsp o the lut. Then they read the

WWﬂWWWWWW&WWWWWM

7@%&@%@[%@%@%@%@&%%@%&%@@%@%@

We WWMWWWG@% MWWW@W That's a
bids —

em/ﬂcwmﬂ;ml’aéem ael@ﬁm/»mﬂw | dince thit is the H

Stern genenation. %mc;ﬂeaﬂlemaf%eww %/ecﬂm'fﬁwecammmca%f%gp

ammore, The

WW@MMMW ﬂﬁm/zmt/zd%@eatée

mdmammmwlajmm/pm

Ma&@femmmm ﬂZd[W "ﬂ

(74
Avuadz Hiah School bas Yie Pl i Inarmaiiin P

mﬁac@eheﬂfaﬂm@wfa
WWWW@@ but ) am. Z/WM@WM%WZWJWMWW

youn hushand or wife." ) ash bids, "Who's telling you ts have ser, and what's thei

purpsse. Mayhe it's the TV sn mosies, o your peens "7@/@@"2@%@%%@
meﬂam&mmwl’amm che 2. WM@&M%@WWW? ng you

nol fo have tex, Mewmﬂmem Ea%%h%m?ﬂfmfmlamwmfm.

Gettis Lheom b ook ot Lhoin liser mous will ol hids mashe betion choices bton

Legay Calhoun, Jefjerion County, Colorads

Hungry Hearts 45



Hungry Hearts 46

ences and the humanities. The fact that some of the new marriage curricula are intellectu-
ally thin and one-dimensional only adds to this concern.

Some parents and religious leaders may feel that the schools are not the place to teach
teenagers about marriage. In fact, even the best of the school-based marriage curricula tend
largely toward a secular, psychological understanding of marriage. Traditional moral teach-
ings about marriage, if they appear at all, often take a back seat; marriage is presented pri-
marily as a means of self-fulfillment, rather than as a moral, social and spiritual good.
Religion is largely invisible in most of these curricula, even though, in the real world, most
U.S. couples get married in houses of worship and most people everywhere view the mar-
riage vow as, at least in part, a sacred promise.

These are important concerns. At the same time, given the already deep involvement of
public schools in teaching students about personal and sexual relationships, and given the
strong and apparently growing public concern about the harmful consequences of high
rates of divorce and unwed childbearing, the basic question for educators today is not
whether, but how and what, to teach students about marriage. Viewed from this perspec-
tive, the emergence of marriage and relationship skills education in schools may, we
believe, play a useful role in passing on to the next generation the knowledge, values and
skills they will need to do better at marriage than their parents did.

Toward this end, we hope that the next generation of marriage curricula will expand its
vision of what marriage is and what marriage education can be, and that teachers and cur-
riculum developers in the coming years will strive for a more holistic, intellectually serious,
and culturally sophisticated approach to marriage education.

The Limits of Skills

More research is needed to evaluate the success of skills-oriented marriage curricula in
classroom settings. But there is much positive to be said about them. These programs
acknowledge a very important fact of married life: It isn’t always a picnic. Conflict in mar-
riage is inevitable, and wise conflict management a key to living with what are sometimes
irreconcilable differences. Diane Sollee, a leader in the marriage movement, notes that the
single biggest cause of divorce today is “avoidance of conflict.”® If so, we need to help
young people learn to deal with their differences in ways that preserve and strengthen their
relationships rather than destroy them.

At the same time, the findings of at least one leading scholar suggest that we should be
cautious about curricula that focus primarily on communications skills scripts such as “I
statements” and active listening that are derived from the counseling profession. In a longi-
tudinal study of recently married couples published in the journal of Marriage and the
Family, John Gottman and colleagues find that most successful marriages owe little if any-
thing to communication techniques such as active listening. None of the communication and
negotiation scripts derived from the counseling professions appear to be important tools for
conflict resolution in successful marriages, at least in non-clinical samples.*

Gottman’s own therapeutic repository is not without a communications skills component.
He teaches “softening” or diplomacy in communication patterns, urging couples in conflict
to register “complaints” with their spouses, rather than the “criticisms” which might lead to
defensiveness and emotional withdrawal. Most of what he does to improve interspousal
communication, however, does not involve superimposing scripts on couples in conflict, but
instead is derived more organically, based on the communication patterns he observes in
the relationship. For example, Gottman works with couples to employ and respond to their



own natural stores of “repair” mechanisms in arguments. He also encourages couples to
strengthen their sense of the ¢
potentially hostile forces outside the marriage. Finally, he urges them to make the effort to

outweigh their negative interactions by a larger number of mutually understood positive

we” by taking advantage of their natural alliance against

gestures and interactions.®

Gottman’s clinical findings suggest that future school-based marriage education curricula
may be more successful if they are less adamant about presenting this or that particular com-
munication technique, and more adamant about teaching the importance of marital preser-
vation and marital friendship in general. Similarly, in a recent longitudinal study of married
couples published in the Journal of Family Issues, Paul Amato and Allan Booth found that:
“People who adopted more favorable attitudes toward divorce tended to experience declines
in relationship quality, whereas those who adopted less favorable attitudes toward divorce
tended to experience improvements in relationship quality or at least a slowdown in the
gradual decline in marital happiness and interaction that characterizes many marriages.”*

After all, successful marriages do not all conform to only one pattern. Tolstoy famously
observed that “All happy families are like one another,” but this assertion today appears to
be naive. Perhaps Winifred, from You Can Marry for Keeps, says it best: There “is no
recipe...no one secret.” Some spouses yearn intently for togetherness, while others are hap-
pier leading more independent lives.¥” Some couples think it important to diffuse conflict
before it accelerates. Others seem to thrive on contention. In The Marriage Clinic, Gottman
finds not only that “volatile, passionate couples can have stable, happy marriages,” but also
that “bickering, passionate couples were the only ones to still have a romantic marriage after
35 years.”® Marriage is simply too multifaceted and too intertwined with life’s biggest ques-
tions — sex, culture, faith, generativity, to name just four — to be reduced to even the best
repertoire of communication and negotiation scripts. Two personalities make every mar-
riage unique. Marriage is one of the greatest and most mysterious of life’s adventures. Would
we want it any other way?

The Power of Stories

There is a special place for stories in the education of the young. For this reason, we con-
clude that marriage education based at least partly on literature carries several distinct
advantages over marriage education based wholly on a therapeutic or counseling model.
First, therapeutic and counseling models seldom encourage young people to shake off or
transcend self-preoccupation, which is a hallmark of the adolescent personality. Indeed,
one of the most widespread, and in our view arbitrary and misguided, tendencies in these
new marriage skills curricula is the tendency — also dominant in almost all high school
health textbooks — to assume that “self-esteem” and other concepts related to self-knowl-
edge and self-fulfillment are ultimately the keys to satisfying relationships. But basing mar-
riage education on this intellectually narrow and dubious premise — a premise that is sim-
ply assumed more often than it is formally articulated — can mislead students and can cor-
respond to an essentially selfish view of marriage and of life.®

More generally, this philosophical and pedagogical bias in marriage education curricula
may be part of a larger shift in American education. Little by little, one can detect the steady
displacement of educational models based on cultural narratives and ideal forms by educa-
tional models based on technical information and therapeutic advice.

Literature-based marriage education, because it aims in the opposite direction, may there-
fore be a truer fit with the original academic mission of our schools. And because literature tells
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stories about other people, it also allows students a safe space for reflection on important per-
sonal issues that, if explored in more directly therapeutic contexts, might threaten students’
sense of privacy. Creating a field of impressions about love, romance, and marriage that are
distant enough from the adolescent’s personal experience to be examined with some dispas-
sion and objectivity, but also close enough to touch the heart and soul, is no small task. But
literature, film, the fine arts and philosophy allow young people the luxury of exploring the
mysteries of sexual love and commitment without putting themselves personally at risk. Indeed,
they allow young people to use literature, philosophy and the arts as (to borrow a phrase from
Milan Kundera) “play” for the development of the “moral imagination.”

Stories are also memorable. Relationships skills alone, absent an immediate context for
their use (such as exists for the engaged or married couple), may make it harder for stu-
dents to retain what they have been taught. But a story well told probably has more stay-
ing power than a list of negotiation techniques well memorized. Why? Because young peo-
ple bring to literature not just their heads, but also their hearts. And surely marriage is at
least as much about the heart as it is about the head.

For these reasons, future marriage education curricula might consider the idea of com-
bining a relationship skills approach with selected readings from literature. For example, a
lesson on the “Seven Most Prevalent Causes of Faulty Mate Selection” (see Conmnections,
Lesson 10) might be combined with a reading of Little Briar Rose (the first selection from
The Art of Loving Well). This reading would provide emotional and aesthetic reinforcement
for precisely the point that the skills programs seek to make: that young people should wait
for the right time and the right one to marry. Marriage is a cultural ideal as well as a set of
skills, and there is no better vehicle for transmitting our shared ideals of love and marriage
than stories from great literature and real lives.

Concluding Recommendations

To educators

Develop a new generation of school-based marriage curricula that informs students of the
benefits of marriage; that teaches the attitudes, values, habits, and skills most likely to
improve marital satisfaction and reduce the likelihood of divorce; that views marriage holis-
tically, as both a personal relationship and a vital communal institution; and that combines
an emphasis on learning interspousal communication skills with an emphasis on compre-
hending the larger meanings and dimensions of marriage as portrayed in the human sci-
ences and especially in literature and the arts. Put briefly, and above all, teach that mar-
riage is a “relationship,” but also teach that marriage is more than a relationship.

To parents

Teach your children about the importance of marriage. For example, you might suggest
that a successful marriage is at least as important, and worthy of at least as much prepara-
tion, as a good job or successful career. Try to insure that the marriage education your child
receives in school acknowledges the importance of marriage, and try to reinforce to your
child the most important message contained in the recent research on marriage and rela-
tionship skills: Divorce is not inevitable and marriage need not be a game of chance.

To scholars and philanthropic foundations
Design and conduct independent evaluations of current school-based marriage education
programs. Arguably the greatest weakness in the marriage education movement today is the



near total absence of such evaluations through which outcome goals can be specified and
measured. Of the current school-based marriage education curricula, which, if any, actual-
ly influence the courting and marrying behavior of young people? Unfortunately, no one
knows. Here is a concrete and important piece of work that should be begun immediately.

To religious and community leaders

Supplement and build upon school-based marriage education with religious and com-
munity-based marriage education and preparation, including clergy-sponsored community
marriage policies, which establish community-wide minimum standards of religiously
informed marriage preparation and education for all couples wishing to get married in a
local church, synagogue, or mosque.

To the marriage movement

By pursuing reforms in education, law, public policy, social services, philanthropy, mar-
riage counseling, and elsewhere, by scholarship and advocacy, and by influencing public
opinion, help to renew and transmit to young people a strong cultural ideal of enduring
unions. |
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Curricula Examined

The Art of Loving Well: A Character Education Curriculum for Today's Teenagers (1993).
Dr. Stephen Ellenwood, Nancy Mclaren, Dr. Ronald Goldman, Dr. Kevin Ryan. The
Loving Well Project/Boston University School of Education, 605 Commonwealth
Avenue, Boston, MA 02215; Telephone: (617) 353-4088; Website:
www.bu.edu/SED/lovingwell

Building Relationships: Developing Skills for Life (1999). David Olson Ph.D., John DeFrain
Ph.D., and Amy Olson, with Luke Knutson. Life Innovations, P.O Box 190,

Minneapolis, MN 55440-0109; Telephone: (800) 331-1661; Website:
www.lifeinnovation.com

Connections: Dating and Emotions (1999). Charlene R. Kamper, MA,CFLE. The Dibble Fund
for Marriage Education, P.O Box 7881, Berkeley, CA 94707-088; Telephone: (800)
695-7975; Email: DibbleFund@aol.com

Connections: Relationships and Marriage (1996). Charlene R. Kamper MA,CFLE. The Dibble
Fund for Marriage Education, P.O Box 7881, Berkeley, CA 94707-088,. Telephone:
(800) 695-7975; Email: DibbleFund@aol.com

EQ: The Social-Emotional Intelligence Program (1998). Mo Therese Hannah Ph.D. and Joe
Marrone Ph.D., Siena College, Loudonville, NY; Telephone: (518) 783-0699 or (518)
783-8747;, Email: whannah1@nycap.rr.com

PARTNERS: Teaching Teenagers the Relationship Skills that Maintain Marriage (1996). Lynn
Gold Bikin, Esq. with Rita De Maria, M.S. Family Law Section, American Bar
Association, 750 N. Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, IL 60611. Telephone: (312) 988-5603;
Email: familylaw@abanet.org; Website: www.abanet.org/family/pariners/home.btml

PEERS (Practical Exercises Enriching Relationship Skills) Training Manual and Teaching
Guide, Levels 1-3 (1997) and PAIRS KIDS (2000). Lori H. Gordon, Ph.D. PAIRS
International Inc., 1056 Creekford Drive, Weston, FL 33326; Telephone: (800) 477-
2477, Email: www.pairs.org

RQ: Building Relationship Intelligence and Love Smarts into Your Life (2000). Richard Panzer.
Center for Educational Media, P.O Box 97, Westwood, New Jersey 07675; Telephone:
(800) 221-6116; Email: cenedmedia@aol.com; Website: www freeteens.org

WISEP for Teens: Health, Life Management, A Comprebensive Approach Grades 9-12 (1998).
Wendy Wise, EAD. The Wise Self-Esteem Project, P.O Box 2387, Merced, CA.
Telephone: (209) 384-3091; Email: wendy@elite.net

You Can Marry For Keeps (1991). Rebecca Goalby, Jean Robbins and Cynthia Benjamin, with
Marcia Laswell, Ph.D. Sunburst Communications, 101 Castleton Street, Pleasantville,
NY 10570. Telephone: (800) 431 1934 from the US; (800) 247-6756 from Canada;
Website: www.sunburst.com
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