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Time and Couples, Part II:
The Sixty-Second Pleasure Point

Peter Fraenkel

It has been said that for couples and families in the 1990s, the commod'
ity most in demand is time (Ventura, 1995). Whatever other issues they
may be struggling with<ommunication, in-laws, childrearing, sex life,
money, household responsibilities, and the liko-most of the couples I see
privately and those whose therapy I supervise mention lack of time as a
major issue and frustration. Couple partners complain about lack of time
to fulfill work or household responsibilities, lack of time together, lack of
time apart, lack of time with exlended family or friends, lack of time with
their chil&en, lack of time for sex and intimacy, and lack of time just to do
nothing. My informal research on couples that I, my colleagues, utd my
studenh have seen over the past few years suggests that this perceived lack
of time cuts across socioeconomic, racial, ethnic, and sexual orientation
lines, and is experienced at all stages of the couple life cycle.

Although in some cases, one or both paflnem may exaggerals or create
exEarelationship time commitments as a means of dislancing from each
other, for most of the couples with whom I have worked in therapy, their
time corutraints-often centering around work, homemaking, and child-
rearing demands-are real. These time pressures often seem so over-
whetming and unchangeable to the couple that they preclude more Lime for
the relationship, putiarlarly for the types of pleasurable activities that are
believed to becentral to maintaining commitment (Markman, Stanley, and
Blumberg, 1994). Tltme constrainh may directly affect therapy as well, in
that, no matter how motivated they are, couples may experience such tjme
pressures that they believe they have little or no time to try to institute any
of the changes that emerge from the therapy.

They may fail to follow tfuough with interventions in which the thera-
pist suggests even what seems to be a minor addition of fun time-an
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evening off ("we can't get a baby-sitter"), a weekend away ("we don't
have rioney for that"), or even dinner togelher ("our rhythms are off-
she's home th,ree hours before me, and can't wait to eaf ')'

In an eulier chapter of this book (Trme and Couples, Part I: The
Decompression Chamber), I presented_an ouuine of a theory on the rela'

tionshif between couple distress and functioning, and the dimension of
time (described in detail in Fraenkel, 1994). This theory forms the con-
ceptual background of the work described in the present chapter as well.
Here, I will ?escribe an intervention I use with couples who genuinely

want to increaSe their sense of Closeness, but who have become immobi-
tized by their seemingly immutable, unyielding time constraints.. I will
rtro Oi"ug how, whenit does not lead to increased closeness, this inter-
vention can be useful to begin a dialogue about issues that may be block-
ing one or both partners' desire to spend more time together'

FINDING TIME FOR FUN AND CONNECTION:
THE "SIXTY.SECOND PLEASURE POINT"

The sixty-second Pleasure Point challenges the notion, often held by

Uuri.oupfo who have all but given up trying to spend time together' that

they need large amounts of time in oider to restore, build, and sustain a

;;;U;i;.il;inti*r.y. The intervention is designed to create a sense of

connectedneis with a minimal investment of time. Although it is -not a

suUstitute for the benefits of larger amounts of time together, the Sixty-

S.conO pleasure Point can ser"e is a first step for couples who have found

it difiicult to locate any time for conjoint pleasurable activities' Doing the

i;r..t"* iroini exercise often generates a renewed sense of hopefulness

;;;"i thr relationship, and stiriulates the partners to be more creative in

;;; rhrt nr6 time'for each other. Some couples may then build the

ri"r"ir. into 0reir daily routines, whereas others may use it to provide a

iense of connection during exceptionally busy periods'-- 
fo initirt" the Sixty-Second Pleasure Point intervention, I first assess

"h;i 6;;pte has ried atreaOy in terms of building in more_tu-n time.

Unrnlf p"nir it has been truly difficult for them to make time, I then ask

mr^ to do a free-flowing brainstorm in response to the following ques-

[on' .:niot of all the fu-n and pleasurable things you could do with one

another in sixry seco4s or lesi.lnclude in the list things you could do

;ilG.ttei'and those you could-do with each other when physically

;"16;ri"g ihe pttone, e_mail, fax) " couples_typ_ically smile at this

o'r,estii,ri, and lhen rladily list ideas. Some examples I have heud in my

practice and in couple workshops I run include:
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Read a poem or something interesting from the newspaper' grve a

neck'/back/fooy#;;;;go *i!t' Iold' each other' stroke one

another wittr featrrtr-s,;il;;;tpplt' t"tt (* send by fax or e-mail) a

ioke, brush eacn otrer;s hair, [iGn.to.**i., dance, have a glass of

;;;,;; t;;h "lh;ffiding delicious' tell eachotrer (inperson

or by rhe pnon')'iii it"t i"" *o miss you"' whisper something

erotic in each otlrer's l"'ii iigttt t gqgt ogether' p{ly: sntellsome

oerfume or. no*i',;;; utt end of a sunset' list all the things we

Lould like to do if we had more time'

After the brainstorm, I then ask.couples to imagine d-oing len jixtv-

Second Pleasure points wirfr each other across the day-a few if and when

they see each other i" il;;"ti"g before one orbothieave for work' a few

during tre day o'nife apart,-;a 1-ttf mole- Jvhen 
they come back together

at the end of rhe day. Ging a pad of paper or chalkboud' I then write a flat

Iine and mark it Uy Ute f'":"tt'of Ot cfo"t' begiruring tlf "'T':l]acing a

line for eactr hour i" t;";;* pg "^*ft t--t O "'*' If working with a

group of couples ln a w-Jrtst'op' ! t{ren give an example of horv a couple

might distribute the t"n pttutuit Points across the day; if working with a

couple privately, I ;ii ;k Utem to place their planned Pleasure Points

*tft:t"fig- 
the putners if ttrev rgmgqber ever doing some kind of

connect-rhe-dot ..uuiiy-* JifO, irO *i themhow it felt. Almost invari-

;il;;i;Jlitit itrtiJtt.ipiribnct appears to brins to both patrners a

turther serue of fr"ifirity'.rO cgmf6ri about trying this idea. I then

suggest that humanb.Gt'tt"* to B": a cognitive neeg to connect dots'

find contours, put th;;-togtntt' This assimption is based on a luge

body of thinking -J i"t"t-ttt in lerceltuat ano cognitive psychology'

including 6re early ;;;b",i;;of'Ure <i"sr"tt psychologists (see Kdhler'

lg6g, for review), * *rri * u,r-u,*ties of Gregory Bateson (1972). Next'

Idraw(orhaverr ' . .oupr'o'aw)alineconnectingtlreirPleasurePoints
(see Figure 32.1), ;"Jiil;;;i tr'at uv ooing tfrtst ten sixtv-second
pteasure poinrs on u iiiry;;:ir,-g,ry r oy r^a,althougn it is an imperfect

solurion to their titnt";;t;;;'fi;, ffit they will experience an "arc of

Dleasure and connection" across the day'"'ffiirJ, 
s;;;liy will auempt tg carr.y out this activity between ses-

sions_after alt, it requirer nr* ottfy b dedicate ten minutes of time per

day, so it is hud fot 6nt or the otheipaflner to say "we have no tirne"-

and in most cases .d;;;;n"tl 6t it greatly relieves each partner's

concem that they "outi n'uti fnd any tl*t iot each other' Often' it
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generates enough renewed hope and energy on the part of the putners that
they spontaneously find or make even more time for each other.

CONTRAINDICATIONS

I have used the Sixty-Second Pleasure Point intervention with a wide
range of couples and problems. In general, it has been quite successful in
demonstrating to couples that small changes in how they use time can lead
to surprisingly large outcomes of increased satisfaction, cohesion, and
decreased conflict. I wOuld not use it with couples whose level of conllict
is extremely high, or whose level of commitment is extremely low. The
intervention requires collaborative effort by both putners to approach the
dimension of time more creatively, and assumes that both partners do want
to spend more time together. Because the time required for the exercise is
so minimal, failure to complete it almost always indicates an unwilling-
ness on the part of one or both partners to cany it out, rather than an
inability to do so because of extemal time demands. In such cases, explo-
ration has generally revealed more pervasive issues for one or both part-
ners about the degree of closeness they wish to share with each other.
Thus, if carried out, the sixty-second Pleasure point exercise usually
increases the couple's sense of connectedness, and if not canied out, the
exercise stjmulatCI an important discussion about expectations and desires
for closeness and intimacy.
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