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Abstract

~

This study examined, the effects of verbal feedhack and videotape playback
' kY
oﬂ distressed couples' communication, and investigated the effectg of visual
reorientation on fpouses' perceptions and causal attributions. It was predicted

that subjects' perceptions and attributions would be distorted:in a self-serving

¢

manner and that videotape playback wouldaalter both communication behaviors and
cognitions. After conflictual discussion, spouses received a no-video treatment -

or video playback from their own, their spouse’s or an observer's vantagepoint, -

LI

) /
Perceptions and attributions were agsessed before and after wideo viewing. - Half

of the subjects received verbal feedback before engaging inm another qiacussion.

-t
AN

_Results indicate that spouses pecmived their own behavior more favorably than
, .

their partner's and that théy made aelf-sérving attributions which visual
reorientation did not alter: Neithnr video playback nor verbal fe;dbaek had oY
significant effects on communication behaviors, perccptio:q: or caheal atcribut‘ionl.
Implications of the résu‘ltq for behavioral couple therapy and the study of

actor-observer attributional differences are discussed.:
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pérturbés.

attributions causales des partenaires étaient aussi investigues.

Cette €tude portait sur les effets de la.rétroaction verbale et de'la

R&sUME /

reprise magnétoscopique sur la communication entre partenaires de couples

Y’ p . ‘
Les effets de ré-orientation viguelle sur les perceptions et les

Les Hypothéses

suggeraient que les perceptions et les attﬁﬁggpions des sujets seraient fausseeé

en faveur du sujet qui s'évalue, et que celles~ci comme

: communication, seraient influencés par la reprise magnétoscopique.

les comportements de

A la suite

de la discussion d'un conflit, les époux ne visionmaient aucune reprise

~

#o

leur partenaire ou de celui d'un observateur.

tions étaient &valuées avant et gprés le visionnement,

i

magnétoscopique, ou visionnaient une reprise de leur\point de vue, de. celui de

*Les perceptions et les attribu-

La moitié des sujets

t

recevaient de la rétroaction verbale avant de s'engager dans une autre discussion.

Les résu}tats indiquent que les €poux percevaient leur propre. comportement de

-

fagon plus favorable que ¢elui de leur ‘partenaire, et que leurs attributions

- étaient davantage en leur faveur, ce que la ré—orienfation visuelle n'a pas
o / .

influencé.

influencé significativement les comportements de communicatfon.

, 1
~

Ni la reprise magnétoscopique, ni la rétroaction verbale n'ont

La didcussion

porte sur les implications des résultats pour la thérapie de couple behaviorale,

~ et pour 1'étude des différences d'attribution pour 1l'acteur et 1'observateur.
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\ Introduction i
This thesis is concerned with the evaluation of the effects of two , )

3

therapeutic techniques used in behavioral couple therapy: videotape playl/a?k

a’nd instructional verbal feedback. Marital therapists frequently use both

N e 3

\
) prpcednges; however, the independent effects of videotape playback and of

Ed instructional verbal feedback on couples' communication behaviors have not

-
v

f L)
yet been assessed in controlled studies. Although several lines of research

suggest that these techniques could be effective in altering maladaptive

behaviors, findings to date have led some investigators to caution potential
users about possible deleterious consequences. The results of the present

N investigation should, therefore, be of interest to marital therapists.

-
t

¢ Although the measurement and modification of cognitive processes has

’ .

been extensively researched in experimental and social psychology, findings

.

in these areas have not yet had a -strong impact on the theory, resea¥ch or
\ .
practice of behavioral marital therapy. The present study is concerned with

both behavioral and cogni{:ive changes; videotape playback was selected as one
of the 1nteuea{cn t"eghniques to be evaluated partly because of the promise’

it holds for the modification of both (cognitions and behavior.
Thus, .a second objective of the present investigation is to study t[l}e

effects of‘visual reorientation through videotape playbac;:k on distreséed

spouses' perceptions and attributions aboy;t the causes of their own and the:Er

partner's behaviors during conflictual interaction. The\ex;idence”available in

-7

the social psychology literature suggests-that altering the focus of one's
‘ attention can change one's perceptions and attributions. Therefore, vidéotap%
. playback may be useful in the modification of distorted- perceptions and cross-—

blaming attributions ,whic,h often characterize distressed spouses.

/ i
¢
f

I'd

i
v
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Findings in the social psychbdlogy literature cannot be automatically
i 1 ~ {

generalized to a consideration of the nature and modification of distressed

"o . )
spouséds’ perceptions and attributions. There are many important differences

between partnerg from a/i:roubled relationship and the college students !
* typically studied in soclal psychological investigat'iclms; these differences may
affec_t the alterability c;f perceptions and attributions. For example, as spouses
have known eacp other for a long time, their impressigns of ther;Jselves and
their partner are likely’to be stable and well established. Strongly held
impregsions, possibly bias-ed by motivational factors, may not respond to the
interventions which have been shown to be useful in changing college students'
perceptions and attributions about the behavior of hypothethical or unknown
¢+ « others.
Another important difference is t};e nature of the actlons evaluated by

sub_jec'ts. Married p:artners, when they rate their own and their spguse's

' behaviors during conflictual interaction; are making inferences abciut rele\;ant
“actions which have personal consequences; this is consideréb’ly differ‘ent from
the ‘heutral and personally irrelevant situations in which college students' -—
evaluations have been studied. The stratggies which are useful in modifying

‘ I,

perceptions and attributions about inconsequential actions may not be effective

in changing cognitions about meaningful and salient events. Nevertheless, the ’

findings in the attribution literature suggest that visual reorientation may

alter the perceptions and cat)Jsal attributions of spouses. Although it would

. s seem that such evaluation could have interesting implications for marital

<

therapy, the effects of visual reorientation through videotape playback or™ ™~

> the cognitive and motivational biases of distressed spouses have not yet been

$a
. examined. . , ,

P
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There are many reasons for believing that videotape playback to distressedy

*

couples might lead to behavioral and cognitive changes and that instructional
¥ "
verbal feedback might lead to improvement in communication behaviors. In the .’

£

present study, an attempt .is made to explore some of these reasons. Because -

attribution theory principles may be used to explain why‘vidéotape playback
J .

-

could cause behavioral changes, the predictions tested are derived both from

o .

attribution theory and frgm the behayioral approach to marital distress.

Studies of marital therapy, videotape effects, social skills training,

k]

R L4
and interpersonal perception and attribution all perta&n to the hypotheses

in the present investigation. The following review of the literature

summarizes and integrates the relevant findings and iheorétical formulations

!

and highlights the controversies and unsettled .issues. The need to evaluate

' the cognitive and-behavioral effects of videotape  and instructional verbal

feedback in distressed couples is thus made apparent, —

Marital Conflict and Thefapy -

J
A number of recent reviews of outcome studies indicate that marital

therapy in general (Beck, 1975; Gurman & Kniskern, in press) and behavioral .

r . “ - "
marital therapy in particular (Greer & d'Zurilla; 1975; Jacobson & Weiss, in
press; Wright & Mathieu, 1977) have demonstrated moderate effectiveness.

However, it. is not at all clear why and how these inter@entions produdé change

[*]

4 -~

(Jacobson & Martin, 1976),. Nor is there consensus on either what causes marital

d(stress or‘yhat the goals of therapy should be.’ , ' i
o} . . . , I

Most clinicians, whatever their theoretical persuasion, tend to concep-

B

fualize'marital problems as primarily caused by disturbed and ineffective

9

- communication between spouses (Gurman, 1975; Knox, 1972; Thomas, 1977). This

.

view I8 consistent with thehself~reports of couples, since data indicate that

< .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

;

¥



e

-’

lack '0of communication is the most common presenting complaint (Greene, 1970).

However, the rqpric "disturbed communication" has ‘been used to describe a
variety of different phenomena: poor interpersonal problem solving (Vincent,
Weis; & Birchler,'l975), lack of empathy and support (Bienvenu, 1970; Ely,
Guerney & Stover, 1973; Satir, 1964; Valle & Maridelli, 1975;'Weli§, Figurel &
McNamee, 1975), sending double mességes,(s. Miller, Nunally & Wackman, 1976; ,
Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson, 1967), disagreement caused by é;bigubus rules
and systems (Haley, 1971; Minuchin, 1974),gse of coeréive tactics (Harrel &

A
Guerney, 1976; P%tperson, Hops & Weiss, 1975),'crossed transactions" (Berne,

!

1964), and inappropriate assertion (Eisler, Milier, Hersen & Alford, 1974;
Lehman-Olson, 1976). Precise definition and, measurement of disturbed inter-

action and communication were, until recently, extremely rare.

Another frequently cited cause of marital conflict is faulty interpefsonal

»

and self perception; studies have shown that distressed sﬁouses' perceptions of

their marriage (Frank & Kupfer, 1976) and of each other (Laing, Phillipson &
. . . . "
Lee, 1966; Murstein & Beck, 1972) appear to be markedly distprted. ,Perceptual

bilases may partially account for the poor reliability of spouses' reports

—

concerning their own and their mate's behaviors (0lson & Rabunsky, 1972). Thus,

distressed couples may be especially poorly suited to make behavioral observa-.

tions of their acts (Weiss & Margolin, 1977). a .,

@

In addition teo perceptual biases, troubled couples also may make faulty
and non-symmetrical attribut;ons cgncerning the causes of conflict and who is .
to blame (Thomas,. Walter & O'Flaheréy, Notex1). Hurvitz (1975) argues that in
“t?e attempt'pg'understand behavior, distressed spouses make fewer instrumental
. ¢ .
hypotheses which tend to facilitate problem solving and more teyminal hypotheses

. - /
which usually interfere with problem resolution. These latter hypotheses
~ ;
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| frequently take the form of attributing problems to the’ spouse's acts,
dispositions and traits. For example, one of the typical 'claims of spouses
seeking marital therapy is that the problems are largely attrib\xtable to the
other person; this seems to be espe;:ially true of wives' cc;mplaints (Gurin,
Veroff & Feld, 1960). To the extept; that such at;tributional bjases are system-
atic and result in’each spouse believing that the other is responsible for
conflict, these biases tend to interfe;:e with both effective communication and .

with th(;/xj,apy. Neither partner is willing to éhange since the other is to

blame,

w -

. a .
Marital therapists, like other cli’nizzigms, can be dichotomized into those
T ,
whose primary goal is to change overt behaviors and those whose major goal is

T to effect cognitive changes (6lick & ‘Gross; 1975). Procedures aimed at changing

! - - ! kl: "
overt behavior (Azrim, Nas%r‘& Jones, "1973; Pattex:s&\gt 1., 1975; Stuart,
e

a

1975) have, to date, receiveh\ the most attention /frél‘ ehaviorally oriented
1 el o -

therapists. However, such an ‘approach appears to ‘be bnly partially adequate,

T | as the perceived reality of e; si\k{ation may also be impo;‘tant in "understanding
and altering behavior. (v;lick,ﬂ and é{gss (1975) and Olson (Note 2) convincingly
argue that'the in‘tegration‘?f selfire\pgrt dat’a with information obtained

t»hrSi;gh observationgl study is vital fyot\\fo'r a l;etter theoretical understanding,

- of discord as well as for conducting succegf‘ul marital therapy. Indeed, Olson
N . .

sﬁggests that COUplEB in thernpy have such digéi‘ p;mt views a?bout the causes
' . Q
N ¢ il

" of the same behavior that training should be directécl toward making spouses
- s

better observers of their own and fheir partner's actions.

rJ I - AT
Recently, behavior fherapists have broadened their approach to encompass

cognitions, meanings,’ perceptions and attributions (Goldfried & Davison, 1976; .

I Kopel & Arkowitz, 1975; Mahoney & Arnkoff, in press). Although behavioral

v

\
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marital therapists have started to include cognitive and self-report measures

in their assessment packages (Jacobson & Weiss, in press; Wright & Math'ieu,

1977), they have not, as yet, incorporated cogniti\//e procedures or goals in -

% - .

.

the therapy itself. There also has been an increasinyg interes’t" in applying
principles and methods from experimental and social psychology to clinical-

§ ¢

problems (Jacobson & Weiss, in press). For example, principles from attribu- .

‘tion theory, a cognitive formulation well known to social psychologists, may.

s

be useful in combination with an overt behavioral approach in the assessment,

¢xplanation and treatment of the disturbed communication, distorted perceptions

TR
and denial of responsibility for discord frequently found in distressed couples .
/ . .
(Gurman ,&‘}nudson, in press; Wright & Fichten, 1976). Because the hypotheses

explored in the present study are derived both from attribution theory and

. . h
¢

ftom the behavioral approach to marital therapy, these two areas will be
considered ¥ greater detail, o ’ :

Behavioral approach to marital therapy. Behavioral marital therapy is

FY R

' based loosely on socia’} learning thedry (Band’l;ra, 1977), whieh incorporates

Mischel's (1973) situational view of the control of behavior. Marital conflict

o , / ) . \
also is conceptualized in terms of Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959) social exchange

WM

theory and 1t§\ extension by Patterson, Weiss and their colleagues (e.g.,

AN ES

Patterson & Rei&, 1970) to include reciprocity 'and coercion in socilal exchanges”
between spouses., Behavior thefapists who work with couples also have been .
influenced by communication systems theorists (e.g.i Haley, 1971), and have

proposed that reliance on-coercive rather than positively reinforcing tactics

onnnun’i'catior_x and problem solving skills (Birchler; Weiss

is partly due t

N

¥

. Y S -
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Perhaps the most interesting behavioral approach to the problem of
conceptualizing, defining, observing\and treating disturbed marital interaction

has been that of the Oregon group (e.g\, Patterson, Weiss & Hops, 1976), who

.

have integrated previous formulations. )\ They start with the assumption that

conflict in any marital relationship is Ynevitable, as couples have to -

continually resolve problems in such areags as finances, children and sex.

-

Consequéntly, these authors hypothesize that it is/not the mere presence of

. conflict, but a couple's method of IESglviné it, that leads them to seek
. \ ‘
therapy. !

!

L 4

Most behavior therapists who deal with couples assume that in the attempt

! » to achieve reciprocity, distressed spouses place excessive réliance on aversive

rather than positive control tactics. It is usually assumed that coercion is
[ .

maintained by the reinforcement schedules in the relationsbip (Vincent et al.,

. ‘A4

1975), that is, punitive behaviors are used 3? influence the other because

these lead to desired changes, at least’'on a short term basis. A major
/

Pt
<

objective in therapy is to teach both spouses'skills that will enable them

to change their relationship through positive rather than aversive means. It -

- -

is expected that marital satisfaction will improve as couples decrease their
rate of ne%ativeiaﬁd increase thelr rate of positive peinforcement (Stqprf,
1975). Consequently, behavioral intervention programs typically include |
trainiqg in communication, problem solving, expressien of affect, and negotia-
tion in social exchange. Many meghods are used to teach these skills, including:

"oy verbal instructions, videotape piayback, therapist feedback, self and spouse

' ’ ) monitoring, modelling, role play, rehedrsal, homework and contingency contracting

K

‘ _\ (Wright & Mathieu, 1977). !

]

N 4

s
¥
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| Outcome studies of behavioral marital therapy have recently been reviewed

by Gquan Qﬁd Kniskern (in press) and by Jacobson and Weiss (in press). The
"M,,t;".‘/ It N

authors of these two papers come to different conclusions about a variety of

v

‘topics. Nevertheless, both reviews conclude that the behavioral approéch has

1

been demonstrgted to be effective and that it seems a viable treatment alterha-

:

]

tive for distressed couples. Once it has been shown that a treatment is
effective, the therapeutic components responsible for positive, outcomes should

be identified (Jacobson, in press; Jacobson & Martin, 19763. #Up until this

time, virtually all outcome studies used training packages which contained a

variety of treatment components. For example, Liberman, Levine, Wheeler,

4 .

Sanders and Wallace (1976) compared couples who received group "interactional

counselling"” and those who received,‘also in groups, a behavioral intervention
(1‘ . ' V ".« '

package which provided training in pinpointing specific behaviots, contingenty

contracting and communication. A numbér of techniques were used to teach
‘ ' =,

these skills, including: rehearsal, modelling, direct instructions, verbé}

feedback and homework. Jacobson (1977) compared couples in a waiting list
b

control group to thoge who were administered a behavioral treatment which

consisted of problem solving training and cqntingéhcy contracting; again, these

skills were taught through modelling, verbal feedback, video playback and

rehearsal. In these, as in other therapy outcome studies (e.g. Jacobson, in'

1
—

press; Patterson et'al.; 1975), the treatmen? packages consisted of a variety
’ of copponenis. Questions such as what .do couples need to learn, what are the '
vai techniques best suited to teach the mecessary skills, aéd perhaps,more important,
‘ v - what are the psycholoéicalvand s&cial processes which underlie change, have
received relatibely little atteﬁtion. The .absence of this information is
Jlamented by a number of workers in the field (Jaéobson & ﬁartin, 1976;'ﬁayaéas

‘
¢

*

’ ¥
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. & Duehn, 1977). It has been suggested that studies be carried out on '"analogue"
populations in order to isolate the skills and techniques that contribute to

successful therapy (Bandura, in press; Eisler, Hersen & Agras, 1973; Patterson
et al., 1975; Wright & Fichten, 1976). Jacobson (in press) suggests that
communication skills training may be the most effective component in behavioral.

treatment packages and recommends that further attention be focused on the

N

systematic evaluation of the importgncs of these skills.
° ’ If studies of this kind are to be céfr{gd out, effecgive techniques for
generating conflict in the laboratory andkvalid and reliable instruments to
assess communication skills Must be used. Because asking spouses to discuss
their own marital problems is not~always feasible or dééirablg, a variety of

, 5 . ox
techniqges have been developed to create conflictual interaction (e.gry Goodrich

& Boomer, 1963; Olson & Ryder, 1970; Olson & St;aus, 1972; Egush, Bérry, Hertel
& Swain, 1974; Strodtbeck, 1951). Some studies have shown that spouses'

. “ behaviors are relative;y consistent across a variety ok laboratory tasks (Jacob '
& Davis, 19735: Other investigators: have found differences between happy and
distressed touples oniy when the‘topics used to generate>disagreement were
related to the couple's own concerns and problems (Gottman et al., 1976;
Birchler & Webb, Note 3). 0¥son‘and Ryder's (1970) Inventory éffMarital‘

/

4 Conflicts (IMC), which requires spduses to resolve the marital problems of
™~ . .

hypothetical couples, appears to be the most promising technique for the

generation of conflict in the laboratory. Alfﬁough Birchler and Webb (Note 3)

.~ LN o

fouhd that the interaction generated by the IMC\is not wholly representative
of/kouples' behaviors du;ing discussions offtheir own problems,Aother studies
have’ shown that the behaviors of‘happy and distressed couples can be distinguish-
éé when spousesvdiscuss the IMC topics (Birchler et a£a3‘1975; Vidceng et al.,

1975).

4 .
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A number of Béhavioral coding systems havﬂﬁbeen déveloped to evaluate

» /
interaction between spouses [e.g., Olson & Ryder's (1970) IMCCS; Thomas, Walter

& O'Flaherty's (1974) Verbal Problem Checklist]. The Oregon group's Marital
Interaction Coding Syséem (MICS) (Hops, Wills, Patterson & Weiss, Note 4),
~ which breaks communication inta productive (e{g” positive~ solution, compromise

solution) and counterproductive (e.g., denial of responsibility, excuses) -

components, has been used most frequently and has been validated most extensi-

ver. For example, Weiss, Hops, and Patterson (1973) reported that couples success-—

fully treated in a behavioral training program increased their use of positive
. /

and decreased their use of aversive problem solving behaviors, and that MICS
[ -

[}

score changes correlated wifhlchanges on self-report and various behavioral
measures. Couples in the Patterson ‘gt al, (1975) and in the two Jacobson (1977,
in press) studies improved following treatment both on self-report measures |

and on MICS scores. . 5

S;udies by Birchler et al.(19755 and Vincent et al. (1975) provide évidénce
for the discriminative.véliditi of the MICS coding system. Tgeir éxamination of
\ . normal and distréssed relationships indicatés that troubled couples 'tend to use
aversive control more frequgﬁtly and positive’ control less frequently than
happy couples, both in- the laibratory'and in the pome. ’For example, distressed

. & ” v
spouses were.shown to complain, criticize and interrupt more fréquently and to

w

offer fewer posiéiye and compromise solutions in the laboratory, and-to engage

- »

in more "displeasing” and fewer "pleasing" behaviors at home.. Thus, the MICS

2

~appears to be sensitive to changes brought about by therapy and to differences
befween happy and distressed couples. In addition, MICS scores seem to be

related to the behaviors of spouses\in non-laboratory situations.

)
. - \
. *

\

o
ELY » A i

\

.
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Having found a paradigm for generating conflict and a valid coding systenm,

irchler et al. (1975) and Vincent et al.:(1975) proceeded to examine the

commutycation behaviors of couples. The data of these investigators indicate
El AR

r

e.individuals from happy and distressed relatignships were not distin-
guishdble during interaction with strangers of the opposite sex, spous‘e"s from
essed relationships used more negative and fewer positive problem solving
- ' behaviors with their own partner than did spouses from ‘happy marriages. Vincent
et al. coﬁcluded‘t:.hat problem solving Jskills are not a trait-like attribute of
the individual and that, '"Distressed couples are cagable of more facilitative:®
problem 501ving, whic gestq that aversive control tactics arise from a
/’);reakdown in stimulush.cmather than fdom a behavioral deficit" (p.: 485).

e If spouses from distressed relationships ‘have the positive control tactics
' available in their repertoire, but are not using them when interacting with each

othet, then guidance as to when and how to apply positive control may be
sufficient to'¥hange a couples' style of communication. Relatively brief

’

interventions, such as instructional verbal feedback and videotape playback of

’

~ t

conflictual interaction, may therefore be sufficient to‘teach distressed couples

o . ) .
R . -
. to use positive control appropriately. - ¢ .

Videéotape playback permits spouses Eo observe their own behavior ancj.gftzs

o

consequences and may thus prompt more productive behavipor. Lasting changes
- N - . f Y B
f ° *” would be expected when, maladaptive «cognitive ''sets’, maintained-partly by --

distorte{i perceptions and’ Eross-blaming, also are altered. Aithough videotape
playback in couple tﬁerapy has not been ﬁ?}iied independently of other treat-

ment components, several lines of research’suggest that this technique could
4 -
‘ be effective in altering maladaptive behaviors'as well as perceptions and

‘attributions. Videotape playback has been shown to enhance the effectiveness

IS

~ . P

% -
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) of other treatment components used in marital therapy |(e.g.*, Mayadas & Duehn,
1977). However, as videotape playback may also have deleterious consequences

(Alkire & Brumse, 1974; Fuller & Manning, 1973), its independent contribution

to therapeutic}ehange needs further evaluation.

Videotape and Instructional Verbal Feedback

Case study reports'are almost unanimously optimistic about the benefits
of video playback; claimed beneficial effects are dsually attributed to’
enhanced "'self-awareness' (Marks, Montgomery & Davis, 1975) or to "self- ’

confrontation" (Fuller & Manning, 1973). Videotape has been used in a

s
.

variety of }settings to increase patients’»knowledge of their own behavfor,

and this apparently leads to therapeutic gain (Bailey & Sowder, 1970;

artson & Ku e\,\ 733 Holzman, 1969, Moore, Chernell & West, 1965; Parades,
Gottheil, Tausig & Co¥pellson, 1969; Kagan, Note 5). For example, Reivich
and Geertsma (1968) found that after videotape self observation, the self

“ ¥

ratings of a patient came to agree more with those of observers; Boyd and
) °
éisr{ey (1967) 1indicated tha't videotape altered a patient's distorted self
ime;ge; and Ivey (1973) credited video playback with cha;xging the social skills
of a patiént. Although the reports have been, for the'most part, f;vorable,
‘some inveétigators have found that self ,percebt‘ionj nay dhar\ge in either a

pogitive or negative direction (Dan(ét, 1968) and that videctape playback may

4 producé deterioration in spme patients (Alkire & Brunse, 1974). Retent reviews

(Fuller & ; Marks et al.y 1973:), although optimistic about

"beneficial effects,. point to the lack of experimentalh rigor in studies of
videotape effects and caution prospective.users about possible negative

- . consequences. The authors of both reviews recommend that research be cargied
r

f ) -
out to investigate the person and situation variables (Bergin, 19{1; Kiesler,

* 1966) which bring about changes produced By videotape viewing.

7
-

o - ) )
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Social skills training. In the burgeoning field of social skills training,

numerous wgll-controlled studies indicate that video playback and instructional
verbal feedback, when combined with other treatment components such as
modelli;g and.rehearsal, cause improvement in social behavior. This has been
shown to be true in a variety of populations (see Hersen & Bellack, 1976, 1977;

Hersen & Eisler, 1976; Wright, 1976 for reviews). The most prolific component

5

analysis researchers are the Mississippl (Bellack, Eisler, Hersen, Miller and
their colleagues) and Wisconsin (McFall and his colleagues) groups. Studies by
these investigators (e.g. Eisler, Hersen &ﬁﬁiller, 1974; McFall & Twentyman,

1973) and by others (Geoldstein, 1973; Melnick, 1973) have documented the
. 4’&"

independent effects of components such as modelling and rehearsal in

o
’

studies of assertion and heterosexual dating skills, Both instructional verbal
feedback and videotape playback have been cited as powerful ingredieats in many

social skills training programs because these techniques allow the therapist

/ -

to point out .concrete instances of dysfunctional behavior and because video
. *
playback allows couples to monitor -their behavior (Serber, 1972). . .

L .

However, videotape playback and:instructional verbal feedback have rarely

been evaluated‘independently of each other or of other therapy components.

Although a number of studies have demonstrated the benefits of instrdctions,

either with or without feedback (Eisler,.ﬁersen & Miller, 1974; ﬁersen, Eisler,
Miller, Johnson & Pinkston, 1973; McFall & Twentyman, 1973);éome investigators
have found that verbal feedback may not enhance the effecj?veness of other
treatment components, such as. repeated practice (Christensen, Arkowitz & -
Anderson, 1975). Videotape playback, wheﬁ combined with other treatment

ingredients: appearg to have an additive effect. For example, in an aftémpt

to improve subjects' dating skills, Melnick (1973) found that a combination of
. ‘ -

1y

SR —
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’ papﬁicipant modelling and video playback was superior to participant modelling
¥

“alone; this study replicates Frankel's (1971) results on training counsellor

< .
o skills. Arnkoff and Stewart (1975) report that video playback combined with

direct instructions was superior to modelling alone in increasing the quality

-

of information g;théréd dﬁr%ng problem solving, and Bailey, Deardorff and Nay
(1977), in an analogue study on tr;ining therapist skills, found modelling to
be superior to a combination of video playback and role play. Frankel (1971)
«.and Bailey et al. (1977) examined the inde;endent cogtribution of video play-
;‘\JZack; both investiga;ois reported fhat this technique 1is inconsistent.and
o) er?atid in ‘its effects. Rich and Schréeder (1976), in their review of the

4

ertion training literature, concluded that although "audio or video playback,

t

therapist coaching o6r group reinforcement, or mere personal reflection on one's
[4ai)
erformance’ have all been employed in studies, ....no research has examined

>

the relative value of these forms of feedback for assertiveness training, nor is

there empirical data about possible additive effects'" " (p. 1087).

\
.

Marital therapy. The findings on wideo playback and instructional verbal

-

feedback effects in the marital therapy literature®are similar to those in the

gociai skills training studies. Case EFudy repo}ts (Alger & Hogan, 1969, 1970;
Kagan, Krathwohl & Millez, 1963) have indicated that marriage partners are more
willing to assume the blame for a poor relatio?ship after seeing themselves on
.videotape. Indeed, Alger and Hogan credited videotape playback for the inter-
ruption of blame patterns in couples. However, videotape playback was confounded

' with several other treatment variables in these case studies.

- ‘ . Higgins, Ivey and Uhlemann (1970), in a controlled study, tried to change
"mutual communication" in couples. They compared a group that received filmed
I ‘ and live models, a programmed text on effective communication, guided discussion,
St f
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rehearsal and videotape playback to a group which received only the text,
filmed models and rehearsal. Dependent measures consisted of ratings made by
couples and by trained observers of the "effectiveness of the relationship”.
Although the éroup receiving videotaperplayback was supeéior on observers'
ratings of "openness of communication', no conclusion can be reached about
the independent gffects of videotape playback since this technique was utilized
ip conjunction with verbal feedback and guided discussion. Furtherm;re,
these results cannot automatically be generalized to a consideration of
distressed married couples, as Higgins et al.'s sample consisted of pairs of
"married couples,  roommates, engaged and pinned couéies and friends'". Alkire
and Brunse (1974) conducted a sgudy of confrontative group therapy in which
video playback was administered to couples in which the husbands were .
psychiatric patients, They,fouﬁd that the deterioration rate of subjeéts
shown videotapes of interactions between themselveg and their spouée was
éfeater than that of subjects who participated in a similar group, but who
were not showg;any videotapes. This study may be criticized on a variéty
of methodolggical grounds (e.g. confounding video playback with "ggedback"
given by other group members while the therapist was silent). Bg;ause of
the design of this study; the reasons for the negati;e outcomes can not be
clearly established; it is possible th%t."feedbackh from other groué menbers
/ may have been resgonsible for deter‘rrationﬂ Receiving such feedback may be

N

‘ a threatening experience for spouses and thus may increase defensiveness; or,
. \
it may be that feedback from other participants sufficiently increases acceptance

/ . of respongibility for conflict to generate high arouénl and guilt. Nonetheless,

-

the resglts suggest that caution should be exercised when videotape playback is

used. -
i - .

!
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A well-controlled marital therapy outcome study of behavioral training

in communication skill§ was conducted by Mayadas and Duehn (1977). Couples

+

were seen for eight sessions. Dependent variables inc}uded changes in spouses'
‘

observed negative behaviors. A combination of video playback aﬂd modelling was

found to be more effective than modelling alone. In this study, as in others
; . e
which have used behaviorally oriented treatment packages, video playbacé was

confounded with another treatment technique, in this case modelling. Therefore,
no conclusions can be drawn about the independent effects of video playback.
Ho?ever, as their program did not confound traiE}ng in communication with

" tralning in other skills, the results of Mayadas.and Duehn 40 show ;hat vide?

playback enhanced the effects of modelling. Eisler et al. ‘(1973) carried out

¢ #

an analogue study which did not confound videctape with other variables. 1In a

sample of 12 couples, these investigators compared a) videotape playback alone,

u -

b) irrelevant television, c) videotape plus focused instructions and d) focused

. instructions alone. The dependent measures were changes in the frequency of

A

"Mooking"and smiling from the baseline phases of the ABAB design. Subjects in

g

the focused instructions conditions were told to "Pay attention to how much

. o you are looking’/at each other'”  Although videotape playback had a slight

effect, instructions were more useful in increasing'looking". A combination
‘ 1

”\

of videotape playback and instruétions was not superior te instructions alone
in 1ncreasing"1ooking‘;but resulted in an increase in smiling. As the authors

cautioned, in their study the dependent variables were simple non;verﬁa}behav-
. } ; , . -
iors, the intervention lasted only 24 minutes, and couples were not actively

* " seeking to changé their marriage. Videotape playback alone may be valuable in

the modification of more complex target behaviors such as compromising and

accepting responsibility or blame; this possibility has yet to recelve empirical

§ ° «

-
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/ -
evaluation. There is some evidence, however, that instructional verbal feedback

can alter complex communication skills. Carter and Thomas” (1973) studied
communication in nine couples and reported on two "s#ngle couple experiments".
They found that instructional feedback, when presented 1in a written "Statement

to Clients'", had a favorable effect on couples' communication behaviors.

o

Studies such as those’ reviewed above provide the bulk of the evidence on
!

the efficacy of videotape and instructional verbal feedback. The generalizabi-

lity of findings from these studies to a consideration of the therapeutic
uiility of these techniques in marital therapy is questionablé. Most of this

research-did not deal with married couples. Distressed spouses, 1n particular,

~ )

have rarely been studied. A number of methodological criticisms can be levied
*
against the few studies which have used videotape playback alone (Bailey &

' Sowder, 1970; Eisler et al., 1973; Fuller & Manning, 1973). Furthermore, in

\
well-controlled studies of the independent effects of videotape and instructional

verbal feedback on communication, molecular dimensions have been studied‘

X, —~{Eisler et al., 1973), while more complex targets,lsuch as interpersonal

<

problem solving, have not been examined. Some investigators have used designs

B which confound videotape effects by pursuing several therapeutic goals simul-

IS
taneously (Hipgins et al., 1970; Jacobson, 1977, in press; Crowley & Ivey, Note

6), while others have confounded the independent effects of video playbaék;and

of instructional verbal feedback when teaching a specific set of skills (Mayadas
/1

& Duehn, 1977). Discussions about the therapeutic effects of videotape playback .

.

(Eisler & Hersen, 1973) and instructional feedback (Thoﬁas, 1977) have Heén

speculative, relying more on loéic than on evidence. Furthermore, as Bailey

- 5

and Sowder (1970) indicated in their compreheénsive review, the underlying

rationale regarding exactly what is being changed ‘by videotape playback or why

[} ~

. ~
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o such changes should occur is usually nebulous or- non-existent. As Thomas (1977)

~

cogently put it, the problem with video or with therapist provided feedback is, -

" “that while it generally informs the recipient and sometimes changes his

- 1

behavior favorably, its behavioral function is uncertain'" (p. 95). Neverthe-
less, both these techniques are used frequently in therapy. Because their
effects are variable, at times even detrimental, and as their use is costly,

the independent and additive effects of video playback and of instructional !

’ . / . ¢ .
verbal feedback in teaching communication skills to troubled couples needs to

N

be systematically evaluated,

Underlying processess. There are many reasons for believing that videotape

playback to distressed couples might lead to-a variety of behavioral and cogni-

~
»
~

tive changes., By allowing couples to view their interaction, videotape may

increase the benefits of self monitoring, a technique which requires clients
to systematicélly note various aspects of their own behavior, Although still

considered controversial when it is the sble therapeutic intervention (Lipinski

& Nelson, 1974), self monitoring pés been shown to have beneficial effects on o

»

several types of target problems (Johnson & White, 1971; Kazdin, 1975; Tho;eseﬂ .
& Mahoney, 1974 ). It .has been hypothesized that self mo&itoring\ﬁay
produce chanée by en;bling clients to gather data on their own behavior by
focusing attention on themselves; élients are thereb§ exposed to }nformation

- AN "

that wagp not previously available. Presenting distressed couples with video- -~

%

{ -
tape playback of theilr own interaction might be facikitative f0£ similar reasgns.
Another posgsible mechanism mediating videotape induced behavior changes may

be primarily cognitive in nature, since there may be interactions between changes

o

. in behavior and changes in self perceptions and in atrtributions abgut the causes
of behavior (Mahoney, 1977). An attribution theory qxplanation of video playback

1 - '

v -

K

I
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and self monitoring effects may be particularlf relevant for méritai therapy;
. « 3 /
., , /
distressed couples not only use poor communication skills but also have dis-

a .

torted perceptions of themselves and their partner and often blame each other

~

‘for problems., The theoretical rationale, based on attribution theory, proposed

’

by Storms (1973) is both parsimonious and compelling; it is discussed below.

Interpersonal Perception and Attribution -

-
Attribution theory is concerned with how people come to: understand the

causes and implications of events around them. Heider's (1958) origiﬁal work
has been substantially extended by Jones and Davis (1965), Jones and Nisbett .

(197277'Kéiiey (1973) and Weiner (1974). These theorists have been concerned

with two related aspects of ,the task of a perceiver: how people identify the

cause of a particular effect and how they make inferences concerning the
) ]
attributes of personé and of situations in brirging about this effect. In

spite of some conceptual difficultie§‘(Kruglanski, 1975), investigations have

generally focused on the study of the interpal-external (or diéﬁositional—

>,

situaCiongl) dichotomy. In doing so, researchers have studied how people -
make attfibutions to internal dispositions of persons (e.g., traits, abi;itiés,
motives,"ingentions) and to external -situational aspects (e.g..tésk difficulty,
lucg, incentives, peer pressure) (Ross, 1977). The study of how peoble infer

*
cadsation for their‘own and for ophers' behaviors and how causal attributions
may be modified is highly relevant for ‘an understanding of marital distress.
In~order torachieve therapeut£c gains, the cross—biaming pagterns of spou;es /
must be altered. Behaviorally oriented marital the;aﬁisgs éenerally focus‘on
improving coPples"skills and expect cognitive changes to follow. Since

cognitive changes do not always accompany behavioral ones (Hersen:& Bellack,

1977; Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974), it may be preferable to alter'blaming patterns
4

5
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directly by modifying the faulty éognitions. As Jones and Nisbett's (1972)

~.  reasoning is most releyant to thisiissue, it will be considered in detail.‘
Jones and Nisbett (1972) proposed that, while trying to make sense.of
< events, actors and observers are likely to attribute causality for behavior
' differently. These authors hygothesized that actors would tend to attribute
their own behavior to situational requirements, but that obsengrs of these
samé actions would refer to stable internal dispositions of the acto;. Such-
actor-observer biases are expected to occur for two reasons: a) actors Pnd
observers process information differently because of their visual perspective,

i

- and b) different information is'available to each. S{nc? they mﬁst be ready

to respond to changing envirommental conditions, actors are likely to focus on
situational cues, including the behavior of others. Therefore, actors are more

likely than observers to attribute their own behavior to situational require--

o

ments. The focug of an observer's attention, on the other hand, is likely to -

be the actor rather than the situation. Observers are, ‘therefore, more likely
than actors to infer dispositionﬁi causation for the actor's behavior. It is
assumed that the focus of one's atteﬂtion is likely to be vie@ed as causing
actions or events. Differences in attributional biases also are expécted
~
because of the self/other discrepancy described by Bem (1972), since the infor-
matéon available to actors and obsérvers differs. Actors'ﬂknowledge of their('
own behavior in oéhgr situations should.make them aware of '"covariatdon
between their behavior apd;éituationai variables, thd@/allowing them- to
"discount" dispositional causes (Kelley, 1973). Observers may asgume that the
° behaviors they witness are tybical of the actor. Actors, on the other hand,
*  know mbre apéut the vari;bility of t?eir own pa%t behavior and are therefore
‘ less likely to see their actions in dispositional terms.
‘ ' g

.
—
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N

If the Jones and Nisbett hypothésis.ig true, it has interesting fimplica-
tions for behavioral marital therapy. Because.spouses are simultanelusly
- actors and observers of their partner's behaviors, they should differ hot

only in how they lview the same behaviors but also in their causal attributions

o

about who is responsible for conflict and why aispuges occur. Spouses would be

. ] -
? expected to attribute their partner's behavior, both good and bad, to his or

\
\

her stable q?Spd%itions, and their own to situational demands. Should this be

'

ﬂ\g the case, be%ause of differences in visual perspective and available information,
" _partners fro; a distressed relationship should be more likely to attribute
conflict and problems to their spouse's personality than to their own.
Several lines of research suggest that the iﬁferencgf made by distressed spouses
' , aﬁout the causes of their 23% and their partner's behaviors may be affected by
actor-obgerver attributional biases as well as by self-serving motivational

¢

distortions. The findings of a number of studiés, reviewed below, also indicate

. >

that such attributional biases may be modified by visual reorientation through

videdtape pla&back.

‘Self/other differences. Until very recently, investigations 'havé concen-

trated only on the self/other cémEOnent of the Jones and Nisbett hypothesis.

Thé av;ilable data provide.strong support for this aspect .of their proposition.
For example, Lay, Zlegler, Hershfield/énd Mil{er (1974) found that subjects
maké more situational attributions ébout the causes of their own action;,

while the féiends and acquaintances of the subjects make more dispositﬂonal
attributions about the subject's behavior. Similarly, Nisﬁett, Caputo, Legént

apd Marecek's (1973) data indicate that subjects are more likely to describe
. i -
. their own behavior in situational terms and to describe the actions of their
/ ¢
friends in dispositional terms. They also found that subjects tend to attriBute

' /
more personality traits to others than to themselves.

I3
v \

.
/

~
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Self-serving biases.” Initially viewed as troublesome 'noise" (Jones, 1976;

Kelley, 1973), attributional errors have recently become one of the most
researched topics i; the attributiom literature. Whether such errors are due pri-
marily to cognitive biases or to self-serving motivational ones through which
subjects maintain or enhance thelr self-esteem 1is an issue o% great theoretical
interest (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975; Bradley, 1978; D. Miller & Ross, 1975). None-
- theless, the ex;stence of these errors is now well esgablished (Monson &
Snyder, 1977; Ross,1977). There is ample evidence in the literature on achievement
¢ motivation that actors make different‘at£ributions'wh;n~asked to infer the -
causes of their own positive and negative behaviors (Weiner, 1974). Actors
tend to attribute their positive behaviors internally (e.g., own disposition,
tralts, abilities, effort) aﬁd'their failures‘éxternally (e.g., task diffituity,
luck). Observers, mdrgover, have been found to make dispositional attributiqns'
for actdrs' negative behaviors and situational attributions for actors' positive
acts- (Stephan, 1;75). Actors and obseFvers also differ in the extent to which
they believe the actor to be personally responsible for the behavior of another;
' actors feel more responsible when that behavior isipositive, whereas observers

attribute greater respoﬁsibility to actors when the consequences are negative

.(Beckman, 1970). Empirical evidence generally indicates that actors take more

¥

credié‘than observers g}ve them for positive behaviors (e.g., Streufert &
Streufert, 1969), and accept less re;ponsibility thanﬂobservgrs attribute to
them for néggtive acts (e.g., Harvey, Hérris & Barnes, 1975). An interésting
qualification to these conclhsions.is suggested by the data of D. Regan, Straus
and Fazio (1974). JThese investigators found that when observers rated indivi-
duals whom they liked, they made dispositional attribufions for good behaviors

l ' -, and situational attributions for negative acts. When these same observers rated
;i . .

disliked persons, the reverse was true. .

o
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The findings of such studies ihdicate that factors such as the desire to

4

+ maintain self-esteem, to present dneself in a favorable light, or to denigrate

or exonerate others, may sharply ‘affect causal .attributions. The Jones and

Nisbett proposition has not yet been extended to incorporate these findingé.

' Although the self/other aspect of their hypothesis has been supported by the

results of a variety of studles with differing methodologies (Jones, 1976),

Y

there is a danger that such findings reflect only the causal attribution
processes of students making in;ereﬂces about unknown or hypothetical

;thérs in arbitrary and inconsequential situationsﬁ(Taylor, 1975)., .When
subjects have an "axe to grind', they seem to attribute causation in a seif—
serving manner. Indeed, a number of studies have identified conditions in which
actors make more dispoéitional attributions than do observers [see Monson &
Snyder (1977) and Ross (1977) for reviews), Because mo;ivaeiongl considerations

are assumed to be important 'in unhappy marriages (Stierlin, 1974), distressed

spouses' attributions about t%e causes of their own and their partner%s positive

-and negative behaviors are likely to reflect not only actor-observer errors but

n

also self-serving biases. This possibility has yet to receive empirical

evaluation. ’

Other types of systematic attribution errors also ﬁay exist. Jones and

-

Davis (1965) proposed that behaviors of low social desirability, performed
. {
in spite of inhibitory external causes, are more likely to be attributed to

internal dispositions than are behaviors of high social desirability, since the

former imply actions contrary to social norms. In agreement with this formula-

i a

_ tion, J. Mann and Taylor (1974) found that observers tend to make internal

attributions for non-normative behaviors. Jones and Davis (1965) alsb suggested

thas behaviors directed toward or having personal consequences for observers

L

a3
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are more likely to be attributed to dispositions‘of the actor than are behaviors
which do not personally affect the observer. This notion also has received

. .
some support from studies using the prisoners' dilemma game (Miller & Normaﬁ,
1975). '

A number of predictions about distressed'spouses! attributions concerning
their own and their partner's acts may now be made on the basis of’the theoret;
ical formulations and empirical evidence reviewed above. &hese bredgctibnsy
are based cn a) findings which support the existence of actor-observer and self-

serving biases, b) d;fferential attributions as a function of the social

desirability of the behaviors and of the relevance of actions for the observer,

and c) findings such as those of D. Regan et al.(1974), which show that ‘evalua-

.tions of an actor which correspond with those of his behavior prbddce internal

N -

attributions, while inconsistent evaluatipns produce external attributions. In

geheral, spouses would be expected to attribute conflict to their partner and

[2

to make more situational attributions for their own behaviors than for those of

their spouse. However, distressed spouses should also a) make dispositional
attributions for their own positive behaviors and for their -partner's negative”
acts and b) be more likely to attribute their own-negative behaviors to their

partner and to situational variab;gs than to attribute their spouse’s negative

acts to themselvyes or to the environment.

Visual perspective differences. The visual perspective aspect of the Jones
and Nisbett (1922? proposition has received more limited attention than the
il
§ .
self/other compopent. Although manipulation of one's focus of dttention through

¢ ~

alteration of visua% perspective 1is possible using videotapé playback, relétive—
. " 1y few studies have employed this techniqge in the study of causal attributions.

Indeedf;in most attribution research the observers do not interact 'with or even

~

©

.
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’ view the actors.' Nevertheless, some studies have provided partial support for

the visual perspective aspect ©f the Jones and Nisbett propos{;ion. For

3

example, Storms (1973), in an ingenlous test of the importance of one's focus
of attention, found.that re<versing the visual perspectives of actors and
observers through the use of videctape cagsed marked changes in actor-observer
biases; his data indicate that self viewing actors make relatively more
™

dispositional attributions about their own behavior than do observers. Storms
argues that the therapeutic benefits of videuotape playback may be due to-changes
‘ in the causal attributions made by clients after they have seen themselves from

* 5

the visual perspective of an observer. With respect to marital,therapy, Storms
® 1 Qo

believes that a épouse who sees himself or herself on videotape becomes aware
of his or her own behavioral’ contriblitions to th:a marital conflict and, as a
result, may be more willing to accept dispositiohal blame:
Additiqn;l support for thé visual perspective aspect of the Jones and
» Nisbett (1972) prof)ésition is,pi"'ovided'by the findings of T. Regan and Totten
(1975). Tht?se investigators, in an observer only design, maniimlated empai:hy
versus observer set; the sub_:]ects viev’ned a videotape of two persons engaged in
a 5 minute "get-acquair'lted" conversation, and were instructed either to empa-
thize with or to simply observe one of the two actors. The data, wl}ich the
authors interpret as support for the wisual perspective hypothesis, indicaté
that subjects instructed to empat;hize with an actor made relatively more
situational and less dispositional attributions about t}}e céus’es: of the act;r's
. ' béhavior than did those given an observer set. Arkin-and Duval (1975) worked
with an extension of Duval and Wicklund's (1972) "objectiJve self—-awarene;s"

theory; they‘found that wlien attention was focused on actors by directing a

camera at them, actors made relatively less situational attributions than did

i

o

L3
° o L
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observers. This pattern was a reversal of attrihutions made by actors and

L
-

¢ observers in the absence of such ”geripheral focusing". Pryor and Kriss (1977)

!
=Y

and Wegner and Finstuen (1977) also found that subjects make more internal
attributions for an actor's behavior when attention is focused on him,

Taylor and Fiske (1975) used a design in which observers weére allowed to

9 ~

Y
view only one of two participants in interaction. Although no\Hifferences

were found in the dispositional and situational attributions made by these

observers, there were }arge differences in attributions of control as a function
of the person viewed. The data indicate that attending to a particular indivi-
dual while he is engaged in social interaction increases that person's salience

as the controlling agent in the situation. Thus, the Taylor and Fiske results

-

are still in agreement with the Jones and Nisbett (1972) prediction that it is

-

the. perceived individual, and not the situation, which is seen as causal. Biégé

(Nﬁte 7) conducted two studies oﬁ\ﬁhe effects of video self-viewing. In one
2 * ¥

study, using an actor only design, Biggs did not find thé éhanges reported by _
Storms (1973). The re;ults of the second study, in which the actor not only .-
\ : .

viewed a videotape of herself but was also an ohserver of another person,

indicate that subjects become more dispositional after viewing themselves, but

only when they make attributions about their positive charactéristics. The;e
J findfngs lend only 1imi£ed support to the visual perspeétive aspect of the Jones
’ and Nfébett proposition, and sugéest that self-serving biases may affect attri-
butional changes brought about by altering ;n individual's foc;s of attention.
Miller and Norman (1975) used-the '"prisoners' dilemma' game to generate
conflipt in the laboratory and obtained causal attribution ratings from the

.participants in the game as well as from passive observers. The results of

. their study do not support the self/other aspect of the Jones and Nisbett

N4

0 rs

~
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proposition. However, Miller and Norman found that participant observers are
more likely tc; attribute personal responsibilityfto an actor and are less likely
to see the situational constraints than are passive observers. These findings
suggest that observer biases may be expecially strong when the observer isw an
active participant in a confiict.
As is evident from the review above, it is difficult to speci‘fy exactly
. what kinds of attributions are affected by visu“//perspective. It is clear,
however, that focusing attention on an individual does affect the way. in wt:nich
! inferences are made about the causes of his or her behavior. Observers generally
tend to attribute more dispositional causation, pe-rsonal responsibil'ity, and

control over interaction ‘to the person whom they are vieinng than the actors’

themselves are willing tJ assume. When actors are turned into observers of 7

their own behavior by focusing attention on themselves or by visual reorientation
through videot.ape, some of their attributions come to resemble those made by

observers.

~

Perceptions. Attributions are inferences about the causes of acts and
events whiqh persons have perceived. Therefore, the role of the perceptions
upon which attributions are based should be considered before discussing the

relevance of the above findings for marital therapy. That an indiv1dual'

perceptions of behavior are affected by cognitive and motivatio@}é‘e’eﬂi/as

been well documented (e.g., Hastorf & Cantril, 1954; Hastorf,  Schneider & <:
- s ’ ‘ \/
Polefka, 1970). However, the relationship between distorted perceptions and ’

.

attributions has been infrequently studied. During the past decade, social
psychologists have lgnored the study of 'interpersonal perception, directing

. their attention, instead, to the study of attributions. This ‘change in emphasis,

occurred for a variety of reasons, including severe methodological difficulties

@

£

- »
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in the stlidy of person perception (Cronbach, 1955; Triandis, 1977) and the/'

4

lure of an exciting theory. 1In the study of attributiomal distortions, the:
influence of perceptual biases and errors has typically been ignored. Newtson's

-
(1976) review sugwgests that the current findings of attributional bias may, in
\

fact, be reflections of distortion in the perceptual input process itself. J.
) , .
Mann's (1976) study provides support for this view; his data indicate that

‘ L

perceptual distortions affect the causal attributions of observers. Subjects

in Mann's study a) "'perceived" non-existent behavi‘ors which were consistent
with ethnlc stereotypes and b) made more internal attributions for these
"perceived" actions than for behaviors inconsistent with ethnic stereotypes
which actors did, in fact, emit. Such findings indicate that perceptual biases
can affect the process of causal attribution. Researchers may need to examine

what is perceived before assessing how subjects infer causation for what they
have seen.
Spouses are likeiy to differ systerﬁatically in the ways in which they
perceive their own and their partner's behaviors and in the attributions which
. each makes about‘the causes 'i;f these behaviors. The variables associated with
accuracy, such as liking, six;ailarity and familiarity (Tfiandis, 1977), are

i relevant to the perception of one's spouse during interaction, and should make

e N

7 -
spouses' perceptions of each other more accurate. However, when two people are
. )

involved in amr intimate’relationship, .the observer's judgment can become highly

S

distorted (Argyle, 1969; Orvisi, Kelley & Butler, 1976). When spouses are

olved in conflictual interaction, because both are emitters and observers of

beha'v_&or, they are likely to have distorted‘perceptions of their own and their

L

A v spouse's behaviors. Such perceptual distortions are especially likely in

r

distressed coﬁles (Ol.son, 1972).

Q
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i
. Modification of Spouses' Perceptions, Attributions and Behaviors Through Video-

tape Viewing

\

Results of studies in which the focus of subjects' attention is altered
& suggest that video playback of conflictual interaction, especially from the

spouse's visual perspective, may prove to be beneficial in therapy with couples/
) N

Such self viewing }x\ay alter both the perceptual and cross-blaming biases of
distressed couples, since spouses would be focusing attention on themselves
and would be exposed to new information through self monitoring. Although’ the

use of videotape playback in the modification of the perceptual and attributitnal
\

biases of distressed spouses. has not been systematically studied, it would seem

N

that such evaluation could have interesting implications for marital therapy.
Studies show that focusing attention on an actor causes the actor to modify
his or her attribut‘(ions so that these become similar to causal inferences made
by observers. These findings can not automatically be generalized to a consid-
eration of the causal attributions» made by distressed spouses who are engaged
in cc;nflictual interaction. The generalizabilit{ of these results is limited
for the .following reasons. Only two of these studies (Storms, 1973; Bi.ggs,
Note 7) actua‘lly reversed an ;c;or's visual perspective; the findings of these two
investigators are ~not wholly consistent. In experiments in which subjects were .
engaged in interaction, the sequence og events and the outcomes were higl;ly
,s'tructured, leaving actors little influence over the situation. Only Miller
and Norman (1975) and Storms (1973) examined the attributions of active observers

1

who interacted with actors; in both of these studies the interaction was with a

1

e I ——
stranger; fi addition, Storms did not analyze his data separately for active ]

and passive observers, Miller and Norman used a highly artificial interaction

’ situation (the prisoner's dilemma game) and the actors and observérs in their

o

-

Reproduced :/vith permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




study never directly viewed or even heard each other. Furthermore, Storms':

study didfiot use a conflict situation, even though there is evidence ‘that

conflict can make actors underestimate the influence of external causation
* . !

~_
and overestimate the causal role of the opponent (Miller & Norman, 1975).

f Conflictual interaction between spouses from a distressed relationship prdbably

N .
constdtutes a special case of communication, interpersonal perception and

\ :
attributign because such spouses a) are likely to use many coercive tactics
i
]

/
when intéracting with each other (Vincent et al., 1975), b) are active
—

Iy

/',/observers of their partner's actions, c) have extensive information about their
( own and their séouse's behaviors in similar circumstances and because d) the
|

situagion is one of conflict, and e).motivational variables are probably very

[ . :

influential. '

Nevertheless, videotape playback of conflictual interaction between

'\1 +
spouses, especially from the visual perspective of the spouse, might prove

valuable in héarital therapy. This should be true not only because of the
opportunity videotape provides for the therapist to point out instances of

faulty communication and for clients to monitor their progress, but also

because the change in visual perspective ma;y allow a spouse to view himself or

A

herself, both literally and figuratively, as does the partner. Videotape s;alf—
viewing ma); re:duce percept;sal b;l.ases at;d, /therefore, allow spmlxses to see their
own behavioral contributions to the conflict which théy are experiencing.
\/ Observers are likely to.make more dispositional attributions about the causes
of an actor's behavior than are actors themselves; focusing attention on actors
~ generally alters their gttributio}ls so>that these become similar to attributions
made by observers. Therefore, self observation tht"cl)ugh videotape playbaé}c may
. alter both\ perceptual and attributional biases; spouses may become more fiispo~

/
sitional when attributing causation for their own behavior and more situational

. J
/
< - |

.
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when inferring the causes of their partner"s actions. I}Itering their causal
attributions may make spouses‘ more likely to, accept their share‘ the blame
for conflict and might make them more amenable to tlferapy which requires that
both partners make changes in their behavior. Shouldering more of g;:he blame
for conflict also may make sp‘ous;as see each other in a more favoraple light,
thus reducing some of tk-xe strain in their relationship.

E The present study attempts to explore these passibilities I;Ey examining

communication behaviors, perceptions and attributions about one's own and one's
‘ ' spouse 's behaviors bef(;re and after video playback of conflictual interaction.
Because the dependent variables include both behavioral and self-report measures,
. the causal sequence of cognitive and behavioral changes during therapyascan also
be assessed. Knowing the extent to which c:l;nanges in one domain mediate changes
in the other is important for behavioral marital therapy since clients rarely

present problems in solely behavioral or solely cognitive terms. Marital

13

distress may be caused and maintained by skill deficits, by faulty cognitive

appraisals, or by both of these factors. The goal of marital therapy is to
i

produce lasting and generalized changes in both behaviors and satisfaci:ion.

The e'ffects of behavioral training do not always transfer to the client's own/
environment; when this does occur, changes are often not maintained (Hersen /
& Bellack, 1976;~Kaidin & Bootzin, 1972). Induced chénges in cognitions woul/

not be expected to last when behavioral defictts also exist. Behavioral - /

changes may not endure when the new behaviors are inconsistent with clients'/
/

cognitions. Indeed, one of the conclusions of Hersen and Bellack (1977), iq:

their review qf the social skills training literature, is that although such

training has been shown to be effective in altering behaviors, changes in self

~

L}

‘ perception do not generally covary with behavioral improvements.
!

H [
.

\ -
’ -
. v
. \
-
.
/
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That aetributions about the causes of both one's own acts and those of

others are related to behavioral and, affective consequences has been well

.

documented (Brehm & Cole 1966 Hastorf et al., 1970; Kelley, 1973; Riemer,
1975; Shaver, 1975; Simard, Taylor & Giles, 1976; Weiner & Sierad, 1975). Bem

(1972) , who has written extensively on this subject, reviewed a number of

- . :

studies which showed that manipulations designed\to alter attributions tend to

exert a much stronger effect on behaviors than on the attributions which

'Y

supposedly mediate these; he concluded that behavioral changes result in

altered attributions and not vice versa. Although the evidence Bem cites

indicates that in some situations this may indeed be the case, there is ample

o

!
evidence to show that the opposite can also be true, that is, changes in “

attributions can dccur before behavioral changes and even in the absence of
/ ~

such changes (e.g., Riemer,,1975). A study in which the behavioral and cognitive

[

effects of videotape self observation are examined may help to clarify the

conceptual issue of whether such self-viewing a) results in behavior change,

.

which in turn mediatgs changes in attributions and perceptions, b) whether the

reverse is true, or d) whether behavioral and cognitive changes occur'indepen—

dently of one another.

e

As is evident from the above summary of the literature many questions
remain unanswered. Nev rtheless, empirical support for the theoretical
rationale éropo;ed by Jones and Nisbett (1972), COmbined with conclusions which
may be drawn from the social skills training literature aAd from videotape

. e
studies, do strongly suggest.that videotape self observatiqn of conflictual
inte}action should result in beneficial behavioéal and cognitive ch;nges in
distressed couples. In the modification of communication between spouses,

instructional verbal feedback and video“pidyback could be expected to have both

> .

7 R ¢
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separate and additive effects. The present study was‘ designed to assess the
effects of videotape playback of conflictual interaction on spouses' communica-
tion skills, perceptions and attributions about the causes of their own and’
their spo;lse's positive\and negative behaviors, and to elucidat;e the mechanisms

by which changes may occur. Distressed couples, having engaged in conflictual

o«

—

discussion, received either a no videe placebo treatment, or video playback from
their own, their spouse's or an observer's visual perspective. All subjects
completed perception and attribution questionnaires before and after the video

playback intervention., Half of the subjects in each condition also received
b2
o

/ ‘oral and written instructional feedback. In order to permit the asssessment of
the separate and additive effects of the two treatment techniques, all couples

engaged in a second conflictual discussion. The fdllowing hypotheses were
tested. . e

”
.

Hypothesis 1 (Communication Behaviors) ‘ \J,\\

J
a) Subjects who receive instructional verbal feedback will improve theit

communication behavior more than those who do not receive such.feedback.

+ -

o
-

b) Self-viewing subjects will improve their communication behaviors more :

than tho§e who view only their spouse. “

¢) Spouses who \view themselves as a couple will improve their, communica-
. » !
tiorf’ behaviors more than those in the no video placebd cordition. ’
a v -
3 d) The effects of video playback and instructional verbal feedback will be
P . | N > .

addit;lve . ) .

Hypothesis 2 (Perceptions) . / .

L]

. a) Subjects will perceive their spouse's behaviors more negatively than .

. their own. :

N "

o

. . ! M .
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b) Video playback from any‘\yisual perspective will reduce this dis-

crepancy.

- c) The greatest reduction in %’i crepancy between self and spouse percep- \

tions will occur in the seif-—viewing condition, and the discrepancy will be

¢ b

smaller for spouses who view themselves as a coiple than \for subjects

\
who view only their spouse.

' Hypothesis 3 (Attributions)

a) Stuects will use more soclally desirable traits to describe their own *

positive characteristics than to describe those of their ‘pa_rtner. Spouses will
also use more undesirable traits when describing their partner's negative
characteristics than when describing their own.
) b) In gener‘al, éubjects wili make relatively more internal attributions
concerning the causes of their spouse's behaviors and more external attributions
’ concekrning the causes of their own actioms. However, these actorLgbserver
attributional bia;gs will be affected by the Yalence of the behavi'ors; subjects
will make relatively more internal (dispositiohal) attributions for their
spouse"s neéative and their own positive behayiors and they will make more
external (situational) attributions for their spouse's positive and their own .

: . .

negative actions. \
y B
c) Self-viewing subjects will make more dispositional and less situational -

- attributions about their own behavior, and less dispositional and more situational

attributions concerning the causes of their spouse's actions when compared to

subjects im the other three video conditions. The reverse will be true for

g ~. subjects in the spouse-viewing condition.

[y
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. b .
. “d) A1l subjects who vliew only one of the participants will attribute more
control over Ehe tone of the interaction to that person. 7
e) In an indirect test of attributionsy as used by Sicoly and Ross (1977),
// subjects will judge feejl\)ack concerning their own facilitative and their spouse's
disruptive behaviors' to be 'more accufate than f:aedback ab;ut theif own dis-

ruptive and their spouse's facilitative behavior/s. This tendency will be

least evident in self-viewing subjects. !

‘( )

1

1
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Method

Overview

Forty-eight couples scoring average to very distressed on both the Locke-
Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale and the Primary Communication Inventory were
each seen for one 3 1/2dﬂour laboratory session. During Fhe orientation phase
of the study, cbuples were briefly interviewed, shown a videotape af theﬁselves
in conversation with the e*perimenter, and administered the Self and Spouse
Rating Scales as well as the Description of Problem Areas sheet.

‘ Once these tasks had been completed, couples were instructed to discuss
and attempt to resolve one of the problems which tﬁey had previously identified
as troublesome in their relationship. These discussions, which lasted 16

minutes, were videotaped, and behavioral ratings of the interaction were mgde

by two trained observers. Subjects rated their own and their spouse's behaviors

. by completing the Self and Spouse Ratings of Discussion questionnaires. This
o :

was followed by the administration of the videotape playback intervention;

4

-

there were four video conditions. In the No Video Placebo condition, subjects
spent 10 minutes reflecting-on the prev}ous discyssion and writing doﬁn their
impressionshbf their own and their spousgjs behaviors. Sufjects ih the three

other video conditions saw and heard a videotape of the discussiop. All heard
both sides of tﬁe conversation. However, each spouse in the Video Self condi-
tion saw a visual image of himself or herself only, ih\EE? Video Spouse condi-
tion, subjects saw their.spouse only, while "those in the Vide Both‘conditién

saw the couple together. While subjects again completed the Self and Spouse

.Ratings of Discussion questionnaires, written instructional feedback, based on

t

the observers' ratings of the discussion, was prepared for each subject.

\
\
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. i Half of the couples.in each videotape condition received instructional

verbal feedback concerning the communication strengths and weaknessess of each

S

% b -
spouse, Instructional verbal feedback was administered in written form and

spouses were asked to evaluate the accuracy of each feedback item. The rest
of the couples did not ;eceive feedback.

During the next 10 minutes, all couples tried to resolve a séond
problem. Spouses were told to makF use ofkany insights about communication
which they had acquired since the first discussion. Subjects then completed
the Self and Spouse RaFings of Discussion questionnaires with reference to

. 4 the second discus§ion. At the end of the session, couples were extensivély
debriefed. If requested, information om social service agencies providing
marital therapy was furnished. A set of follow-up questionnalres was mailed
to couples 6 months after testing. \Behaviogal ratinés of all videotapes were
made by trained observers using the Modified Mayital Interaction Coding System

!

(MMICS).

Subjects |
Subjects were 48 English speaking married couples of average to extremely

poor mgrital:adjdstmenf. Eight couples were referred from clinical sources.

The others wert’selected from those who voluntéered in response to media

publicity ;bou research on marriage at McGill University. Publicit§ consisted

of newspaﬁer, adio and television interviews in which the project was de-

scribed as ; study of éommunication ;tyles in married couples. In inviting,

voluntee;s, the following points weréd made: a) couples of all raﬁées of marital .

adjustment were needed, b) coupleé would be seen only once for a 3.1/2 hour

. laboratory sesgion, ¢) participation,in the study was not a substitute for '

H
. ‘ marital theraﬁy, and therapy would not be offered, and d) participating couples

. ® bl
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There were no significant differences among” the eight experimental- groups on

N

any of these measures.

\)\\éppara’tus ‘and Physice;l Setting

. One omni-directional microphone and three Sony black-and-white closed

circuit 1/2 inch (1.27 cm), videotape systems were used to record dyadic
interact’ic;n: A Sony model 650 mike mixer was used to record dialogue
ontgo'the two videotapes viewed by subjects. Speech was mixed with interval
signals 'on the third videotape. The interval signals consisted of 1200 Hz
tones of .15 second duration every 6 seconds. A' Hewlett-Packard model AB
audio oscillator gener.ated the tor;e. Timing was regulated by a modified‘Hunter
model 111B Series Dv decade interval timer.
qu adjacent experimental rooms were used. The couples' room was

comfortably fur‘nish'ed with two amchairs located at 600 to each other,

coffee tables, magazines, and plants. Tt con;:ained a microphone, an intercom,
. three video cameras, and two 21 inch (53.5 cm) Marconi television monitors.
Each television monitor was connected to Radio Shack madel SF 20 headphones
(see Figure 1). The expériment:er's room contained additio;1;11 equipment, u
including a“Sony 12 inch (30.5 cm) television monitor. This arrangement
enabled each subject to completé questionnaires, engage in prol,alem éolving‘
discussions, communicate ‘wi,th the explerimenter through an intercom, and view
and hear his or her own television monitor, all in’the same room. The
experimenter ar;d her assistant were allowed continual visual and au&itory
monitoring of the couple and wex:e able to hear the interval signals on their

television monitor; this was necessary for videotape coding during the

discussion sessiors. : {.

@

q
»
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a

All videotapes showed éhe target person(s) from the knees up. Camera
angles were adjustable and permitted the recording of spouses alone or together,
while yielding the same image size per person (see Figure 2). Chairs were also
movable and could be located to enable spouses_to wear headphones and to sit
back~-to-back while ;iewing only one of the two teI?vision monitors from a

- distance of 4 feet (122 cm) (see Figure 3). All spouses heard both sides of

the copversation.

Selection Measures and Initial Mailing Questionnaires (Appendix A)

One copy of the Cover Letter and of the Background Information Sheet and

two copies of all other measures listed below were mailed to couples.

Cover Letter. A letter was included to further explain the project and

i

to provide instructions for questionnaire completion.

Background Information Sheet. ‘This form was designed to obtain informa-

-

tion concerning spouses' socio-economic status and marital history.

Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS), The MAS (Locke & Wallace, 1959) was used

as one of the two screening instruments.- It is 4 15 item self-report inventory
which requires that each spouse evaluate various aspects of married life. The
test has demonstrated good test-retest reliability (Kimmel & Van der Veen, 1974)
and good discriminativelvalidity (Lgéke & Wallace, 1959; Navran, 1967). It
also is the most frequently reported measure of marital gatisfaction (Burgesé
et al., 1971; Weiss er al., 1973; Wills, Weiss & Patterson, 1974), and.tpus,

° provides a basis for comparison with other studies.

3

Primary Communication Inventory (PCL). Navran's (1967) shortened version

(25 1tems).of the PCI was included as a questionnaire measure of communication
A

. . - between spbuses. As this self-report instrument also has been shown to distin-

o © .
\ &2
v

o : -

g

-
Bl

R

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




42

v Figure 3. Vidcotape viewing arranpements., .

/ -

e —
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guish happy from distressed couples (Navran, 1967), it provides an ddditional

in&ex of marital satisfaction.

i

Communication Rating Scalé. This questionnaire was designed to assess

frequency of problematic interaction and perceived responsibility for diffi-
culties in communication.- It contains 1Q questions constructed in 8-point

Likert-type format. Only six s (1, 2, 4, 5, 7 and 10) are scored; the
resF are fillers. Comparisoné betw ' happy and troubled couples who volun-

teered .to participa in the present study indicate that the scored items

discriminate bgfwéen these two groups.

ists of Personal}{y Traits Influencing Arguments. Two adjective
checklists were compiled to a;sess subjects' trait attributions to themselves
and to their spouse. Each -checklist Fonsists of 87 adjectives. Subjects
compléted four checklists:. Own fraits Causing Arguments, épouse's Traits
Causing Arguments, Own Traits Preventing Argumen£s, and Spouse's Traits
Preventing Arguments. The checklists consist of Andgrson's kl968) list of
_adjectives high in meaningfulness. The checklist of Traits Prevénting
ﬁ;ghments iﬁcluhes adjectives high in social dgs}rability'(social dggirability
ratings range from a low Pf 336 for '"bold" to a high of 555 for "hongst"), while
the checklist of Traits Causing Argupentshcontainsoadjectives low in social
desirability (soc;al desirability rat;;gs range from a low of 72 for "greedy"
to a high of 254 for "dependent'")..| Subjects were instructed to indicate all
applicable adj;ctives and to select the five most important ones on each
checklist. The purpose of this instrument was to assess whether subjects

differed in the number and social desirability of traits attributed to thém-

selves and to their spouse for causing and preventing arguments.

b
i

i
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* Areas-of Disagreement. This questionnaire is a modified version of Weiss
13

and Margolin's (1977) Marital Conflict Form, an instrument which lists 26 .

common areas of disagreement between spouses. It was modified to allow subjects

to indicate the severity of each area of disagreement on a 4-point scale.

Laboratory Paper-~and-Pencil Measures (Appendix B)

° >

The following questionnaires and forms were completed by edch subject

during the laboratory phase of the study..

Description of Problem Areas. This form was designed to allow subjects

to specify, in an open-ended format, those éspects of theip spouse's behavior
thch they find most distressing and which they would\like their partner to

change. Subjects were asked to do this in each of four topic areas selected
from those identifiedtby both spouses as mildly or moderately problematic on

the Areas of Disagreement questionnaire.

. }
Self and Spouse Rhting Scales. These two questionnaires were constructed

to assess subjects' a) perceptions of their own and their spouse's behaviors

during typical disagreements at home, b) their attributions about their own

and their spouse's importance in determining the atmosphere during such

¥
K ~ discussions, and c) their attributions about the dispositional and situatipnal

"
-

o

causes of these behaviors. o
N 7 !

— ' ’ -

a) Percegfions. Sixtee itéﬁg/;ére designed to assegs subjects”
perceptionsAOf the>}requency of occurrence of the eight positive and eight
'negative/behaviors‘evaluatedby‘obsgrvers during the videotaping phase of th; ’
study (these behaviors are further described later). Items were constructed

- in 10-point Likeft—type format and weré arranged alphabetically; thus, negative

. items were interspersed with positive ones in a non-systematic manner. The

<
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Self Rating and Spouse Rating quéstiomnaires were idéntical, except for
modifications necessary to allow subjects to complete one form with reference
to their own behaviors and the other to those of their spouse, Subjects'
Self Rat}ng ;nd Spouse Rating Scale scores were each summed after reversing

!

negative items, so that the higher the sum, the more favorable the evaluation.

b) Attributions of control.' After respending to a queséion concerning

the atmosphere during typical disagreements, subjects rated the importance

of their own and their spouse's role in determining the tone of such discussions
on the Self Rating and Spouse Rating Sca;eé, respectively. The items were
adépted/from questions used by Taylor an;\ Fiske (1975) to asse$s attributions
ofipongrol% and were phrased in 10-point Likert~type format.

;’ c) Causal attributions. Three items were desiéned to evaluate the

€

importance which subjects attributed to their own personality, theilr spouse's

'

personality and ‘the nature_of-fhe discussion topic in determining their own

<

and their partner's behaviLrs. These questions were 10~point Likert—type
adaptations of items used by Storms (1973) to assess causal attribugioﬁs.
fhe'three causa} attribution qustions were igcluded 16 times on both the Self
Ra;ing and Spouse Rating Scales, immediately after each perception fEem. On

the Self Rating Scalg, the order of the three-items was: self, spouse, topic,

while on the Spouse Rating Scale it was: spouse, self, topic.

>
In order to examine the poss;pility that self-serving biages influence

the. attribution process (Bragdley, 1978; D. Miller &'Ross, 19;5), subjects:.

inferences .about the causes of their own ;nd their spouse'’s Facilitative

and Disruptive behaviors were considered separately; this was done by col-

lapsing each 10-point perception item into binary form. Frequent positive and

v

—
-

l
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. rare negative behaviors were both considered to be Facilitative. Conversely,

frequent negative and‘rare positive behaviors were both considered to be

v

Disruptive. The importance ratings of each of the three causal attribution

items following all Facilitative ratings were averaged, and €onstituted the
1

causal attribution scores fot one's own and for one's spousefs Facilitative

t

) behaviors. Causal attribution scores for Disruptive behaviors were computed

in a similar manner.

@
a

Sélf and Spouse Ratings of Discussion. These two questionnaires -are

identical to the Self Rating and Spouse Ratipg Scales described above,

LY

except for modifications necessary to allow subjects to respond in terms

of behaviors during discussions in the laboratory.

/

Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Communication Skillg., These twof

forms were designed to a) give subjects verbal feedback,in wfﬁ%&?n form,/
. 3 .

concerning the communication sé%engths and weaknessess of each spouse, bj
“ ¢ !

provide instructions for improvement and,im an indirect test of attributions,
as used ﬁy Sicoly and Ross (1977), ¢) provide a measure of subjects'

judgments concerning the accuracy of feedback given them.
!

' . . . N .
Instructional verbal feedback concérning communication strengths and

weaknessess was individualized for each subject. Feedback was prepared by
: ! two trained observers, one of whom was the author, after they had viewed

and rated thé behaviors of both spouses during the first discussion session.

! Instructional verbal feedback was based on the 16 behavioral codes (eight

a

” positive and eight negative) used to.rate interaction during discussions [see

MMICS Feedback Coding Sheet (Appendix D) for the wording of feedback items].

»

Feedback was prepared in two categorieé: Facilitative and Disruptive.

-‘ . N Two kinds of"Facilitatij,ve"feedback were given: Positive Behaviors Frequent
- @', ’

. , L

) and Negative Behaviors Rare. Subjects were instructed to maintain thesg rates.

W

2
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The 'Disruptive'feedback category also consisted of two divisions: Negative
Behaviors Frequent and Positive Behaviors Rare. The instructions specified
that these behaviors should be decreased and increased, respectively. As

/

norms were not available, ''clinical judgment" was used to select feedback

- items. ' The number of Facilitative feedback items was equated for husband and

wife, as was the number of Disruptive ;tems. Provisién was made for as many as
'five behaviors in each of the four féedgack divisions.

Each subject received the feedbacklevalua£ion of both the husband and the
wife. In order to indicate their judgments of accuracy, spouses evaluated
) . each feedback item on a 10-point scale (1 = very inaccurate, 10 = very accurate).

Thus, all subjects ra?%d the accuracy of both their own and their spouse's

"Facilitative'and'Disruptive'feedback items.

Follow-Up Measures (Appendix C)
- ) One copy of the Cover Letter and two of all aother measures listed below

were mailed to pafticipqting subjects 6 months after teséing in the laboratory.

i

Cover Letter. A letter was included to explain the purpose of the

" questionnaires and to provide instructions for their completion.
;o A\ : ' s
Relationship Infordation Sheet. ‘This form was designed to obtain infor-

-

mation about changes in the marital relationship since the time of testing.
Subjects also were asked for their evaluation of the effects of participation

y ' in the study on their relationship.

< Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS). The MAS (see Selegtion Measures and

Initial Mailing Questionnaires for description) was included to provide a

measure of maritaldsatisfaction.

‘ " -Self and Spouse Ratings at Follow-Up. These two questionnaires are

identical to the ‘previously described Self and Spouse Rating Scales,with the

o
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. exception that all causal attribution items were deleted for the sake of

3

brevity.

NE

Behavioral Measures (Appendix D)

The instruments listed below were used by trained observeré to make beha-

vioral ratings of spouses' communication behaviors.

Modified Marital Interaction Coding System (MMICS). The MMICS is a

behavioral coding system which was/used by trained observers to categorize
) . .

videotaped dyadic interaction into 17 verbal and non~-verbal codes. It is a

modified version of the Oregon group's (Hops et al., Note 4) Marital Inter- .

~

action Coding System (MICS). - ‘ .
The Oregon MICS consists of 29 codes which allow observers to assess the
process of dyadic interaction by indicating the frequency with which each

spouse emits certain classes of behavior, These 29 codes include both verbai

“and non-verbal behaviors and may be broken down into descriptive statements

- and into positive and negative problem solving and suppéft statements,

4

Behavior isAgdded by observers trained to a minimum criterion of 70% inter-

rater agreement,averaged over codes. The coded material is usually expressed
!

as rate per minute or as proportion scores (Vincent, 19732;\1
For the purposes of the present study, the MICS was mpdified as follows.
Only 17 codes (eight positive, eight negative and one neutral) were used.

These consist of the 10 problem solving codes studiéd by Vincent (1973)because

¢

the behaviors grouped iﬁto these codes, when expressed asléfoportions, have
i <

been shown to discriminate troubled from happy couples most clearly; these

include three positive codes: A:ceptance of Responsibility (AR), Compromise
A ] - ) !
S>lution (CS), and Positive Solution (PS), and seven negative ones:

®
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Complaint (CP), Criqt?ism kgR),Diségreement (DG), penial of Responsibiiity
(DR}, Excuse (EX), Interrﬁpt (IN) and Put—Déwn (ru). As\it is considered to ,
be ' easier to posifivgly reinforce the occurrence of behavior than its abéence
- (Weiss, Birchler, & Vincent, 1974), and since the technology available for
accelerating behavior 1is more compatible with constructive marital interaction’
than the technology of behavioral suppression (Stuart, 1975), it was felt that
additional positive codes should be included. Four such codes were adapted b
from the MICS. These were: Agreement (AG}, Approval (AP), Humor/Tension
Release (HU), and Verbal Affection (VA). In addition, as all qf these éodes
are verbal, two non-verbal codes from the MICS also were added: a positive
one, Physical Affection (PA)and a negative one, Turn-0ff (TO),which includes
geiﬁures such as frowns‘and exasperated sighs. Arl7fh code, Activity (AC)
also was édded; this code was used for neutral behaviors’and for behaviors
which did n 't fit any of the other codé definitions. AC was useé/ﬂf//‘\
- the séme maZner as the equivalent cpde in the Oregon group's system.. In
' " order to efféEtively use 17 instead of 29 codes, the MICSAcode definitions were
slightly modified (see MMICS Coding Manual in Appendix D). i
=~ Thus, the coding system emplpyéd in the study consistea of " three. categoeries:
a) Neutral (consisting of one code),,b) Produ;tive (consi;ting of eight
positive codes: seven verbal and one non-verbal) and c¢) Counterproductive
(Eonsisting of eight negative'codes:rseven verbal and éne non—vefbal). The
composition of these categofies is similar to the groupings made

by Birchler et al, (1975), Jacobson (1977, in press) and Vincent et al. (19753),

and is detailed in Table 1.
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\ .

~ MMICS Categories and Codes
"Category
Neutral Productive Counterproductive
AC Activiwy AG Agreement - CP Complaint
. AP Approval CR Criticism
. - AR Acceptance of Responsibility DG Disagreement
CS Compromise Solution DR Denial of Responsibility
HU Humor/Tension Release EX Excuse
) PA Physical Affection IN Interrupt
N y PS Positive Solution aPU Put-Down
' VA Verbal Affection TO Turn-Off
— — " .
Non-verbal codes. : .
. /
| I

The recording systemw itself also was modified. The Oregon ‘MICS uses

frequency counts, with the sentence or "utterance" as the unit of behavior.

As 1t“has been shown ,t}}a’t the joint usage of time and event san{/pling frequently

”

yields more eitensive information than eitheritg?:hnique alone (R. Mann, 1976;

Plutchik, 1974), the present recording system used 6 second intervals within

v

which any of the 16 coded behaviors'was rated as either having occurred or not
/

\ occurred. The 17th code, AC, was used only when no other codable behaviors

occurred. The 6 second interval was selected because this was the shortest
1\) . ~ A

time unit in which behaviors could be reliablyjdiscriminated during coder

. training. Videotapes of interaction were coded for each membe/g o}f the dyad in

M 4

6 second intervals throughout the two 10 minute discussions. The data were

. recorded on the MMICS Coding Sheet. This method yielded 1ndef>endent frequericies

b -
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. per minute for the husband and for the wife. Thus, the information obtainet},
although still expressed as rate per minute ér as proportion sco}es, reflects
the use of both time and event sampling.

The §8 videotapes of interacgion between spouses were coded according to

the MMICS by seven undergraduate observers who had been trained to a minimum

criterion of 777 inter-rater agreement, averaged over codes. Percentage

¢

agreements are based on interval-by-interval computation. Reliability of
coding was determined for each rater by the method recommended by O'Leary and
’ Kent (1973); the number of agreements between two observers in recording the
occurrence of a particular code during each 6 second interval was divided by
the number of agreements plus disagreements in recording each occurrence, that

is, .

N

S

2 x Number of Agreements

‘(Coder 1 Agreements + ﬁisagreements) + (Coder/é Agreements + Disagreements)

The average inter—raker reliability after training for the seven coders
: was 79Z (range = 777 to 82%). épproxi&étely\éS hours of tfaining were reguired
to reach this criterion. As éﬁggested by Johnson and Bolstad (l973{;zpériodic
booster sessions were held throuéhout the study to keep reliability at a
' satisfactof; level. Coders were informed th;t their performaﬁce would be -

3
monitored (Beid, 1970), and random covert spot-checks of reliability were made

throughout the study (Romanczyk, Ken't, Diament & O'Leary, 1973; Taplin & Reid,
g 1973); 16 of the 48 videotapes were coded b& at least two ;rained observers.’
Only one coder's reliability slipped éelow 70%. All tapes coded by this |
observer were re-coded by another trained rater. The average interval-by-

. interval spot-check reliability of the remaining six coders was 717 (range =

707 to 73%). . B
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Table 2 summarizes both the interval-by-interval and the code-by-code
percentage agreements after trainingiand during random spot-checks. The
median percentage agreements (Kent & Foster, 1977) for the Productive and
Countetproductive caéegories were 877 and 86Z,ﬁespectivély, after training
and 787 and 777 ,respectivelys,during spot-checks. Code—@y-code medians were
707 both after trainingwaﬁd during spot-checks. These reliabilities compare
favor?bly with those reporcfd by others for behavioral ratings systems in
general (Martin, Johnson, Johansson & Wahl, 1976; Rausch, Barry, Hertel &

. Swain, 1974), and for the MICS in particular (Jacobson, in press).

]

- c Table 2

Coder Reliabilities: Percentage Agreements

Uni(; of analysis Post-training Random spot—checka
Interval-by-interval
+All codes 79 71
! Superordinate catégories i
Productive 87 . 78
Counterproductive 86 - 77 -
Code-by~code® « , (70) (70)
AC Activity - 91 . 85
AG Agreement 4 . 66 B 64 /
AP Approval 78 74 y
AR Acceptance of Responsibility 61 ) 59 -

CP Complaint

CR Criticism’ f N
CS Compromise Solut ﬁ‘,

\(, DG Disagreement .
DR Denial of Respomsibilff®y—u_ 54+ = - 57
¥ EX Excuse 55 48
HU Humor/Tension Release 78 82 L
IN Interrupt 81 75
. PA Physical Affection 100 ) 94
’ : PS Positive Solution ' 74 70
PU Put-Down 67 . 60
. TO Turn-Off ~ 64 45

VA Verbal Affection 100 . 89 -

Note. All numbers are percentages,

"o ®Based on eleven 20 minute tapes. The tapes of the one observer whose interval-
) by-interval reliability during random spot-checks slipped below 707 were re-coded.

bNumbers in brackets are medians.

[ ! .
1
/ 1
% 4
- N %

1
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, - Although they were aware of the hypotheses of the study, coders were
blind to the experimentgl condition of the couples whose videotapes they rated
*  (Rosenthal, 1966). Coders did not rate the videotapes of couples whom they

had observed during testing. As an additional precaution, each coder rated

-
the same number of videotapes in each experimental condition. Videotapes

’

of two 10 minute discussions were rated for each couple. Ratings were made
in the sequence in which the discdssiﬁns occurred. Coders required an

average of 3 hours to rate one 20 minute videotape.

Marital Interaction Checklist. This instrument is a checklist of the

MMICS codes (Dixon, Noté 8; Dixon, Fichten & Wright, Note 9). It was used

by trgined coders during their initial viewing of a videotape to record the
frequency of each beha@ior. .Coders were instructed to record every observed
occurrence of each of the 16 behavioral codes (AC was excluded) for the husband

and for the wife. The 6 second interval was used as in the MMICS, although

for recording purposes the intervals were ignored. As the purpose of this
trument was to assess the accuracy of trained observers in determining
permitted.gﬁg;gﬁ singléﬁéontinuous viewing of each videotaped discussion.
Average intra-rater code—bx—c&de reliabilities between the MMICS and the
Marital Interaction Checklist were found to be high (average Pearson product;
° moment xr (78) = +:356) and correlations within eachdbehavioral code weré sig-

nificantly different from chance at the .001 level (Dixon et al., Note 9).

Marital Interaction Rating Scale(MIRS). This. rating scale was developed by

Dixon (Note 8); it was used by trained coders after they had completed the
Marital Interaction Checklist. This instrument approximates the Iinferential
‘ assessment technique employed by Carter and Thomas (1973) and Thomas et al.

(1974) in their investigations of marital interaction.
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&

Procedure

After the initial telephone cohtact, all interested couples were randomly

¢ —

agsigned to one of two order of questionnaire completion conditions (Self-
)

Spouse, Spouse-Self) and were mailed the previously described Selection Measures

and Initial MéilinégQuestionnaires. /

Couples who met the screening criteria were randomly assignea to one of

the eight experimeﬁtal conditions and were each seen for one 3 1/2 hour
laboratory session. Upon arrival, subjects were shown into the comfortably
furnished couples' room. The purpose of the project, described as a study.of

communication and problem solving.in marriage,was explained to subjects and
awr

a brief outline of the natére of the experimental tasks, although not of the
sequencing, was provided. Spouses were ‘reassured about the confidentiality

the proceedings, All couples agreed to carry out the tasks, and all signed

consent forms to allow videotaping. Spouses were taught to use the intercom

which allowed communication with the experimenter next door and were asked to

4

complete the Self and Spouse Rating Scales in the questionnaire completion
L]
order to which they had been assigned after the initial- telephone contact.

(All subsequent questionnaires requiring evaluation ¢f oneself and of one's

#

spouse followed this sequence). Spouses ?ere asked not.to discuss their

iesponses wiﬁh each other. They were informed that, with the exception of

©

their answers on the Description of Problem Areas form, which they would be

—

required to complete later, their questionqgire responses would not be disclosed

to each other. The Self and Spouse Rating Scales required approximately 25

minutes to cogplete. Durirg this time couples were served coffee and' snacks.

S

3

o
© t
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1
— N /I

In an attempt to .equate subjects’ experience ‘'with videotape, all couples were
videotaped during a 10 minute unstructured interview concerning various )
\ .
relatively neuy/al aspects of their relﬁationship; spouses were asked, for

example, how they met and how long tjbey had dated prior to marriage. Subjects
were told that since the initial gxperience of seeing oneself on videotape is
usually engrossing and as people tend to focus on their physical attributes,
they would be shown the videotape of the 1nt;arview so that later, when viewing
vicie(otapes of problem solving discussions, they would be better able to attend
to what was being said and how it was said. ‘ ;
Having been informed that their responses on the Descriptionuof Problem'
Areas form would be used to structure the videotaped discussions, couples
completed this form., Four topic arqeas>were specified;‘ these were selected
from thoée items on the Areas of Disagreement questionnaire which both spouses
had previously indicated as problematic in their relationship. Severg problems
and certain topic areas, such as sexual adjustment and extra-marital affairs,
were not selected, as it was felt that. it was unnecessary to require couples
to discuss highly personal or very disturbing aspects of their relationship.
After the 10 minutes needed to comglé‘te‘ this form, couples were shown the
videotape of their interview; both h\;sband and wife were visible on the
screen and the voice of all thrée par;:icipants could be heard. Spouses stayed

<

‘ in their seats .and both viewed the same television monitor. 'While couples ,

o
v

' were viewing themselves, the experimenter and her assistant selected the two

probiem areas to be used in the discussion sessions.

¢

A
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Discussion topics. Subjects' responses on thaDescription of Problem

Areas sheet were examined with respect to the specificity of the behavior
S

changes requested and to the compatibility of requestfj; two of the four topic

~

areas were selected to generate discussion. A coin was tossed to determine

which of these two topics would be used for the first and which for the second

discussion. The remaining two topics were similarly designated as contingency

&

problems for each discussion, to be administered whenever couples resolved
the original problem or terminated a discussion in less than 10 minutes.
These procedures completed the orientation phase of the study. Couples

were informed that the next task would require them to attempt to resolve one

N Y

of the problems which they had described earlier’(on the Description of Problem
Areas sheet). Spouses were told tha; they would be \{ideotaped and that the
experimenter would inform them on the intercom at the end of the 10 minutes -
allowed for this task. Subjects'were asked to advise the experimenter, through
the intercom, if they finished d}\scussing the problem. The experimenter left
the room and used the intercom "to tell the couple which prot;lem area théy should
discuss and what behavior' changes had been requested by each.

The discussion was monitored and cocied on the MMICS Feedback Coding Sheet by
the exper‘imenter and her trainvéd coder assistant in Ebé adjoining room. At
thig time, both were blind t; the experimental condition of the couple. The
experimenter's television monitor displayed a visual image of both husband
and wife. The audio portion of the output inclqded both the dialogue‘betweeﬂ

spouses as well as the interval signal tone every 6 seconds. ‘After 10 minutes,
| ) 3

[} .
the couple was interrupted on the intercom. / Immediately after they stopped

-~ .

. : /
' talking, spouses completed the Self and Spouse Ratings of Discussion question-

@ / N
‘ naires< -

a
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Videotape playback conditions. After t:he‘y had completed the Self and §po/use

Ratings of Discussion questionnaires, all couples were informed that t};e next
task consisted of reflectinqg on the previous discussiop for 10 minutes.
SubjeFts were told that spouses in therapy usually indicate that reflection is
very heleul in learning about communication between themselves. Couples -in
the No Video Placebo condition were told to do, this by spending 10 minutes-”
" thinking about and writing down their impressions of the dis;ussion and of the
. salient aspects' of their own and theiry spouse's beb'aviors. Couples in the
ot};er three video conditions were told that Jkkéy would be reflecting on the
previous discussion by watching and listening to a videotape of it. Subjects
in the Video Self condition saw an image of. themselvyes only, those in the Video
Spouse condition saw their spouse only, while those in the Video Both condition
saw themsélves as a couple. The visual image included éne or both s;sbjects
¢ from the knees up. The rationale given to all subjects was the same. They
wvere all told that coupfes in therapy ind_ica_te that such reflection is particu- ,
larly helpful in learning about marital communication. Spouses in all
. B -
conditions were requested not to discuss the(ir feeli}tgs and impréssions with
each other, inform;ed about what their par-tner would be: viewing 4and told that
- ‘ in order to avoid distractioh, they would be sitting back—to;back~ and wearing
headphones. Each spouse heard both sides of the conversation in all three
videéo conditions,
After the 10 minutes of r"reflecl;tzion", all couples were again asked to
complete' the Self and Spouse Ratings of Discmissioen questilonnaires, basing their
responses on the same discussion. 'In giving a rationale fo;r this second

. questionnaire completion session, the need for quantitive information concerning

. what couples.learned through such reflection‘ was stressed. Completion of
4 N b

e t— - —
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’

) . .
‘ these questionnaires was followed by the instructional verbal feedback inter-

vention.

Feedback conditions. While couples were discussing the first problem

area, “the experimenter and her trained coder assistant, both-blind to the

experimental condition of the couple, rated spouses behaviors during the 10 minute
)

interaction according to the MMICS. Instructional verbal feedback information

was compiled while couples were completing the first post-discussion question-
! /
naires. Both observers independently evaluated the husband's and the wife's

communication skills in each of the four feedback divisions (Facilitative ,

behaviors: Positive Behaviors Frequent, Negative Behaviors Rare, and Disruptive
©

Behaviors: Negative Behavigrs Frequent, Positive Behaviors Rare). The feedback

ftems reported to couples were arrived at by consensus between the two observers.

¥

Three MMICS codes (AR, PS, DR) each incorporate several discrete classes
of behavior. When giving spouses feedback on these behaviors, in order to make

* the information more relevant, the class of behavior -wa's specified (see MMICS

-

Feedback Coding Sheet in Appendi;(\jD for wording of feedback items). Evaluatioﬂns

3
»

of Husband's and Wife's Communication %kills were prepared for all subjects
; . .

while both observers were blind to the experimental condition of the couple.

»

When giving couples instructional verbal feedback, behavioral marital therapists

. : 3
often try to equate the amount and type of feedback given each spouse (Wright &

/

» Mathieu, 1977). Hence: the number of F<:ilitative items were equated for

husband and wife, as were the number of WYisruptive dtems.

Sub jects were presented with the evaluations of th the husband's and

< -

the wife's communication skills. The Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Commu-

nication Skill-s forms contair_xgd individualized. feedback for each spous\e, instruc-

tions for improvement, and rating stales to be used by subjects to judge the

' N > !

i

i~
!

td
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. ’ accuracy of each feedback item. Having been informed that the feedback evalu-

ations were based on their behavior du\r\ing the 10 mipute'discuséion session,

E-

subjects rated the accuracy of their own and their spouse's feedback. When

-giving a rationale for requesting feedback accuracy judgments, couples were

told that, although the observers are highly accurate in coding interaction _

¢ L
when allowed 1 hour to complete the ratings, it is important to evaluate how !

i accurate coders are when they are rating behaviors as these are occurring.
This rationale was given because of ethical considerations, discussed by
Wright and Mathieu (1977), as it was felt that the instructional verbal feed-
back must be presented in a tentative manner dince trair/ling in skills
acqgisit‘ion was not provided. Subjects we;e asked to evaluate the accuracy

/ ]

of each feedback item on a 10-point scale and were asked not to discuss their

o :

\ Once the feedback aceuracy ratings were completed by both of them,

ratings with each other,

spouses 'were instructed to discuss and attempt to %esolve the second problem.

All couples were told to make use of whatever insight or information they had

-

gained about their sommunication strengths and weaknesses. This discussion
/!

was also .vid'eqtaped and couples again completed tlhe Self and Spouse Ratings of
Di‘scussif)n qu“estionnaires, this time basing their answers on the second problem
solving session. This task concluded t‘ine/«experimental phase of the.study and
couples were debriefed.

. Debrilefing. This phase lasted between 15 and 60 minutes, a_nd consisted
of discussions gbout the purpose of the study and subjects' feelings about
participation. Spouses in the No Video Placebo condition we;'e shov;n one of

&

the videotapes of themselves during a problem solving session. All cou/ples

. - who wished to see additional videotapes of themselves were shown these.
~. .
-3 - .
~ .

- /

1
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



61

. | Durcing debriefing, the value of the information furnished by subjects in
advanc\ing\scientific knowledge anyd in improving couple therapy was emphasized.
Subjects who asked questions about their own or their spouse's performance

were 'told that the information available 'was insuvfficient for such evaluation.
Typically, a general discussion of common communication strengths and ;aeaknesses
mued, and good problem ,solving and communication strategies were extensliv‘ely
discussed, At no time did the expeximentex comment on the communication
deficits of spouses, nor did she take sides in any dispute. Coupleg _interesFed

in therapy were furnished with a list of repuéablel social service and hospital
- marital therapy agencies in the city. iy ]
Follow-up. Six months after their participation in the zétudy,l all couples
were mailed the follow-up questionnaires "describ.e’d previously., If completed
questionnaires were not received within one month of }nailing, couples were
telephoned as a remindgr. No ot;her attempt to obtain follow-up information

was made. Completed questfonnaires were returned by 51 subjects (53%7) (25

/
couples and 1 wife).

) -
f -

!
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Results

Sample Characteristics

Equivalence of groups. One-way (16 groups) analysis of variance (ANOVA)

comparisons of the méans of the demographic variables showed no significant
I3 [
! -
,ndifferences between the 16 experimental groups in a) length of marriage, b)
; .

number of children, c) age, d) educationm, e) Marital Adjustment Scale

o

(MAS) scores, f) Primary Communication Inventory (PCI) scores, or g) number

1

of Areas of Disagreement. The means and standard deviations of each of these

. /
variables are presented in Table E.1 and the results of the analyses in Table

1

E.2 (Appendix E). X .

No significant di_fferencgas were 'found between groups on the MMICS Produc-
tive and Counterproductive category frgquencies during the pre-test discussion
( session. Thgse frequepcies are expressed as 10 x rate per minute3 and are
comprised of the sums of all behaviors oh‘served in the eight codes d,e'f‘ined a
priori as Productive and of the eight defined as Counterproductive. (The
compogsition of these categories is detailed in Table 1). Means and standard
deviations ofg the Productive. and Counterpfoductive category behaviors appear

) %
in Table E.3 and the results of the two ANOVA comparisons are presented in

" Table E.4. ' ¢

Sex differences. Sex differences were not found in a) MAS, b)BPCI, c) Self

!

Rating and d) Spouse Rating Scale scores, e ) any of the Communication Rating Scale
items, or f) the number of Areas of Disagreement. Althgugh.no sex difference

was found in MMICS Productive category behaviors, females emitted signifi-

antly more Counterproductive behaviors than did males ‘during the pre-test

session [t(94) = 3.021,‘”3 (-011. " In order to better understand
this differepce, 't tests were performed on all individual coded. ‘Category

’
s 9

) ! ' ¢ e

\ v
R
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and code-by-code pre-test frequencies as well as E_vafﬁes are detailed in

Table 3. When individual codes were e%mnined, the only significant differences
found between males and femafgs were that wives Complained (CP).[£ﬂ94)=3.669,
}1< 001] and Crit1c1zed (CR) (t(94)=2.642, p {.05] more than their husbands

and they Accepted Responsibility (AR) less often [t(94)=2.214, E:( 05} . There
was also a tendency for wives to Agree (AG) with their husbands less frequently
[t(94)=1.890, p_<.07] .- As these are a posteriori comparisons, and the cXlevel
is affected by the number of tests done, caution should be/exercised in inter-

preting these results.

Communication Behaviors

Effects of video and.instructional verbal feedback on Productive and

Counterproductive behaviors. Productive and Counterproductive category

pre-test, post-test and change score meéans and standard deviations of the

experimental groups are presented in Table’E.S. Pre- and post-test scores

are expressed as 10 x réle per minute. A positive value An Ehe change scores
indicates improvement in the Productive category while a’negative value )
i;dicates improvement in the Counter;rpductive category.

As no pre—test group differences were found, further analyses were
Iperformed on change scores (post-test minus pre-test) to facilitate inter-
pretation. Three-way {2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Feedback)] between-groups
ANbVA comparisons were made on the Productive and on the Counterproductive

- N ¢
category change scores. The results of these comparisons, shown in Table E.6,
s . v

indicate mio significant main effects or interactious.

/ /
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Tab{e 3

¢

we

Means, Standard Deviations and t Values for Sex Differences in MMICS Categories and Codes

-
-

Males® Females? Sample

Categories and Codes M SD M sD tb M SD
Productive :category 17.25 9.21 14.96 10.26 1.151 16.10 9.76
) AG (Agreement)  ° 3.81 2.61 2.92 2.36 1.8904  3.37 2.51
AP (Approval) 0.88 1.1z 1.08 1.67 0.772 0.98 1.42
AR (Acteptence of responsibility) 3.52 3.25 2.27 2.17 2.214% 2.90 ©2.82
CS (Compromise solutien) 0.15 0.46 0.04 0.20 1.43Y .09 0,36
HU (Humor/tension release) 0.46, 0.80 0.56 0-.87 0.620 0.51 0.83
PA (Physical affection) 0.15 . 0.85 0.65 3.76 0.917 0.40 2.70
PS (Positive solution) 8.25 6.83 7.35 6.12 0.656 7.80 6,47
VA (Verbal affection) 0.04 0.20 0.08 0.40 0..632 0.06 0.32
Counterproductive category 32.73 14.89 42.9¢ 17.54 3.021%% 37.83 16.98
CP (Gomplaint) 4.04 3.44 "7.94 6.39 3.669%%%* 5.99 5.47
CR (Criticism) 9.17 6.49 13.40 8.70 2.642% 11.28 7.92
DG (Disagreement) 1.90 2.36 1.96 2.25 0.134 1.93 2.30
DR (Denial of responsibility) 5.96 9.56 5.50 4,57 0.296 5.73 7.46
EX (Excuse) 2.02 2.74 “1.77 3.69 0.391 1.90 3.24
IN (Interrupt) 8.79 5.26 11.00 6,96 1.726 9.90 6.24
PU (Put-down) 0.46 0.87 0.96 2.17 1.:480 0.71 1.67
TO (Turn—off) 0.40 0.77 0.42 1.07 0,110 0D.41 0.92

X
Note. .Scores are expressed as 10 x rate per minute.

a
— b

n =48 for each group.

2 tailed t test. df =94,
7p (-07.

*E L!OS-

*“!R

¢+ 01.

*xkp 0,001, ' -

20 s

9
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To correct for positive skewness in the distribution of code and category

-

frequencies and for the effects of possible outliers, natural log transforma-
tions were performed. Code log values were summed to constitute log Productive

and Counterproductive category scores., Three—way [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2

!
(Feedback) ] between groups ANOVA comparisons were performed on post~test minus
¥

pre—test- log scores. As is evident from Table E.7, which shows the means and

standard deviations of these change scores, the log trdnsformation reduced
)
the heterogeneity of cell variances. Nevertheless, there were no significant
P

main effects or interactions (see Table L.8).

¢

Specific hypotheses were made concerning differences between self-viewing
and spouse—;iewing subjects, as well as between those viewing themselves as a
couple and those receiving the No Video Placebo treatment. Two separate ANOVA
tests comparing two video groups at a time were made; no significant differences
were found on these tests.

Weinrott (1976)makes a strong case for cumulating frequency data from

observational codes only after the frequencies have been transformed to ,

standard (z) scores. He argues that the addition of frequencies based on
i

codes with different means and standard deviations is inappropriate, especially

as some low frquency'positive (e.g. Compromise Solution) and négative behaviors

(e.g. Put-Down) may be especially impo%tant. In accordance with his recommen-

dations, standard (z) scoxe Productive and Counterproductive category totals .

.

were computed by summing the z scores (calculated separately for each discussion)

of the eight positive and of the eight negative codes,respectively. Three-way

between groups ANOVA comparisons were made on post~test minus pre-test Productive
7 N -

and Countérproﬁuctive category z scores. , Again, no significant main effects or

. interactions were found. The results of these andlyses are presented in Table

E-gn ) ‘ -

'

v
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. ‘ Vincent (1973) found significant differences between hai)py and troubled
couples when he used proportions in data analysis, while he did not find
significant' differences when he examined rate per minute sco:res. In convert-
ing rates per minute to proportions, -both Jacobson (1977) and Vincent divided
the frequency of each code by the total of allqcode f’requencies. As the total
in'cliudes a) the code which. is being proportioned and b) both positive and

. negative codes, it may be both more legitimate and clinically meaningful
to examine Productive : Counterproductive or Countérproductive ¢ Productive
proportions.
Two types of pr\oportiops were, therefore, calculated. Following Vincent's

example, Productive : Total and Counterproductive : Total.quotients were

computed. In addition, Productive : Counterproductive and Counterproductive
\

Productive proportions were also obtained. Ag\ there was no conceptual or
empirical basis for selecting one or the other of these two lat/ter proportions,
both were exam:%ned in post hoc tests.
¥ ’ Post-test minus pre-test’change scores were used in 3-way {2 (Gender) x 4
(Video) x 2 (Feeqb;ck)l between-groups ANOVA comparisons on each of these ¢
proportions. As indicated by the results in Tables E,10 and E.11l, no signifi-
cant main effects or interactions were fc;und on any of these four tests.
In'summary, the results reviewed above indicate that #n spite of the large
variety of ways in which the data were analyzed, video and instructional verbal

" feedback were not shown to have significant effects on Productive and Counter-

productive category behaviors.

Effects of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each

.

code. It was possible that videotape and feedback had differential effe&ts

' ., on behaviors in different codes, especially on non—verbal behaviors (Eisler

et al., 1973), and that pooling codes into superordinate categories may have
1

A

’

LY
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cancelled out existing differences. Therefore, the effects of wvideo and of
instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each of the 16 'individual codes
wer;a examined separatvely. Change scores bbe'lsed on natural log’ transformed
frequencies were used in 3:way between-groups ANOVA comparisons [2 (Gender) x
4 (Video) x 2 (Feedback)]. |

No significant main effects or interactions were found in 11 of the 16
tests. For the sake of brevity, data are presented only for those codes in
which significant differences were found. Table 4 shows the means and standard
deviation; and Table 5 i:resents the ANOVA results for the three negative codes
(CR, EX, PU),while Tables 6 and 7 contain this information for the two %ositive
codes (AP, HU).

A significant C (Feedback) main effect was found in the PU (Put-Down) co“de;
those who received ver.bal feédback improved more than those who did not receive
it [F(1,80)=6.255, p<&.05)]. Although no other significant pain effects were,
found, significant A x B x C (Gender x Video x Feedback) interactions were
found in the CR (Criticism), EX (Excug‘.e), AP (Approval), a;'nd HU (Humor/Tension
Release) codes. Tests of simple effect’s were performed on the A x C (Gender

X Feedbackz means in each level of B (Video).

-

In the CR code, tests of simple effects showed a gignificant difference in
B, (Video Both) [F(180)=4.418, p¢.05] and in B, (No Video Placebo) [E(1,80)=
5.872, p.{.05]1. These interactions are depicted in Figure 4. A further
breakdown,?)f these interactions shows a significant C (Feedback) effect ‘only
for females (A2) in B4 (No Video Pl\\acebo), indicating that females who did not

receive feedback improved more than those who did [F(1,80)=4.766, p {.05]. -

©

\ 3

‘ . . 3
A -

\ :

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




' ™~ 68
\
Table 4
. . Means and Standard Deviations of Log
Negative Code Change Scores
(j) I - . p .
7 Code . LA
CR (Criticism) EX (Exéuse) PU (Put-Down)
a -
Group N sD i s M sD -
Males
Video self
Feedback yes -0.422 0.890 0.183 0.504 0.116 0.283
. Feedback no -0.325 0.595 -0.008 0.994  -0.231 0.358
Video spouse
Feedback yes 0.296 1.254 0.462 0.566 —0.183. 0.627
Feedback no . ~0.435 0.784 -0.615 0.647 0.414 0.477
Video both '
Feedback yes 0.023 0.827 -0.305 0.869 -0.183 0.627
Feedback no -0.348 0.678 0.279 0.622 -0.268 0.657
‘No video placebo’
Feedback yes -0.523 1.326 0.324 0.960 -0.530 0.621
Feedback no 0.037 0.621 0.287 0.742 0.414 0.648
Females -
Video self ' \ h ,
o - Feedback yes 0.103 0.629 ~ -0.048 0.656 ~-0.116 0.522
Feedback no . 0.333 0.386 -1.038 1.115 0.394 0.480
™. Video spouse .
Feedback yes -0.433  0.622 +«0.451 1.245 - -0.462 0.998
Feedback no 0.176 0.862 0.312 1.296 0.116 0.283
Video both
Feedback yes -=0.320 0.783 0.209 0.9%97 -0.421 1.142 .
Feedback no . -0.145 _ 0.442 -0.440 0.996 0.078 0.995
No video placebo }
Feedback yes. 0.551 0.697 -0.116 0.522 0.183 0.298 *

. " Feedback no -0.432 04046 -0.183 0.977 0.231 '0.896

T

Note. Negative "scores ingicate improvement. Code frequencies were trang-

formed to natural log gcores before difference scores were calculated.
a = B K

oo n = 6 for each group. K '

- B

L

e ———
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Analyses of Variance on Log Negdtive Code qhange Scores

Table 5

—

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.

¢

. - —
Source 5s DE Ms E
CGR (Critdicism) N
2 \ =
. A (Gender) 0.8763 i, 0.8763 -’ 1.4378
B (Video) 0.2148 -3 0.0716 0.1175
C (Feedback) 0.0642 1 0.0642 0.1053
AxB 1.8224 3 0.6075 0.9967 .
. AxG 0.0846 1. 0.0846 0.1388
BxC 0,4448 3 0.1483 0.2433
AxBxC 6.6589 3 2.2196 ’ 3.6418*%
, Error ¢ 48.7593 80 0.6095 !
AxC (B) # 0.0265 4 0.0265 0.0435
. . A x C (B,) 2.6926 1 2.6926 4.46178%
J A xC (BY) 0.4477 1 (0.6477 0.734
A xC (B)) 3.5790 1 3.5790 5.8721%
C (A;B,) 1.6023 1 1.6023 2.6290
. € (AR 1.1125 1 1.1125 1.82564
g h oG (B 0.9429 V1 0.9429 1.5471
i oG (A8 2.9050 1 2.9050 4.7662*
. 48.7593 ° 80 0.6095
' Error
.y <
EX (Excuse) 1 -~ .
A (Gender) 2.0924 1 2.0924 . 2.%6337
B (Video) 1.1242 3 0.3747 0.4717
C (Feedbatk) 1.0389 ° 1 1.0389 1.3077
U AxB 1.5959 3 0.5320 0.6636 .
Axc 3 0.0183 1 0.0183 0.02%0
. BxC N\ 1.2239 3 0.4080 0.5135 ‘
s . AxBxC 8.2951 3 2,7650 3.4803% ’
el rror 63.5590 80 - 0.7945
L /}A x C (B,) 0.9564 1 0.9564 1.2038 o
. ¢ &h 5.0784 1 5,0784 6.3920% .
A ¢ (B2) 2.2773 vy 1 2,2773 . 2.8664
: A x CYBD) 0.0014 1 + 0.0014 0.0017
C (A )4 3.4777 1. 3.4777 4.3772% .
. c (Azsg“) 1.7480 1 1.7480 2.2002
’ Erro / 63.5590 . 80 0.7945 :
’ . ! ! PU (Put-Down) ‘ .
: it} 2 g
(=4 o v v
- - A (Gender) 0.0777 1 0:0777 0.1721
B (Video) . 1.0644 3 0.3548 - 0.7858
€ (Feedback) 2.8239 1 2.8239 . b 2566H
% : AxB #.0943 3 0.3648 0.8079
' = " AxC 0.1033 1 0.1033 0.2288 C
. BxC 1.0190 3 0.3397 0.7524
i AXBxC 2.7136 3 0.9045 2.0035
: . Error 36.1190 .80 - ~  0.4515 ’
A T ; * ’
* ~ 2.(.Q§. .
' 3 B " - "a ' $
. . ) l
o o ’ - ~—
. o, + b w
LJ \ - » ! ® ]
o ~ . e 3
7 'q t . 1 \\4 ‘{,:" ! .
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-

‘ Means and Standard Deviations of Log

Ppsitive Code Change Scores

v

Code
! ‘AP (Approval) s HU (Humor)
Group? M SD M S
Maies Y
Video self 1 ¢ ,? > )
Feedback yes -0.462 1.043 * -0.048 0.789
. ) Feedback no -0.048 0.454 0.000 . 0.438
. Video spouse
} JFeedback yes 0.153 . 0.576 -0.116 - 0.283
"~ Feedback no -0.068 0.666 ~0.048+ 0.117
) Video both o .
. Feedback yes -0.090 0.843 -0.116 - 0.283
, Feedback no 0.347 0.580 0.567 " 1.052
No video placebo
Feedback yes 0.299 0.825 0.048 0.355
Feedback no g -0.347 - 0.580 -0.414 0.477
Females
+  video self , S )
Feedback yes 0.482 1.034 0.000 0.438
Feedback no -0.105 0.848 0.116 0.283
Video spouse V i .
Feedback yes 0.116 0.681 . -0.163 0.439
Feedback no 0.183 0.449 0.183 0.449
! " Video both Y ,
. Feedback yes 20.163 0.284 0.183 0.448
‘ : Feedback no -0.183 0.756 ——0.211 1.020.
' N r ﬁo video plaéébo -
| . Feedback -yes -0.376 1.145 -0.414 0.477
' Feedback no » 0.414 0.981 - =0.116 0.283
H " . A %
- N

Note. Positive scores indicate improvement.

.‘ a o' = 6 for each group.

5

" \
- v
o v
£

Code frequencies were trans—
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Table 7

Analyses of Variance on Log Positive Code Change Scores

| o
- »
[ o
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Source ig Y» l)_}i _l_/I_g E
, AP (Approval) A
A (Gender) 0.1278 1 0.1278 0.2248
™~ ' B (Video) 0.2508 3 0.0836 . 0.1471.
’ C (Feedback) 0.0208 1 0.0208 0.0367
A xB 1.6773 3 0.5591 0.9835
AxC 0.0265 1 0.0265 0.0466
BxC 0.3503 3 '0.1168 . .2054
AxBxC g.ooos : 3 ~1.6669 2.9372%
Error ) 45.4778 80 0:5685
AxC (Bl) 1.5039 ° 1 ‘1.5039 2.6454
AxC (B2) 0.1249 1- 0.1249 ' 0.2196
~ AxC (33)' 0.3121 ° 1 0.3121 _ . 0.5491
AxC (BA), 3.0882 1 3.0882 s5.4324%
. C (AlBa) e 1.2487 1 1.2487 2.1967
C (AZBA) . © 1.8707 1 N 1.8707 3.2908
Error 45.4778 80 0.5685
K HU (Humor) v '
I N . -
A (Gender) 0.0330 <1 0.0330 ° 0.1131
B (Video) ; J.3976 3 0.4659 1.5968
C (Feedback) 0.1850 . 1 0.1850 0.6340
AxB 0.4427 .- 3 0.1476 0.5058
AxC . 0.0003 1 0.0003 0.0012
BxC 0.2769 3 0.0923 - 0.3164
AxBxC 2.7304 3 0.9101 - 3.1194%*
° Error ¢ 23.3409 80 0.2918
. AxC (Bl) J « ' 0.0069 1 0.0069 0.0235
AxC (Bz) 0,1166 1 0.1166 0-.3997
AxC (33) .1.7393 1 1.7393 5.9616%
AxC (34) 2.0085 1 2.0085 . 6.8841%
> C (A1B3) ;o 1.3974 . 1 1.3974 4.7896%
C (A2ﬁ3) , 0.4665 . 1 0.4665 1.5989
C (A7B,) 0.6403 1 0.6403 2.1947
C (A3B,) 0.2676 1 0.2676 0.9172
.= Error 23.3409 80 -0.2918
*p ¢ .05. '
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‘ In the EX cod;a\j a significa\nt A x C interaction was found only in B2
(Video Spouse) [F(1,80)=6.392, p{.05]. The-means of this interaction are-
presented in Figure 5. Simple effects we1—7e tested in each level of A (Gender); v
results indicate that males not given feedback improyed m&re than those yﬂo‘
“were given feedback [F(1,80)=4.377, R((.OSJ. /

In the AP code, the A x' C interagtion was significant only in BA (No
videq Placebo) [F(1,80)=5.432, p £.05]. Males who were given feedback improved
relative to those who were not, while females who did not receive feedback
improved relative to t.};msoe who did receive it., ‘This relationship is seen most

clearly in Figure 6. Breaking this interaction down further by gender did not

yield any significant differences. )
In the HU code, the results were significant in B3 (Video Both) [_F_.(l,80)‘=
5.962, p <.05] and.B4 (No Video Placebo)LE(l,80)=6.8§4; p ¢.05], The A x G inter-
action means are pfesented in Figure 7. In the Video’ Both (B3) condition,
tests of simble effects in"A1 (Males) and A2 (Females) indicate that males who
did not receive feedback improved more than those who did [2(1,80)=4.790,
//£_<,05], while no sigﬂificangddifferénCQ was found fer females. Breaking down
the A x C inéeraction by gender in BA (No Video Plaéebo)“revealed no significant
differences. _ .’ o ” . ,
The results jetailed above indicate that only one significant main effect
) ‘was found in the 16 code~by-code co;pafisons. This main effect showed tﬁat
subjects giveﬁ.instructionél verbal feedback decredsed the number of Put-Downs
they emitted compared tq subjects not given feedback. «§%gpificant 3-way inter-
actions were found on 4 tests; tests of simple effects on these interactions
did not reveal consistencies. Given the large number of tests. and their a

7
. posteriori nature, it is probably safe to conclude that, in general, video and

/

2
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. instructional verbal feedback do not have significant effects on ‘either verbal

or on non-verbal behaviors,

Effecfs of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors targeted

for treatment. In previous analyses, no differentiation was made between

those behaviors of each subject which were targeted for treatment and those
which were not. As instructional verbal feedback concerning the specific
communication strengths and weaknessess of each subject was prepared, the

/ +
effects of videotape and of feedback on changes in these behaviors also were

13
1
examined. - .

® Insgructional verbal feedback in twd‘;ategories (Facilitative, Disruptive)
was prepared for all subjects. However, only 507 of couples in each video
condition were actually administered feedback. Therefore, it was possible to
compare changes in behaviors targeted for treatment between subjects who did
and Ehoge who did. not receive feedback.
¢ . ' The two feedback categories (Facilitative and Disruggive) were each com-

posed of two divisions (see Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Communication

/ Skills, Appendix B). The Facilitative category included a) Positive Behaviors
Frequent and b) Negative Behaviors Rare divisions; the Di;ruptive category was
composed 5f c) Negative Behaviors Frequent and d) Positive Behaviors Rare
divisions. Provision was made for as many as five feedback items in each
division. Feedback items were based on the 16 behavioral codes of MMI%S.
The number of thavioral codes in which feedback was given was equated for
husband and wife in botk the Facilitative as well as in the Disruptive

¥ categories, although this was not done in each of the four divisions.

As videotape and feedback may have had different effects on frequent behav-

K

.< * lors than on infrequent ones, 4-way (3 between-groups, 1 repeated measure) ANOVA

-

a
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/
comparisons [2 (Gender) x &4 (Video) x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Pre/Post)] were
made on the summed frequencies of all codes in each of the four divisions.
There were no significant differences among the experimental groups in the

number of codes used in each division to provide feedback. Thelﬁs for

these four comparisons are slightly different, as some subjects were given

- -

feedback in only two or three of the four divisions: The pre-test and post-
test means and standard deviations used in the ANOVA tests are pregentgﬁ in
Tables 8 and 9 and the results ‘in Tables 10 and 11. Only interactions with
the D (Pre/Post) factor pertain to the hypothoées. /

In the fou;/ﬁomparisons, only one significant interaction containing
the D factor was found. This was a D x C (Pre/Post x Feedback) interaction in
the Positive Behaviors Rare division of the Disruptive category; subjects who
wvere not given feedback improved relative to those who were givgp feedback
(F(1,56)=4.696, p_(,OS]‘. " Test of simple effects were performed on the D means
in each level of C. Results in Cl (Feedback Yes) were not significant while
th:ose‘in C2 (Feedback No) show a significant improvement ([F(1,56)=10.541, p{
017. “

A gignificant A (Gender) main effect was also found in the Negative
Béhaviors Frequent division [F(1,72)=4.924, p {.05]; females ePitted more -
negative behaviors than males. Significant D (Pre/Post) main effects were ',
found in the Negative Behaviors Rare, [2(1,56)=4.685,12(.05], Negative Behaviors
Frequent (F(1,72)=5.662, p<.05] and in the Positive Behaviors Rare division;
(F(1,56)=4.,421, p ¢ .05]}. [,['hesé may reflect a ;‘egregsion toward the mean, a;
rare wbehavihors, both negat;ive and positive, increased from pre- to post-

. /
testing while high frequency negative behaviors decreased.

’

’
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Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations of Facilitative Category Behaviors

79

-
Facilitative Category
Positive Behaviors Frequenta Negative Behaviofs Rareb
N /
Pre Post Pre Post
Group n M s» X s n M SO M D
Males
Video self
Feedback yes 6 10.33 +3.39 6.50 3.78° 5 0.80 1.30 1..60 0.89
Feedback no 4 10.50 10.50 4,50 2.38 4 5.25 3.40 4.25 2.22
Video spouse : . )
Feedback yes 5* 15.40 15.60 8.00 - 6.33 4 3.50 4.04 8.00 8.91
_ Feedback no 3 19.00 8.19 11.67 , 7.37 6 2.33 3.83 3.67 7.55
Video both ° : . .
Feedback yes 5 10.40 9.81 10.80 13.85 5 1.80 1+79---2-60—3.21
Feedback no 6 10.67 6.15 8.67 7.89 ., 4 2.00 2.83 2.50 3.11
No video placebo . ] s e .
Feedback yes 3 10.33 3,79 11.00 7.81. 5 6.80 6.30 7.60 6:73
Feedback no 5 12.20 5.40 8.80 8.08 5 1.80 2.45 3.40 1.95
Females ' )
Video self , , - ’
.Feedback yes 6 23.17 35.52 12.33 14.95 4 2.00 4.00 2.75 3.59
Feedback no 3 5.33 , 2.52 4.67 2.52 5 7.40 8.02 7.60 6.73
Video spouse ) - )
Feedback yes 4 11.25 10.40 16.75 12.26 4 4,25 2.06 7.25 10.63
Feedback no 4 8.25 5.91 5.50 4.80 5 1.60 2.30 4.60 5.55
Video both ' . ,
Feedback yes 4 .50 8.58 10.50 7.94 5 1.60 3.58 3.40 6.50
Feedback no 6 12.00 8.03 °6.50 2.95 4 2.25 2.63 2.50 3.32
No video placebo T~ ’ -
Feedback yes .6 13.50 9.31 10.83 7.31 2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.68

Feedback no 6 ‘7.50 -8.19 7.17 7.68 5 1.20 1.30 2.20

Note. The Ns are slightly different, as some subjects were given feedback in

only one of the two divisions. Values are sums of 10 x rate per mirute
- scores. ’

L

a ' N
Improvement is indicated by higher post than pre values.

b . ‘ r
Improvement is indicated by lower post than pre values.

-
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Table @ 80
. . Means and Stan«?ard Deviatious of Disruptive Category Behaviors
Disruptive Category
Negative Behaviors Frequenta‘ PPOSi&iVE Behaviors Rareb
Pre Post Pre Post
Group n M Sb M S n M sD . M i SD/
Malgs )
Video self !
Feedback yes 6 19.83 11.34 17.16 9.91 4 2.75 5.50 2.50 5.00
Feedback no 6 11.67 7.39 10.66 9.56 5 2,20 3.90  5.40 5.27
- Video spouse , ’ i
Feedback vyes 4 18:75 6.85 17.00 15.19 5 0.40 .0.89 1.60 1.82
Feéedback no 4 27.25 8.26 20.50 17.79 6 1.83 1.94 3.17 4.40
Video: both
’ Feedback yes 6 27.33 25.07 16.00 20.96 5 4.00 3.94 3.60 4,10
Feedback no 5 22,20 11.28 22.60 15.14 5 0.60 1.34- ; 1.40 1.67
No wvideo placebo : ' -
Feedback yes + 6 14.17 12.95 12.83 12.56 4 ' 2.25 4.50 '2.50 3.79
Feedback no - 5 20.00 8.49 16,60 10.21 5 0.80 1.10 1.40 1.52
Females ) .
Videg gelf : )
Feedback yes 6 24.50 19.49 1B.66 10.09 5 3.00 4.12 3,80 4.38
Feedback no 6 26.67 11.27 33.50 10.41 5 ,1.20 1.30 3.20 4.32
"video spbuse .o : i
Feedback vyes 6 25.67 20.40 14.33 14.00 4 2.25 3..30 2.75 5.530
Feedback no 6 34.50 25.85 33.83 22.76 4 2.00 *2.%45 2.50 5.00
Video both ' “ » . -
; Feedback yes 6 34.33 22.58 29.33 " 18.29 4 1.75 2.36  0.50 0.58
; Feedback no 6 24,17 13.35 21.00 13.97 4 3.50 3.70 4.00 4.97
No video placebe ~ T s
Féeedback yes 4 15.25 7.93 22.75 17.67 .4 1.50 3.00 0.50 1.00
Feedback no - 6 28.00 16.31 18.00 12.41 3 O.§§ 1.16 1.67 - 2.89
A )
Note. The Ns are slightly different, as some subjects were given 4

feedback in only one of the two divisions. Values are sums of 10

I i X rate per minute scores,

8 Improvement is indicated by lower post than pré valueséi %

b Improvement is indicated by higher post than pre values.

4
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Analyses of Variance on' Facilitative Category Behaviors

I's

:

Table 10

[

Source §_S_ ' _D_F_ g_S_ _Ii
Positive behaviors frequent
A (Gendet) 3.4922 1 3.4922 0.0256
? B (Video) 113.8750 3 37.9583 . 0.2784
C (Feedback) ,302.6758 1 302.6758 2.2199
Ax B, 185.0664 3 - 61.6888 0.4524
AxC 392.3438 1 392.3438 2.8775
BxC 201.1211 3 67.0404 0.4917
0 Ax B xC 235.8438 3 78.6146 0.5766
Error . 8180.8398 60 136.3473 ’
. D (Pre/Post) 270.7227 1 270.7227 2.5542
DxA 25.8750 1 25.8750 0.2441
DxB 96.7109 3 32.2370 0.3042
DxC 19.3906 1 19.3906 0.1830 .
DxAZXxB 134.7148 3 44,9049 0.4237
‘Dx A XC 3.9258 1 . 3.9258 0.0370
DxBxC - 110.2930 3 36.7643 0.3469
DxAXxBxC 152.2695 3 50.7565 0.4789
Error ™ . 6359.4297 60" 105.9905
Negative behaviors rare
A (/Gender) 7.0737 1 7.0737 ©0.2053
B (Video) 96.4678 ~3 ‘ 32.1559 0.9331
C (Feedback) 0.0476 - 1 ‘ 0.0476 0.0014
A'x B 151.2266 3 50.4088 1.4627
AxC 32.3040 1 32.3040 0.9373
BxC 249.6069 "3 83.2023 2.4142
AxBxC 52,2212 3 - 17.4071 075051
Error 1929.9424 56 34.4633 .
D (Pre/Post) " 49,6160 1 49,6160 L.6854%,
DxaA * 0.0588 1 0.0588 0.0056
DxB . 39.6467 ° 3 13.2156 1.2480
DxC - 4,1133 1 4.1133 0.3884
Dx4A x B  1.8296 3 . 0.6099 0.0576
DxAxC 1.5044 A 1.5044 0.1421
. DxBxC : 7.0139 3 2.3380 0.2208
DxAxBxC, 5.8225 3 _1.9408 0.1833
. ] Error -+ .593.0103 56 © 10.5895
. *p<.05 :
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\ Table 11
] BN
Analyses of Variance on Disruptive Category Behaviors
Source SS DF MS F
kY]
Negative behaviors frequent -
o .
A (Gender) ' 2025.422 e 1 '/ 2025.422 4.926%
B (Video) 1107.629 _ -3 369.209 <0.898 -
C (Feedback) 313.262 \_ 1 313.262 0.762
A xB 272.938 3 90.979 0.221
AxC 117.102 - 1 117.102 . 0.285
B xC 1153.500 3 .- 384,500 0.935
AxBxC 1075.047 ” 3 358.349 0.871
Error 29618. 590 72 411.369
D (Pre/Post) 410.652 1 410.652 5.662%
D x A : 6.371 s 6.371 ¥ 0.088
D xB . 159.184 3 53.061, 0.732
DxC , 32.848 1 32.848. 0.453
DxAxB 23.793 3 7.931,, 0.109
DxAxC 0.297 ° 1 0.297 0.004
DXBxC 501.504 "3 167,168 2.305
DxAxBxC 459.855 3 153.285. 2.114
+ Error 5221.930 72 “72.527
; . . Positive behaviors rdare '
’ .
‘ A (Gender) 0.358 1 0.358 0.017
B (Video) 45,653 3 15.218 0.714 °
’ ) C (Feedback) 0.002 1 0.002 0.000
: * AxB " 8.303 3 2.768 0.130 ®
‘\ ‘A xC 4,119 1 4.119 0.193
.BxC 6.043 3 7 2.014 0.094
, A'x Bx'C .'86.673 3 28.891 1.355
. - Exror 1194.049 | 56 21.322
D (Pre/Post) 13.111 1. - 13.111 4.421%
D x A 1.858 1 ®1.§58 0.627 .
DxB 12,652 - 3 . 4.217 1.422. .
DxC . 13.928 1 13.928 4.696%
DxAxB - 0,598 3- 0.199 0.067 :
DxAxC . 0.005 L1 0.005 - - 0.002
DxBxC 6.071 ’ 3 2.024 0.682
DxAxB xC 4,434 . 3 1.478 0.498 °,
D (c,) 0.016 1 0.016 . 0.005
. D (C) 31.265 . 1 :31.265- 10.5414%
Errof 166.092 56 2.966
Y.,
- *p (.05.. . i ¢
\, *% p ¢.01. o
_'\’:\ . §
L I . ; L

I
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v

‘; (f‘ As in the previous analyses frequencies with.different m;i?s and '
standard deviatiorswere summed in each division, the same four ANOVA‘compari—

. sons also were made using sﬁandard (z) scores. Only significant D (Pre/Post)

maln effects were found: one in the Positive Behaviors Frequent division

e -
2

b

{F(1,60)=4,185, p<.05], indicating that subjects emitted fewer positive behaviors
* L\

on the post-test than on the pre-test, and one. in the Negative Behaviors
) q

Frequent division L§(1,72)=4.136, p <.05], also indicating lower frequencies -
at post-testing tRan at pre-testing. No other significant main éffects or
interactions were found uslng the g.score;data.
- Only one pertineét sigﬁificant relationship ;as found in the above analyses
' on behaviors targeted forfgreatment, and evén this one &;sabpeared when a z
score transformation was made; all other significant main effects concerned
means which were summed over experimental groups. These results suggest that

video playback ahd instructional verbal feedback were not effective in altering

| behaviors targeted for treatment.

;L : - - ~ -
» - Relationships between Productive and Counterproductive behaviors. Correla-

s ¢

I
tions between hubands', and wives' pre-.and post-test Produé¢tivé and Counter-
. - i
{

productive category rate per minute scores were computed. Inspection of the Pearson

£ -

product-moment correlation coefficients in Table 12 indicates that the strongest

relationship obtained are those between pre-and post-test Productive behaviors
N .
and those between pre-and post-test Counterproductive behaviors. The Productive
behaviors of husbands and wives are also highly correlated, as are their

- Counterproductive ones., However, there appears' to be no significant relation-

ship between Productive and Counterproductive behaviors. This is true both for

’

husbands and for wives, as well as between spouses.

u
’
: v N
! -

h
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oo ‘ " Table 12 . .
6 Pearson Produ‘--}bment Correlation Coefficients: 'TRela?tiqﬁships
Between Productive and Counterproductive Category Behaviors
Males Fémales
O = - ~
1 . : , ' Pre Post Pre ~ Post
] Variables Prod. Cm;nter. Prod. Counter. Ptjod. Counter. Prod. Counter.
? Males
ﬁ Pre-test . L.
3 Productive ~.087 +.479%%% +,057 . +.2294 -.172  +.273% . 091
é Counterproductive/ +.075 +.641%%% 4+ 106 +.497k%% 4,048 +.689%%k*
\'\- \ Post-test ‘ .
’ . Productive L. =070 4,182 -.069  +.471%%% 181
Counterproductive . -.022 +.463%** '+ 129 +.532% K%
Females - ] , :
Pre-test l . )
i Productive ’ 1 , ~-.2124 ©4,306% -,109 -
§ Counterproductive ’ . . =.039 +,715%%*
Post~test S
| . Productive , -.2314°
‘; Counterproductive a ’ ‘ '

-

Note. df = 94, Correlations are based on rate per minute scores.
~f+ p .10
-~ vk p .05
*% p ¢,01
k%% p ¢.001 ' : -

/

4

o

I’
-
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Perceptions
' v

. " Own and spouse's typical behaviors.- To assess differences between percep-

¢

-

¢

tions of the typical behaviors of oneself and one's spouse, subjeéts;'Self

< Rating Scale and Spouse Rating Scale scores were each summed. Negative dtems

vere reversed so that a higher sum indicates & more favorable evaluation.

—

Prelidinary analyses revealed no sigﬁifichnt sex-differences, so the scores

weré analyzed using éll-way (repeated measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Self/

Spouse) ). *The means and standard deviétions for this analysis are presented

in Table 13‘hnd the results in Table 14. . y @

Table 13 e’ .

Means and Standard Deviations of Self and Spouse Perceptionsﬁ

During ?ypfﬁal Disagreements

Object of Rating |

* Self

Groupa M SD

Whole sample 76.521 15.038 63.594 22,497

¢

.

Note. The higher the value, fhe more positive'th? evaluation. 144 1s the
-highest possible score. )

- a

: n = 96 for the whole sample.

v

o

#
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L Lo Table 14 . “
, A} \ . ‘
A Analysis of Variance or Self and Spouse Perceptionms .
) During Typical Disagreements
; Source - ss DF Ms F
E
A (Self/Spouse)  8021.0977 ‘ ) I 8021.0977 38.0753%
Error 20013.0859 95 - "210.6641 .
. E
» T 3
* p (.001. , ]

Subjects perceiqu'cheir spouse as‘significantly less skilled than them-' .

selves at communication during typical disagreements [F(1,95)=38.075, p< .001}.

ooy e

Furthermore, the Self Rating scores ¢f 69 subjects (72%) were higher than their

P —

Spouse Rating scores. Only 24 subjects (25%) evaluated themselves less

B 4

favorably than they evaluated their partner, while 3 (3%) rated themselves and
their partner as being equally skilled. When the three subjects whose Self '

Rating and Spouse Rating Scale scores were equal are excluded from consideration,

2 “t,

¢ only 50% of the remaining subjects would be expected to evaluate themselves .
more favorably than their séouse. A X2 test of goodness-of-fit indicates that ) ‘

the observed frequencies are significantly different from those expected by

»

chance '[2(_2(1)=21.77, p< .001).

i

Effects of video viewing on self and spouse perceptions. It was hypoth-

esized that video viewing would affect perceptions of 'one's own”and of !

. one's spouse's communication skills. To assess pre-video to post-video

changes in perceptions as a function of viewing condition, a 4-way (2 between-

groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 ‘
B |

. s
(:) zgelf/Spouse) x 2 (Before/After)] was made. Means and standard deviations

used in'this analysis are presented in Table 15,and the results in Table 16.

4 | ‘ S
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. ‘ Table 15 ‘
, y . S
i ( Means and Standard Deviations of Self and Spouse Perceptions
: Before and After Video Viewing

Object of Rating

é Self . ‘ Spouse
%; Before After. Before After °
T; { Group” M OSD . M 8D M S0 M . SD g
= ] L L z
Video self . .
Males +83.67 18.25 85.92 18.47 79.08  26.29 75.75 25.57 1
Females 77.17 19.35 72.92 18.53 74.92° 27.65 75.17 25.04 ;
i . ‘ .
§ .Video spouse ) X
§ Males . 72.25 18.60 74.83 22.10 71.83 15.74 63.08 14.78
; Females 2yrfrv 19.40 70.58 17.89 64,50 26.67 64,33 24,54
F ' 4 H
! Video both ! f
%, "Males 85.08 14.95 85.00 17.06 75.50 26.36 69.50 26.06
i Females ‘ 17,33 12.95 79.58 15.76 73.25 23.99 73.92 25.06
No video placebo \ . ) o
“ ) Males 82.50 18.29 84.17 17.73 75.33 24.80 78.25 25.23
Females 77.83 20.43 75.00 21.52 75.17 25.47 72.67 26.53 '

Note. The higher the score the more favorable the evaluation. Maximum score is
144,

i 2 n= 12 for each group.

- » v N - ‘/
. . ‘
- .

1
. AR ARE U

©
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C g Table 16 tr
- 7 Analysis of Variance on Self and Spouse Peréeptions'l
Before and After Video Viewing
o —L _
Source . 85° DE/ , M5 F
§ ' - e /
¢ ° A (Gender) #1746 .6875 1 1746.6875 1.2405
; +B (Video) 5689.3750 3 1896.4583 1.3469
; . A.x B 162.0000 3 54.0000 0.0384
3 . Error 123904.937 88 1408,0105
C (Sel1f/Spouse) 3088.2930 1 3088.2930 9.1620%
CxA 582.6133 1 582.6133 . 1.7284
; CxB 347.8047 _ 3 115.9349 0.3439
i CxAxB 196.7266 3 65.5755 0.1945
¢ / Error 29662.5742 8 337.0747
i D (Before/After) 72.6250 1 72.6250 1.1152
j DxA 4.8125 1 4.8125 0.0739
{ DxB 18,2734 3 6.0912 0.0935
E DxAxB 359.4531 3 119.8177  ° 1.8398
Error 5731.0078 ‘ 8 65.1251
] . - -
i CxD 148.7500 1 148.7500 2.3994
CxDxA +202.7070 1 202.7070 A% 3.2698
CxDxB 191.3945 3 63.7982 1.0291
CxDxAxB 121.8164 3 40.6055 0.6550
Error 5455,5039 8 61.9944
. *p (.01
; \
|
- #
I . -
/ /

14

—

88
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! Only a significalt C (Self/Spouse) main effect was found [F(1,88)=9.162,
p<.01], indicating éhat subjects evaluated their own beha@iors during the
disc;ssions more favorably than those of their partner. This finding replicates,
in a di¢fferent context, the results found when percept%gns of t&pical disagree-

* ments were examined. ‘ /
Specific hypotheses were made concerning aifferegées between self-viewing
and spouse-viewing subjects, as well as between those who viewed themselves
as-a couple and those who received the No Video Placego treatment. Post hoc

tests comparing two video groups at a time were made; no significant main

effects or interactions were found.

Effects of video viewing on perceptual accuracy. In order to assess the

v

effects of video viewing on perceptual accuracy, subjects' before and after

video Self Rating of Discussion and Spouse Rating of Discussion questionnaire

1

scores were subtracted from their own and their partner's Marital Interaction .

-y

Rating Scale (MIRS) scores. (The MIRS was completed by trained observers

and is identical to_ the questionnaires completed by the subjects, éxcept

for modifications necessary to enable coders to answer the questions concern- .

[

ing the husband's and the wife's behaviors.) These difference scores were
analyzed In a 4-way (2 between-groups, 2‘repeated measures) ANOVA
comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Se{f/Spohse) x‘2 (Before/After)]. The
; {/igzéns and standard deviations of these difference scores are presented in
Table 17 and the resulés of the analysis in Table 18,
There were no signifi;ant interaciions. Only ; signif%cant C (Self/Spouse)
main effect Vaé found [F(1,88)=8.265, p <.01], indicating thathsubjects rateq

a

their partner's communication skills more accurately than their own. However,

! ( this difference appears to be artifactual as it may reflect elevation in re-

? sponse set(Cronbach, 1955; Triandis, 1977); ratings made by the trained

e L
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Table 17
‘: Means and étandard Deviations of Perceptual Accuracy Scores
Before and After Video Viewing

B Object of Rating

™ ) ' 1 “

, ‘Self ‘ Spouse

' a ~Before After
f _Group T W sp M5

. Video self

“sMales -19.50 16.94 -19.25 20.06 ~19.33 26.83 -16.00 27.40
Females -17.42 17.52 -13.17 19.19 - 8.25 27.75 - 8.50 26.09

:
i
Jl
{

Video spouse

" Males - 5.75 15.89 - 8.33 17.75 -13.83 18.17 - 5.08 16.62
Females -11.17 21.68 -12.58 19.84 2.00 . 20.88  2.17 21.08

. Video both :
} Males -15.33 10.82 -17.33 14.62 -15.17 22.20 - 6.50 24.57
; Females ~15.25 14.00 -17.50 13.64 - 4.67 20.39 -5.33 21.30

No video placebo

Males ~15.83 19.11 -17.50 16.90 - 6.42 24,19 -9.33 24.83
Females ‘ - 8.92 18.12 - 6.08 20.09 - 8.5b 25.22 - 6.00 26.83

Note., Scores are the difference between observers' and subjects’ ratings
of c;)mmunication effectiveness. The smaller the absolute discrepangy, the
higher the accuracy. A nggative sign indicates that subjects' ratings

i ’ wére more favorable than obsexvers', while a positive sign indicates

that observers' ratings were more faﬁrorable.

. ag_ = 12 for each group. . '
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Table 18

e ew m o

Analysis of Variance on Perceptual Accuracy Scores

Before and After Video Viewing

Source Ss DF MS F
A (Gender) '190€.1250 1 1908.1250 1.5798
B (¥{deo) 3811.1250 3 1270.3750 1.0518
AxB 211.5625 3 70.5208 0.0584
' Error e 106291.000 88 1207.8521 .
C (Self/Spouse) 3185.4375 - 1 3185,4375 8.2653%
CxA 536.7578 1 536.7578 1.3927
“CxB 259.1875 3 86.3958 0.2242
CxAxB 1879.6602 3 © 626.5532 1.6257
Error 33915.1250 88 385.,3989
i} D (Before/After) 108.3711 1 108.3711 1.6554
. DxA ' 16.6641 1 16.6641 0.2546
. DxB 36.0820 k| 12.0273 0.1837
; DxAxB 351.3672 3 117.1224 1.7891
Error 5760.9141 88 65.4649
CxD >~ 184.2578 1 184.2578 2.6650
‘ CxDxA . 243,8398 1 243.8398 3.5267
) CxDxB - 297.8516 3 99,2838 1.4360
CxDxAxB 110.0234 3 36.6745 0.5304
Error 6084.3945 | 88 69.1408
* R (Ooll — a '

O
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’ - - . - ) £
C observers were generally lower than those made" by subjects, while subjects'
ratings of their spouse were also generally less favorable than their evalua-

tions of themselves. The effects of gender, video and féedback on perceptual

accuracy after the second discussion also were examined. Again, only a

significant Self/Spouse main effect was found [F(1,80)=7.739, p{ .01].

Relationships between perceptions and behaviors. Table 19 summarizes the

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients obtained when subjects'

communication skills during the first discussion were evaluated a) by themselves

(on the Self Rating of Discgssion),rb) by their spouse (on the Spouse Rating
‘ of Discussion), c¢) by trained observers [pn the Marital Interaction Rating

Scale (MIRS)] , and d) by trained observers using .the MMICS coding system. As

is evident from Table 19, the highest correlations were found between observers'

"

ratings on two different measures. Observer ratings based on the MIRS

o

-

'

correlate positively with Productive category MMICS scores [Males: r(94)=
+.564, p {.001; Females: r(94)=+54B, ’p_ <.001) anc} negatively with Counter-
pfoductive category MMILIS scores [Males: r(94)=-.612, p}(.OOl; Females: r(94)=
-.687, p<.001]. These significant correlations indicate that the single

“*’«{_\ value obtained on the MIRS is closely related to both the Productive a;nd the
Counterproductive MMICS-category scores.

Although thesé relationships are somewhat weaker, the ratings of one's

own communication gkills and the ratings of these skills by one's spouse : y

By A e v o

are .also significantly\ correlated (Males: r(94)=+.305, p {.05; Females: r(94)=

+.333, p <.01]. Subjects' and observers' ratings of the same behaviors appear

to be independent,

b e e e

ml A5 - v o e ) ) i
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( - Table 19
! Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients:
Relationships Between Perceptions and Behaviors '
L —
j \ . Ratings
, MMICS
g ) _ .
l}atihgs By Spouses By Observers Productive :Counterproductive -
« Ratings of Self
by -
: <" Males . +.305% +.230 +,258% +.029
" Females +.333%% +.079 -.085 . +.055
i Ratings by Spouses
of
Males +.153 +.197 ¥ +.054
‘Females ' +,062 +,152 -.045
Ratingsgby Observers ] )
of ‘ .
Males : : +.564%k K% - 612Kk
Females +.548%%% - 687k%k
' Note. df=94. 'All scores used in computing correlation coefficients
~  were based on the first discussion. . !
aValues used in computing correlat&,on coefficlents were 10 x rate
per minute for the MMICS , and summid Self Rati-ng, Spouse Rating;and Marital '
Interaction Rating Scale scores. ' . . 1
* p .05, *
*% p ¢-01. ’ ‘ .
k%% p ¢.001.
#*
3 . ‘
; |
O ( .:
: , - |
1 N | t i
» |
": j Jﬁ
g e e = e T

. 4 _
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Relationships between self and spouse perceptibns. Correlations were

computed between subjects' ratings of behaviors during typical disagreements

at home and of behaviors during the pre-test 10 minute discussion in the
labbrétory. The Pearson producﬂt—moment correlation coefficients indicate that .
self pérceptions [r(190)=+.305, p<.01) and spouse perceptions [r(190)=+.493,
p<.001] are significantly correlated. The relationships between subjects’

ratings of behaviors during. typical disagreements 6 months apart also were

examined. Subjects' perceptions of their own communic;tior} skills,obtained‘

during the orientation phase of the study'; (Sélf Rating Scale),correlate 1
significantly with their perceptions 6 months later (Seif Rating at Follow-Up)

; [r(96)=+.429, p<.001]; this is also true of subjects' perceptions of their

spouse's skills, which appear to be even more consistent across time (r(96)=

e T

? +.679, p< .001].

Attributdions

v ¢

Trait attributions. In order to test predictions concerning self/other ,

and self-serving biases in trait attributions, the number and social desirability
of traits assigned to oneself and to one's spouse on the Checklists of Personal-
ity Traits Influencing Arguments were analyzed using 3-way (1 between-groups,
2 repeated méasurg§) ANOVA comparisons [2 (Gender) x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2

(Causing /Preventihng arguments)].

= ‘ Table E.12 (Appendix E) presentsuthe means and standard deviations of the
number of favorable and unfavorable traits assigned to oneself and to one's 3

partner, while Table E.13 details the results of the analysis. Although there

was a tendency for subjects to choose more traits which prevent arguments ,

»

°
Wﬂm"‘ -

v

I ————————
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‘ than traits wuhi.ch cause them [f_(l,94)=3.865, p .06}, there were no signifi-
cant t‘nain effects or interactions in thi\s comparison. A

The sums of the social desirability ratings of those five traits which
subjects’ judge’d to be most important on ea\cb of the four checklists (Own Traits
C:dusing, Own Traits Preventing, Spouse's Traits Causing, SPouse’s Traits
Preventing Arguments) also were examined. The social desirability values of
the traits used are based on Anderson's (1968) findingg, énd are detailed in
Appendix A. Thirteed subjects had to be dropped from this analysis due to ‘
missing &ata. The means and standard de:/iations of the social desirability.
ratings appear\in Table 20 and the test results in Table 21, Péoled error

terms and a Satterthwaite approximation to the degrees of freedom were.used

_ when testing simple effects (Winér, 1971),

%‘ . ) Table 20 . "
; v ) o _ Means and Standard Deviations of Social Desirability
; ‘ ' Ratings of Traits Influencing Arguments ’ ’
K “ . i
K 5 \ Object of Rating ' ‘
i{ y .
’& Own . ' Spouse’'s
?F ’ ) ’
o Causing Prevepting Causing Preventing
& .
' N -
& ’ a ' N
: ﬂ Group  n NS i 1) M osD ¥ B h—
. Males 40 900.78 97.76 2280.%0 139.97 883.98 119.69 2337.35 167.75 ‘
B R K .
% Females 43 . 898.51 101.93 2336.40 150.19 840.77 100.97 2330.58 15345 {
t Note. Values are based on the sum of the five traits rated most import'ant: dn each
¥ - ‘ . s 1
o category. The larger the score, the more socially desirable the trait.
i o a‘I'Iwz ns are slightly different as‘some subjects had to be dropped due to missing
: ) data. , .
f ’ ’ i \/_/) - i

J ., :
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o ‘ (A Table 21 '

<Ly ‘ ;
&

¥ ) . " Analysis of Variance on Social Desirability Ratings of -
’ . ' , Traits I,nfluencing Arguments - T ‘
* iy
) Source o ss DF MS - E /v
. A, (Gender) 61.000 Lo 61.000 0.004 :
Error 1390829.000 81'. 171703727 . S
. B (Own/Spouse's) - 2911.000 S 2911.000 0.185. o
Bx A . 55398.000 1- 55398.000 3.521 '
_ Error - 1274551.000 . ;.81 © 15735.195 : !
C (Cause/Prevent) 171943408 000 . 1 171943408.000 - 6496 .09 4x*x
CxA ~46164.000 1 46164000 1.744 b
Error 2143967.000 B N\ 2468727 )
BxC, ., 81441.938 1 . 81441.938 8.413%%
BxCxA ‘ 2699.063 1 . 2399.063 0.248
L Error 784078.187 81 ©.9679.977
B (C,)) : ) 59963.900 1 59963.900 4.719% -,
B (C)) -, . 24483.300 1 24483.300 1.927
' Errof =, 153 '12707..588 7

Z.

‘Note. Pooled error terms and a Satterthwaite approximation to tHe degrees of

freedom were used when testing simple effects (Winer, 1971) .

E N

P :"' — »

. *R< 05. % };_',‘ ; - "3 ' '."élﬂ
g % ps.01. - . S S

-
. N
S o e vy e

#kkp < ,00L. C . ! "

As expected, the traits which prevent argx;{ments are more soclally desirable ;
|

than ‘those ‘which cause them [F(1, 81)-6496 094, 13_(.001] A significam: Bx C

[(Own/Spouse s) X (Cause/Prevent)] interéction also was found [F(1,81)= 8 413, -
-
p £.01); this interaction can be seen clearly in Figure 8. Tests of simple

2
-

‘effects pex:foimed on the B factor in eech level of'C showed a significant
difference only in Cl (Cause). The means irdicate that one's own negative

traits are.more sociahy desirable than'ot‘le's. spouse‘shegatiVe traits

[F( 1,153)=4.719, p <.05].
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,Figur/e. 8. Social desirability ratings of own and spouse's traits influencing

arguments. The larger the score, tfhe'mofg socially desirable

.

the: trait.

. ¢« Causal attributions for own and spouse’s behaviors. Td test-the self/other
: > - :

)

o -
aspect' of the Jones and Nisbett (197-2)Uhypothesié, subjects' attributions about

-

the causes of their own and their spouse's beha}iiors during typical disagree-

" ments were'examined, The importance of three types of causal attributions were
evaluated by subjects: a) personality of the Emitter of the behavior, ﬂ)

personality of the Other person (spouse of the emitter) and c) nature of the’

' < ’ haadl

Toplc. - . . ‘ -
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. . In order to examine the possibility of self-serving bias (Bradley, 1978;
D. Mi:]fler & Ross, 1975), subje;:ts‘ attribu;tions concerning the causes of
their own and their spouse's. Facilitgtive“ and Dis;:upCive behaviors were‘,,

q considered separately; this was done by codlapsing e;a;:h 10-point perception

'of behavior item on the Self and Spouse Rating Scales into binary form.

4
'

Frjequent positive behaviors and rare negative ones were both considered to be
Facilitative. Conversely, frequent negative and rare positive behaviors
w;are ‘both congidered to be Disruptive. The importance ratings of, each of the

- three causal attribution items following all Facilitative ratings were-averaged
on the Sélf and on the Spouse Rating Scales, and constituted the three causal

attribution scores for one's own and for one's ‘spouse's Facilitative behaviors. .

Causal attribution scores for Disruptive behaviors were computed in the same

o - way. The means and standard deviations of these causal attribution scores

e | s ~

are presented in Table 22. The higher the score, the greater the importance

.of the causal attribution irndicated. . . :'f: o
A 4-way (1 between-groups, 3 repeated measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender)
x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2 (Fac litative/Disruptive) x 3 (Attribution)) was made on 3

these scores. s The results of this analysis are presented in Table 23. Conser-

-

vativé degrees of freedom were used in reporting p values whenever a within-cell
stn.'ce of.variatiJon was teste}d (Winer, 1971).

A significant A (Gender) main effect [F(1,93)=6.104, p ¢ .05] indicates sex
differences in responsel bias, with feﬁales making higher ratings than males. A
significant D (Attributi‘on) main effect also was found [F(conservative 1,93)=
71.305, p ¢ .001}. The Tukey hsd test was used to examine _difference;s between
the means of attributions to the Emitter of behavior, the Other person; and the

(3 nature of the Topfc. Q values (K=3, df=186) can be found in Table 24. Test

I ———————— S
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' Table 22 .-
‘ < Means and Standard Deviations of Causal Attributions .
| ) .Behaviors i ,’
, Own Spouse's ‘
& Facilitative Disruptive Facilitative Disruptive
- Attributions to M SD M S SD M s M SD
: ; Pefsonality of Emitter . B} ‘ \ . '
1, by - <)
: . . Malesa b 6.96 1.26 6.93 1.32. 6.98 1.24 - 7.31 1.16
i ’ Females 7.16, 1.17 7.02 1.62 7.16  1.28 7.49 1.16 -
Personality of Other . ) ' R
. by ‘ . ,
Males - 5.66 1.63 5.57 1.77 4,89 1.97 5.38  1.45
Females 6.22 1.33 6.14 1.56 6.02 1.57 5.97  1.57 °
Nature of Topic .
N by - ) . -
Males . 4.59 2.14 4.77  1.99 4.87 2.16 4.49 2.14
Females 5.07 1.96 5.51 2.06 4.94 1.82 4,92 2.19

—
5

i

Note. The higher the score the greater the importance of the attriﬁution. Maximun

. ¢ score = 9.

ks

a

= 47. One éubject was dropped due to missing data.
cb .

= 480 -

{2 =

‘
b .
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Table 23
Analysis of Variance on Causal Attributions

a om

Source , _S_S_ 2_11 _H_S_ , _1': "

A (Cender) 53,694 1 53.604 6.104%
" Error 818,126 93 8.797 -

B (Own/Spouse's) 222 1 2,722 1.473

BxA 0.009 1 0.009 0.005

Error 171.910 93 1,848 -

C (Facil./Disrupc.) 1.802 1 1.802 1.517 "

CxA 0.000 1 0.000 0.000

Error 110.506 93 1.188 .

Bx¢ 0,346 1 0.346 0.362

BxCxA 0.270 1 0,270 0.267

Error 94,038 93 1.011

D' (Attribution)  965.606 2 482,803 71.305%%

DxA - 14,327 2 7.164 1.058

Ervor 1259.398 186 6.771 )

BxD 15,391 2 7.666 4,381

BxDx A 5.216 2 2.608 17490

Error ° 325,480 186 1.750 :

CxD 0.259 2 0.130 0.123 ’

CxDxA 3.905 2 1.953 1.855

Error . 195.793 186 1.053

BxCxD "12.117 2 6.058 5.910%

BxCxD=xA 1.668 2 0.836 7 0813

Error © 190.678 186 1.025

B (D)) 4.514 1 4.514 2.532

8 (D) 10.472 1 10.472 5.873*

B (D)) 3.042 1 , 3.062 1.706

Errof 279 1.783 y

BxC (D) 4,150 1 4,150 4.068%

BxC (Dz) 2,109 1 2,108 2.068

B xC (D) 6.177 | 1 6.177 6.056*

Error\g - 273 ¢ 1,020 ‘

B (C,D)) " 0.004 1 0.004 0.003

B (CyD)) 8.661 1 8.661 6.662% "

B (C;Dy) 0.274 1 0.274 0.211

B (cio)) 8.947 1 8.947 , 6.882%

Error. — 256

1.300

+

- »

Note, Conservative degrees of freedom were uged in reporting p values

vhenever a withfn-cell source of variation vas tested (Winer, 1971). g
*peos. 4 - .
** p <.01.

#xx p 001,

100

\g,

ot
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8 ’ 3
) o results show that attributions to the Emitter are highe'r than to the Other ' ’
. ) ! 2
(p {.01), which, in turn, is higher than attributions fto the Topic (p¢.05). o
" ' {?’
5 ~ : " Table 24 ;
;‘ Q Values for Object of Attriburdon Comparison
F A -
g’ o ,, N ’ )
. . Object of Attributions
4 N %
1, Object of Attribution ‘ Other ' . Emitter ~ Tl
9 - -
Toplc 3.143% A 8.353%%
. Other . ) , ' 5.210%* 5
K ¥
Note. df = 186. . .
{.05. .
** p (.01. _ . . 3
' '
. . Significant B x D [(Own/Spouse's) x (Attribution)l[f_(conservat:ive 1,93)=l .
. o
\ 4.381, p¢ .05] and B x C x D [(Own/ Spouse's) x (Facilitative/Disruptive) x 5
, (Attribution)] [F(conservative 1,93)=5,910, P { .05] interactions were found
as well. The means for these are presented in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. ; ‘
@
4
Inspection of the B x D interaction means in Figure 9 suggests that sub=- %
! #
jects are relatively more likely to make external attributions [caused by the ﬂ,
: spouse's personality (Other) and the nature of the Topic] for theilr own ?f
. , §
behaviors and internal attributions [caused by the spousc's personality A‘%‘;
. ) - ¥
‘ (Emitter)] for their partner’s behaviors. Tests of simple effects were per- K
- 4
o

formed on this interaction; examination of the B (Own/Spouse's) means in each,

level of D (Attribution) shows a significant difference only in D2 (Attribution

- to- Other) .[F(1,279)=5.873, P €¢.05)]. This difference indicate( that subjects’

O S
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¥
Figure 9. Causal attributions as a Figure 10." Causal' attributions as a &
g
O ' " function of own and function of own and spouse's f
£
. N R
- spouse's behaviors, Facilitative and Disruptive ; ,;‘
, behaviors. A
i - ’ -
e T S ) ”
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are more likely to attribute their own behavior to the personality of their’

mate than they are to \attrib?xte their spouse's behavior to their own perscnal- .

ity.
The significant 3-way interaction of B x C x D, presented in Figu%e 10,
was broken down into simple interactions. Tests on the B x C means in each

level of D were made. Results inhi/the 1st and 3rd level of D show significar;t

&

~ differences. In Dl(Attribut_:ion to Emitter), inspection of the significant B x
€ interaction [F(1,273)=4.068, p_<.i)5] means suggests'that subjects were.

relatively more likely to make Emitter attributions for their spouse's Disrup—‘

- tive behaviors and their own Facilitative ones, Tests of simple effects on this

2-way interaction show_ a significant difference between Emitter attributions

2

for Disfﬁptive behaviors only [F( 1,256)=6.662, p<<.05], with subjects making

more Emitter attributions for their spouse's Disruptive behaviors than for their

own. In the 3rd level of D (Attribution to Toéic), inspection of the signifi-

cant B x C interactiom [F(1,273)=6.056, p< .05] means suggests that subjects
o] 8
were relatively more likely to'make external Topic attributions for their own

r

Disruptive and their spouse's Facilitative behaviors. Tests of simpley
effects on this interaction show a significant difference between subjects'

! Topic attributions for Disr{iptivebehaviors only, with subjects making more

Topic attributions for their own Disruptive behaviors than for those of their

e

spouse [F(1,256)=6.882, p<.001].

' — i One of‘ the questions' this study attempted to answer concerns the relative
importance of internal and external attributions foi one's own and for one's
spouse's behaviors, .Therefore,' two types of internal: external attribution

»
proportions were computed for both one's own and one's partner's Facilitative

e -

(-' and Disruptive behaviors; these are Emitter : Topic and Emitter : Other.:®

s

3
’
N B -
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. Each of these two sets of proportions was ana|lyzed in 3-way (1 between- -

groups, 2 repeéted measures) ANOVA ‘comparisons [2 (Gender) x 2 (Own/Spouse's)

>

x 2 (Facilitative/Disruptive)].j The means and standard deviations of the

Emitter : Topic attribution proportions are presented in Table 25, tj'le results

of the analysis in Table 26. N .

'+ 'Table 25
Means and Standafd Deviations of ]

P . T , Emitter :Topic Attribution Proportions

1 . v

« Behaviors '

I , - . :

3;;; ' ) ’ Facilitative Disruptive ;-

N _ Attribution for M SD M sD *
; , ‘ “©“ § |
e Own behaviors (1.710) (1.530) ¢
b by a ’ : \ i

oot , Males b 1.846 1.565 1.658 1,091 ki

gf ' Females 1.577 0.903 . 1.406 ' 0.664 ;

. Spouse's behaviors (1.618) " (1.834) K

by R 2

Males 1.700 1._2’59 "1.915 1.312 "

Females " 1.538 . 0.6977, 1.756 1.093 :

Note. The higher the score the more internal the attribution. Numbers in brackets

are group means. s ) . a*

8 n = 47. One subject was dropped due to missing data. ;

b —
ns= 48- [

.
s
[T R %

1 < ' !

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without bermiésion.




' 8 - Table 26 \

t
Analysis of Variance on Emitter:Topic

Attribution Proportions N
. Source 5 DF MS » F
v A (Gender) 4.209 1 4.209 C 1,279
& Error - 306.17¢ 93 3.292 -
s B (0wn/Spouse's) 1.057 1 1.057 1.510 . “
: B xA ,0.237 1. 0.237 0.339
3 Error 65.106 © 93 0.700
; ' . C (Facil./Disrupt.)  0.032 S | 0.032 0.072
‘ CxA 0.002 1 ' 0.002 0.005
g : Error 41.748 93 ., 0.449
& ) ' '
: BxC 3.727 1. 3.727 T 7.794%x .
BxCxA . 0.001 1 0.001 . 70:003
%  Error “ . 4. 466 93 0.478 t
c (8) .- 1.539 1 1.539 U sas
c (8,) 2.215 ©o1 2,215 4,774%
s Error _— 186 . 0.464 q -
#p¢.10.
* p ¢.05. ‘ 3
** 01, *

. The ANQVA res;ults for the Emitter 'l: Topic attri;ution proportions show a |
‘significént B x C (Own/Spouse's x Facilitative/Disruptive) ’interac;tion [_[(i,93)=
7.794, 2_(.01]. The means of this interactionm, 'graphed in ‘Figure 11, show
that subjects made relatively more internal at:trhibutions for their own Facili-
tative and their spouse's Disruptive behaviors. Tests of simple effects per-
formed on ‘the C means in each level of B show that in B2 (Spouse's behavior)
subjects made significantly ‘more internal attributions for th;eir spopse's Dis-

A\

e rupt:fve behaviors than they did for their spouse's Facilitative ones (F(1,186)=

-
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% -4.774, p ¢.05). In B1 (Own behavior) there was a tendency for subjects to make
“; . more internal ‘attributions for their ‘own Facilitative behaviors than for their
S Disruptive ones [F(1,186)=3.317, p ¢.10]. :
. f‘ N ‘
‘?{Y{;, I P > | K )
* % \ FACILITATIVE o————® |
I . DISRUPTINE o—r0
R ] i ; .
1.9 x‘
. . - #
S ~,
: -
f N =2
3 = 1.8 \
< o
3 . - )
.ok . ; :
’ e E 1.7
5 S
% ’:
i : '
i &
, % . :' ].6 : # -
}\ ’ 3 (Lzu H

*
t‘..__—'
.

e , Lo ‘ SPOUSE'S - o
P . . : : -
: ' L : BEHAVEORS (
K . : .
J Figure 11. " Emitfer : Topic attribution proportions as a funcﬁ;on of own and “
spouse's Facilitative and Disruptive behaviors. Thé higher the
IR ‘,-~_ @ Vvalue, the more internal the attribution.

& Ewlhen the Emitte'r : Other proportions; wete examined (Tabdle 27), the ANOVA
. .. test results pi:esented in Table 28 show significant: A (Gender) [F(1,93)=6.901,
‘ _p_.<.05] and B (Own/Spouse's) [F(1,93)=5.0§24 p {.05] main effécts,' Inspection

of the means in Table 27 indicates that males made more internal attributions

0

- than females and that subjects in general made more internal attributions

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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" Table 27 . ] 107
s F
\Means and Standard Deviations of
Emitter:Other Attribution Proportions
/ L4
\3 Behaviors
Lt ) :
Facilitatiye . ' Disruptive
Attribution for M SD M )
Ovn behaviors (1.230) , o (1.256) ,
®7 Males® | 1.292 0.503 1,332 0.580 :
Femalesg ~1.170 0.310 ’ 1.181 0.387
Spouse’s behaviors (1.435) ) (1.333)
by . - .
Males 1.669 1.408 < 1,378 0.413
Females 1.205 0.273 1.289 0.407

L]

Note. The higher the score the more internal the attribution. Numbers in_

brackets are group means. ~

a n = 47. One subject was dropped due to missing data. \ v
b n = 48.

“ . ' Table 28

Analysis of Variance on Emitter:Other Attribution Proportions

)

Source ss DF _ MS , F
A (Gender) 4.04178 1 4.04178 6.90134%*
Error . 54.46553 93 0.58565 ‘
. B (own/Spouse's)  1.90115 o 1.90115 5.05179%
BxA 0.46901 1 0.46901 ° ~1.24626
" Error , 34.99892 . .93 0.37633 B :
C (Facil./Disrupt.) 0.14438 ! o 0.14438 0.44397
Cxa 0.70474 ! 0.70474 2.16711
Error 30.24355 93 . 0.32520
. .
B xC A '0.39561 1 0.39561 1.25841
BxCxA 0.96783 1 0,96783 3.07859
Error - 29.23700 93 0.31438
” bl
* R(:OS- *
) S < g
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( ’ concerning thelr spouse's behaviors than they made concerning their own. No
. other siénificant differences were found. ‘
In, summary, the results of the three analyses on causal attributions
,* : 8 provide support both for the self/other aspect of ‘the Jones and‘,Nisbett'
j: _hypothesis as well as for the proposition that self-serving bips};s affect
k ° - the attribution process. The first énalys{q indicated that subjects tend_t

. to make relatively more external (Other, Topic) attributions for their own

IR s

behavior and relatively more internal ones (Emitter) for their spouse's

behavior. Subjects also were shown to make relatively more internal attribu-

& tions for their spouse's Disruptive behaviors and for their own Facilitative 3

ones, and relatively more external (Topic) attributions for their spouse's

Facilitative and their own Disruptive behaviors. The second analysis indicated

that subjects made relatively. more internal (Emitter : Topic) attributions

.

. * when considering their own Facilitative and their spouse's Disruptive behaviors.

v
E——— A L T
R
.
¢

In the third analysis, subjects were shown to be more external (Emitter :

t [4
Other) when conaider%ng their own behaviors (i.e., likely to attribute their 5
own behaviors to their spouse's personality) than when considering their

i . spouse's  actions . (i.e., to attribute their mate's behavior to their own
i . ]

.personality).

Effects of video viewing on causal attributions. In order to examine
& the effects of videotape on causal attributions, subjects' inferences about

the causes of theilr own and their spouse’'s Fac tative an sruptive
; h f thei d thei 's Facilitatl d Disrupti

o behaviors during the first discussion were assessed before and after video
viewing, Attributions concerning Facilita‘tive and Disruptive behaviors were L
calculated as described earlier. Subjects' pre-video attripution scores were 7

(_ subtracted from their post-video scores. A 5-way (2 between—-groups, 3 repeated i
IS 4} " R

measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Own,;Spouse's) x 2

1 . +%

YR M 1
—— [ - N R S
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' ‘ (Facilitativef’/Disruptiye) x 3 (Attributions)] was made on these change scores.

" Conservative degrees of freedom were used in reporting p values whenever a

’ L4 . -

within-cell source of variation was tested. The means and standard deviations

L}

used in this analysis are presented in Table E.14, There were no significant ‘

[

differences (TableJ E.15). - \ -

-

As separate predictions were made concerning a) the effects of videotape on
self~ and on spouse-viewing subjects and b) the effects of videotape on those who

viewed themselves as a cdéuple and on thése who received the No Video Placebo
. N R .

treatment, two ANOVA co;nfgarisons were made on attribution change scores. No
significant main effectg or interactions were found in either cémparison.

\ ) 1 Storms (1973)-found "B&nificant videotape effects when he used a difference
. score he called "disposition-situation index" in data andlysis’.while he found

4

5 no siénificant differences when-he examined dis}ositional or situational

attributions. Therefore, the effects of viﬂeotape on the two at;tributzlan propor- ,

tion change scores (Emitter : Topic and Emitter : Other) also were studied in a

" posteriori tests. Four-way (2 between-groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA

) comparisons [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2 (Facilitative/ K
bisrupt’iv'e)] were made using change scores. No significant main effects or . - |

. " interactions including the Video (B) factor were found in either analysis. .

- 5,

Effects of video viewing on attributions of control In order to assess charges

-

B e e 4w
b

’ - - - )Vg
caused by videotape in attributions concerning one's own and one's spouse's .

- ¢ A

’ role in determining the atmosphere during the first discussion,' subjects' attri-

butions of control to themselves and to their partnér were measured before and

) after t:h'e(videotape intervention. A 4-way (2 Mb/et‘;’g:en-groups, 2 repeated measures) e
) ’ ASIOVA comparison 1[2 (Gender,) x 4 5V1dec;) x'2 (Self/Spouse) x 2 (‘Fre/Post‘ Video)']’ )
C) . ) \:as made. The means and standard deviations ’used in thig analysis a;;pear in i !
. : \ ) - f:/ o
s . A ' !
’ : . ——i . . Q.w::.;;:wl. - —
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Table 29 and the results in Table 30.  Only a significant C (Self/Spouse) main
: o, -

L ' effect was found; this indicates that one's spouse was seen as more controlling .

than oneself [F(1,88)=9.665, p< .01].

h
b

gy
s

- s
“w—

-~

Table 29 :
Means and Standard Deviations of Attributions of Control °
. : Self . Spouse
) Pre ,Post Pre Post
: a
} Croup” - M b M S M SO M SO
3 : X .
%% ‘ Males -
é Video self 5.750 1.712 4.917 2.644 6.583 2.644 7.2;0 1.357
B Video spouse 71.167 1.403 6.667 2.309 7.333 1.231 7.250 2.051.
i Video béth 6.333 1.723 6.833 0.937 7.333 1.614 7.667 0.985
§~ oot No video placebo; 6.583 1.564 6.000 1.537 7.250 1.765 6.583 2.314
% Females -
‘ Lt 2 s ) [N - ' ]
"& Video self 6.667 2.535 6.667 2.309 6,750 2.768 5.833 3,157
Video spouse 6.917 1.443 6.250 2,261 8,167 0.835 6.667 2.060
Video both 6.667 2.146 7.73%0 1.357 7.500, 1.508 7.667 1.231
No video placebo 2,611 7.250 1.765 7.250 2.667 7.667 1.670

6.500

a

n. =12 for each group.

“

—

Oécompletelyzunimportant, 9=very important.

5

-

Note. The higher éhg value, the greater the attribution of control.
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- . : ) Table 30 ' : .
- \ 4
: Analysis of Variance on Attributions of Control

e Source Ss DF MS P
' L i -
A (Gender) 8.1665 1 81665 1.2165
. B (Video‘) 45.8320 3 15.2773 2.2758
) . Ax8B T 5.7078 3 1.9026 0.2834
Error _ 590.7441 88 6.7130
A .
‘ C (Self/Spouse) 36.2600- o 1 36,2600 ~9.6646%
CxA 6.5100 1 6.5100 1.7352
CxB. 0.0310 73 0.0103 0.0028
Cx'AxB ' 19,5305 3 6.5102 . 1.7352
Error 330.1626 88 3.7519
D (Pre/Post) 1.2604, 1 1,2604 0.4694
DxA ~ 0.0937 1 0.0937 0.0349
DxB 18.3643 3 6.1214 " 2.2801
DxAxB 13.5311 . 3 4,5104 1.6800
) Error 236.2479 88 2.6846
xD = 0.6667 1 0.6667 0.2825
Clx D x A 8.1665 1 8.1665 3.,4606
: CJx D x B 2.1250 3 - 0.7083 0.3002
i xDxAxB * 3.8749. . 3 1.7916 0.5473
: Error 207.6662 88 2.3598 N
r . *p {.01. ‘
~ e y
. Since specific hyiaotheses were made about es in attributions of
;’), “control in the Video Self and in the Video Spouse conditions, the data fori"\ ’
these two grou{:s werie analyzed separately. Again, there were no .significant
differences. -
Effects- of video viewing on feedback accuracy judgments. It was hypoth-
esized that wvideo viewing would affect subjects’'-judgments concerning the
accuracy of verbal feédback given thém. To test this hypothesis., subjects'’
. 0 + assessments of accuracy on the Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Communication

Skills were averaged across codes in each of the four feedback divisions. Sub-

-
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<
—

\A

(Self /Spouse)] were made. No significant main effects or interactions were

( Jects' judgments concerning the accuracy of the feedback given to them and
\./ N "

’ their spouse were computed separately. As some subjects received feedback =
Fant <
¢ " in only two or three of the four feedback divisions, four 3-way (2 between- \,
. groups, 1 repeated measure)r ANOVA comparisons [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 g
X
%
it

found on any of these comparisons.

7

In.order to make comparisons between the Facilitative and Disruptive

SeeeTed. -

. feedback ,categories, the two divisions of each category were combined. As

all éubjects recelved feedback in both these categories, and since no sex "

-

differences were found in the previous analyses, one 3-way (1l between-groups,

5y A

2 r;peated measures) JANOVA comparisbn [4 (Video) x 2 (Self/Spowuse) x 2
) (Facilitative/Disruptive)] wa; made on category means.h Tables 31 and 32
ptes;ent the means and the results, respectively. -
A significant C (Facilit'at;lve/Disruptive) main effect [F(1,44)=8.305,
' P_'(.Ol] indicates that s;xbjects judged Facilitative feedback items to be

more accurate than Disruptive feedback items. The A x C (Video x Faci_litative/va

s e S NN pods A e oot

Disrﬁptive) interaction illustrated in Figure 12, was also significant [F(3,48)=

3.654, p (.05]. Tests of simple effects were performed on this -interaction

AN

in each level of A (Video). Results of these tests indicate that Facilitative

S AW e

T

feedback items were judged more accurate than Disruptive feedback items in Al

-~

(Video Self) [F(1,44)=11.938, p {.001] and in A& (No Video Placebo) [E(1,44)=

T e

4.912, p ¢.05], while no significant differencé® were found in any other level

. of A, . 4

M PR W R, 5 e

k3

IR e B RS e

I

e
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. Means and Standard Deviations of Feedback Accuracy Judgments

==

s

" Category
d, s o Facilitative ‘ ' *  Disruptive
a
" Group " - on sp
X Video self . .
¥ - Self- ' 8.500 . 1025 6.979 1.737 -
B Spouse 8.486 1.808 6.882 }.858
video spouse - , 7
R Self 7.942 1.962 8.035 S 1.790
% ] . Spouse 7.625 02,385 8.500 1.706
" ) Video both J -
5 Self ' 8.431 1.302 7.462 1.858
f Spouse 8.014° 1.624 7.897 1.805 -
g; No video placebo ' '
* Self '8.528 1.396 7.681 , 2.123
¢ Spouse " 8.736 " 1.143 . 7.611 2.080
5. - |
E Note. The larger the number the highery the accuracy rating, 1 = very ‘

nacc,urate 10 = very accurate. ’
a N L
n = 6 for each group. -

{
ﬁ

W e e et

.
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‘ . Table 32 a
‘ Analysis of Variance on Feedback Accuracy Judgments °

‘3& Source | §s DF MS F ,
A (Video) 4,699 3 1.566 0.234
Error 29%.998 4b 6.705
B (Self/Spouse) 0.028 1 0.028 0.018
BxA P 04134 .3 0,045 0.028
Error 70.109 . 44 1.593 ‘
' - ¢ (Facil./Disrupt.)20.393 1 " 20.393 8. 3054*
., CxA ‘ 26.918 3 8.973 3.654%
- Error 108.048 44 2.456 )
Bx C o 1.214 1 1.214 0.7417
BxCxA 3.047 3 1.016 0.620
Error . 72.094 44 1.638 -
- Bs(Al) 29.316 1 '29.316 11.938%%*
C (A,) 2.812 1 - 2,812 ~1.145 .
C (43) 3.538 "1 3.538 ' 1.568
L€ (A 11.082 1 11.082 4.912%
! Error 108.048 _ 44 ~ 2,456
% p <.05. ‘ .
*% p .01, i

Uy &;‘?i}‘»:w»;'wm,wn R,
'

¥
!
?
“
*
X
b

~

o . = e ot et AR A A AT TITIFTeS )
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Figure 12, Video x Facilitative/Disruptive interaction means for judgments:

of feedback accuracy. The higher the value, the greater the accuracy.

The re;'sults of these tests on accuracy scores in the four feedback divi-
sions and in the two feedback categories suggest that video viewing does not

have consistent effectg on subjects' evaluations of feedback accuracy.

CONDITION

0

vz

PR p—

k]

-

/

n
~ - —
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the questionnaire. None of the subjects indicated that participation in the

,inptructionéi verbal feedback were significantly higher at both testing times

-

116

Follow-Up

o

Sample characteristics. Fifty-one subjects (53%) (25 couples and 1 wife)

3

5.
returned follow-up questipnnairg ; their average pre-test MAS score was 82.24,

. i y
which is very similar 4o the mean MAS score of the whole sample (82.51). o
In response to : 5-point question (on the Relationshiﬁ Information Sheet) 3

¢
*

concerning the effects of participation in the study on couples' marital rela-
tionships, two (4Z) subjects indicdted that participation resulted in sub-

stantial improvement, 19 (38%7) stated that participation resulted in some

improvement, while 29 (587%) repofted no changes. One subject did not answer

study caused deterioration. Six couples started in marital theraﬂy after

~ i3, -2l

they were seen in the laboratory.

b

During debriefing, some subjects saw additional videotapes of themselves.
This makes comparisons among the different video conditions at follow-up

inappropriate. As no additionél instructional verbal feedback was given to

couples, the effects of feedback were examined at follow-up. BSome subjects

"did not complete all the follow-up measures, thus, the Ns in various comparisons

- ' 4

differ slightly. )

¢

Effects of instructional verbal feedback on marital satisfaction. Changes
T . L

et At -

in MAS scores were examined in a 3-way (2 between-groups, 1 repeated measure)

ANOVA comﬁarisoh [21(Gender) x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Pre/Post)]." The ﬁéans’and

P M

standard deviations of these scores can be found in Table E.16 and the results

- -

of the analysis in Table E.17. Only a significant B (Feedk ck) main effect

R

e
was found [F(1,46)=4.390, p (.05]; means indicate that the MAS scores of

RS

subjects returning combleted follow-up questionnalres who had been given

’

., -,
N

-
s
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4
’ than the scores of those not given feedback. Significant interactions were

not found.

Effécts of instructional verbal feedback on perceptions. The Self and
épouse Rating Scale scores before intervention and at follow-up were used in
a 4-way (2 between-groups, 2 repeated’measuresi ANOVA comparison (2 (Gender)
'x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Self/Spouse) x 2 (Pre/fost)]. The only significant finding
was a Self /Spouse main effect [F(1,45)=18.126, p<.001]. Neans fndicate that
subjects evaluated themselves more favorably than they did their spouée; this

difference replicates similar findings at other testing times.

' Effects of instructional verbal feedback on attributions of control.

L

Attributions of control before participation and at follow-up also were
examined in a.f6-way (2 between-groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA comparison
. o \\;\ 1 ' ~
[2 (Gender) x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Self/Spouse) x 2 (Pre/Post)]. Only the Self/
Spouse main effect was significant [F(1,39)=5.798, p <.05]; this finding
. : ' . ) : 4 0
replicates the results on attributions of control during the laboratory phase

of the study, \'and shows that subjects attributed greater influence over the

atmosphere during disagreements to' their spouse than to themselves.

1

1

: o
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Discussion

b

Communication Behaviors

y

%, Effects of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors. T
results' of the present study do nat support any part of Hypothesis 1, in which

it was predicted that video playback and instructional verbal feedback would

/

have separate and additiv

large varieﬁy1of ways 1n which the daté were analyzed, neither video playback

e effects on behavioral improvement. In spite of the

4
>

nor instruc;&onal verbal feedback effected any significant changes in either
‘ ) .

the Productiv% or Counterproductive behaviors of couples. When the effects of
" these two variables oﬁ changes in behaviors targeted for treatment were examined,
éhe only pertinent finding, an. increase in rare positive behaviors by those who
did not receive feedback was no longer signifiéagt when frequencies transformed
to standard scores were used in data'analysis. Except for the finding that

wives emitted more GCounterproductive behaviors gpanfhusbands, all significant

results may be best explained by a regression toward the mean, since rare. ’

behaviors, both posit{ve and negative, increased in frequency while common

- behaviérs decreased.

4

' Only one of the 16 tests carried out to assess the impact of video play-
\ 4 . {

back and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each code revealed a

yerbhl feedback

- 1

~

signifi&ant main’effect; subjects administered instructional

. deéréased the number of Put-Downs they emitted, relative to those who were

T ORI M e |

not given such feedback. Although four additional 3-way interactions also were
found (in the AP, HU, CR and EX codes), tests of simple effects did not reveal

consistencies., Given the large number of post hoc tests'performed, it would

v

RV e s bl e

(;} appear” that video playback and instructional verbal feedback were not effective

in altering either verbal or non-verbal behaviors.
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These negative results are somewhat surprising, since the findings reported

i

in the literature suggested that both video playback and instructional verbal é
‘feedback should be useful in altering couples' communication skills. Several %

) ' possible explanatidﬁs can be prgéosed for the unanti;ipated results. ’ ’ ,§
First, the standard deviations in the present study are quite large, %

=

indicating high variability between subjects. Of course, this ﬂimipishes

' the likelihood of finding significant differences. However, the large standard
deviations cannot account for all of th; negative results. A variety of
'statistical techniques were used to increase the power of the tests. For

example, repeated measureg werg included in the design and numerous transforma-

tions were carried out in order to make variances more homogeneous. Further-

<

A, R T o W I ATn o B g

more, standard deviations in some of the analyses were relatively small, and

PR

yet tests revealed no significant differences. v

‘ ‘ Another possible source of thé negative findinés may be the brevity of the

T nwinatthal AR o

intervention in the present study; the total procedure, including the orientation

~

session, lasted only 3 1/2 hours and couples were seen for only one session.
Other investigators have demonstratea positive outcomes using interventions
of less than 3 hours. For example, many component analysis studies which

report significant findingé in the social skills training literature (e.g.,

Arnkoff & Stewart, 1975; Bailey et al,, 1977;'Hersen et al., 1973; McFall &

PRy e e

\ .
Lillesand, 1971; McFall & Twentyman, 1973) and in the marital therapy literature
(e.g.,Eisler et al., 1973; Carter & Thomas, 1973) also have used extremely

short interventions, with the entire procedure lasting less than 3 hours.

+ e SRR e SR o B PN won AR <at

!

Nonetheless3 3 lengthier treatment which includes many repetitions may be

necessary, to achieve changes in communication behaviors. There can be impor- o

tant interactions between treatment length and other variables; some of these

A e T o P

are described below.
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The motivation of volunteer couples deserves consideration. Although some

i
bt

couples may have volunteered in order to make a contribution to science, it is
4

possible that others participated because they wanted an opportunity to argue

i
TASE ety

-y

" " 1in front of an outsider, thereby attempting either to demonstrate the spouse's

.

SRS e

"pathology" or to solicit a professional's alliance in a dispute. Defensiveness

D

could have prevented behavioral changes since spouses may have needed to hold on

to their current beliefs and behaviors in the absence of therapeutic support.
On the other hand, spouses may have been motivated to-make changes, as some qf
4 1 -
.them volunteered in order to learn something which would help them to improve -

T \

Rt SRR R

gt

s,

their relationship. €ertainly a number of couples mentioned this reason during

* debriefing. Two lines of evidence suggest that a desire to improve their

a1

B

relationship may have motiyated at least some participants. Of the 48 couples

4 R msegt o

seen, eight were referred by their marital therapist while almost half of the
remaining 40 had received marital therapy in the past, and yet were still
. sufficiently distressed to be included in the sample. Furthermore, six (247%) -

of the 25 couples who returned follow-up questionnaires started marital therapy

I o e e e

,after they were seen in the laboratory. It should be noted that none of the

. ) P \
4 participants indicated that their involvement in the stuqz/céused any deterior-
dtion in their relationship.

The nature of the problems used to generate diseussion might have made

RS
:
G ) Gkethee TR TR .

By ey
%

g

significént changes unlikely. It.was decided to use couples' own marital

—

¢
difficulties because several studies which used contrived problems to generate

S

PSS-S o S

. e

interaction have shown that distressed and non-distressed spouses may not

oy
x

3

; differ in their communication styles when the topics discussed are not relevant %
;)ﬁ - t n

; . to the participants' own disputes and concerns (Gottman et al., 1976; Birchler 4
- ' : = :
0 ‘[} & Webb, Note 3): Since couples in the .present study discussed problems in their N

P
T
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own relationship, the impoftance qf resolving issues<hay have_stimulated spouses

1

to use thelir most petent aversive tactics. "Thereby, changes in‘communicagion A
behavior may have beeh pfecluded. ‘However, because only mildly or moderately
problematic issues were used to generate interactiop, it isluniikelx that this
factor was responsible for all of the present negative results, ‘Furthermore,
other investigators (e.g. Carter & Thomas, 1973) have repo;ted changes after N

+

brief interventions when couples' own problems were used to generate interaction.
p B

. Another  factor which should be considered is the sequencing of the video

playback and instructional vérbal fegdback interventions. The design of this
study required that spouses be administered video playback before instructional
X .

verbal feedback. This order of preséntation was necessary because perceptions
and attributions had to be assessed before subjects received objective

% ) evaluations of their performance. Although tﬁe?e is‘ﬁo direct evidence om the ’
importance of the.sequencing of treatment coﬁéogents, it i; possible that had
instructional verbal feedback be;n provided pyior to videqpape viewing, subje;ts

might have focused on those specific behaviors which were targeted for treatment

and, therefore, may have made changes in these behaviors. As the behavigral

R B A

effects of videotape playback and instructional verbal feedback have rarely been

I
;

¥

&

investigated independently of an; another or of other treatment components in
controlled stu&ies, this possibilityuhas yet go be investigated. Indeed, mostu
investigators who report that Yhe addition of video playback to anmother treat-
_ment component enhanced therapeutic effectiveness either administered the two
components simultaneously (e.g.,Arnkoff & Stewart, 1975; Melnick, 1973) or‘
administered video playback after the other intervention (e.g.,Eisler et al.,
1973). The same is true of mény studies which demonstrated the value of adding

} -
‘: verbal feedbackoto another therapeutic component (e.g.,Hersen et al., 1973;

b

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



, ! 122
' McFall & Twentyman, 1973). However, the sequencing of the two techniques )

does not explain the absence of separate main effects. It may be true, as

“
"

. Thomas (1977) suggests, that videotape and instructional verbal feedback, “should
b - 0 \

Qge@erally be augmented with other method:; of modification to ens;ure a better
chance of success" (p. 95),and that these two treatment components, in’ the
absence of m;)deliing, rehearsal, training in pi?pointing spécific behaviors and
" . other commonly used ingredients :[':i,qaétage programs, are not effective in

s
w3

altering complex interpersonal beha;ior. What feedback to give, how to give it,

at what point im therapy to provide lt, and how much feedback to administer at

any‘one time are questions which have yet to be answered.

?

1 It 18 also possible that the behavioral changes reqt‘xestqd in the instruc-

. tional verbal feedback interventit;n were too dffficult for some couples to
execute, Wright and Fichten (1976) speculated that troubled spouses, possibly
the most highly distressed,- may not I;ave the a‘pppropriate skills availabl‘e in

their repertoire; feedback of any sort may then be insufficient in the absence

4 N

of a skills acquisition program. This notion receives some empiricalssupport
from the correlational study conducted by Renne (1970). Her-data indicate that

individuals who have relatively few close friends are much more likely to have

unhappy marriages than are people wt}o have many intimate friends. These findings
could mean tﬁat gsome distressed spouses are deficient; in the behaviors which

Lhelp to maintain intimate relationships. Constructive dialogue bétween strangers
may require skills different from tf‘lOSB needed during interaction between close
" friends and marriage partners (Altman, 1974). Indeed, in the assertion training
‘literature,‘sever,al investigators (Eisler, Hersen, Miller & Blanchard, 1975;

. Zeichner, Wright & Herman, 1977) have found that effective interpersonal behavior

P
i .
(. varies as a function of social context. .
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N A skills deficit view of disturbed commnication differs from the
s . . ,
T . ’ position of Vincent et al. .(1975). Ina gtudy of problem solving between .-
o spouses and strangers from distressed and, non-distressed ‘relationships, th~e*se:
: iﬂnvestfgators found that troubled couples communicated less effectively than
% +* happy couples. Spouses from these two groups were not shown to differ
g‘g o appreclably during interaction with a stranger, The authors interpreted =
2B = ot ! N , A
Y‘ff their findings s support for a "situational iphibition" rdther than a skills. o0
F=N ! )

deficit view of dis‘turbed ‘communication. However, it should be noted that in.

\
their study the differences between happy and troubled couples were small and

-

only marginally éignificant and that subjects Jiscussed contrived problems
) N =g
"« [0lson & Ryder's (1970) Inventory of Marital Conflicts {IMC)] which may not have

PO ‘
. been personally relevant. Furthermore, Birchler and Webb (Mote 3), who also
used the IMC, failed to replicate'the differences which Vincent et al.“'Afound

between happy and distressed couples and found that there were significant

.

) differences in the behgvioi‘s of spouses when they discussed thelr own problems

o and when Ehey discussed the IMC topids. v

[

" A skills deficit explanation of the present negative results may be re-

z

conciled with the Vincent et al. findings when one considers the i:ype of

communication studied. Renne's (1970) and Birchler and Webb's (Note 3)“"data

sug;est that bad Vincent et al. examined "intimate" cbmmubnication, perhaps

- between friends, and had they usegl personally relevant topics to generate
%ntc_aract:lon, spouses from distresseg and happy relationships may ﬁave differed

. when interacting with persons other than tl)eir spouse. Although Vincent et

al,'s intérpretation of their data guggests that since the requisite communica-

-

0 tion skills are available in their repertoire, distresseéd spouses should be

. able to use these skills when told to do so, the present results show that

-
kS
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faulty communication behaviors“are not eaéily altered,

+ That video playback and instructiongl verbal feedback did not have any

- effects on observed behavior may also be explained ip terms of the cognitive

4

and motivational biases of distressed spouses. Spouses who a) .believe that -

they are more skilled than their partner and b) attribute their partner's

actions to stable personality characteristics may not expect behaviofal -

* changes from their mate nor be motivated to improve their own communication
skills. This explanation 1s supported by the present study's findings of - E o
. perceptual and attributional bias, and will be discussed later. 1
r . Relationships between behaviors, The significant correlations obtained “ .
g . -
between pre-test and post-test behaviors, both Productivé and Counterproductive, "
g - v * .

indicate that subjects' behaviors in both of these categories are relatively

-~

stable over time, with Counterproductive'behaviors somewhat more consistent'’
. * [Productive: Peargon r = +.479 (Males) and +.306 (&émales); Counterproductive:
T = +.641 (’itales) and +.715 (Females)]. ' -

The behaviors of husbands and wives also weré found to be significant‘iy

n
“

cotrelated. Counterproductive behaviors, ag[ain,‘Were more closely related

«

[average ‘Pearson r = +.350 (Productive) and +.515 (Counterproductive)]. As
-, Gottman et al. (1976) noted, correlations ‘between spouses' behaviors do not
necesgarily imply reciprocity. Nevertheless, demonstration of such relation-

ships is meaningful, as these correlations maﬂy reflect reciprocity, similaritcy

or modelling by spouses. The ﬁrese::t findings suggest that'the -alteration of

one spouse'’s behavior may be accompanied by similar changes in the behavior of

'

the partner.

-,

c) _ Productive and Counterproductive behaviors were shown to be unrelated. No
o8 7

o N TR § 30 S TR | R S R bt e
s
c

! -

significant «correlations were found either within subjects or between spouses.

1 o

X

i

oL -
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Based on different types of data,  these results are similar to those of Wills

- . T

et al. (1974), who found little relationship between spouses' '"pleasing" and
"displeasing" behaviors in the home. , Recent approaches .to behavioral marital

i
therapy have focused on the acceleration of positive behaviors (Stuart, 1975;
—

Weiss et al,, 1974). The present findings imply that programs) to decrease
negative communication behaviors should also be developed. Communication - ]
skills training programs which teach spouses to both increase positive a;m'.
dscrease negativeﬂbeflaviors would be desirable. Because spousés may not have -
- the appropriate positive behéviors in their repentoire, they may need to learn
how to cﬁange their relationship 'f:hrough positive reinforcement. Spouses may

also have to be taught to decrease negative behaviors, as the results of the

present study suggest that an increase in positive behaviors may not be

accompanied by a decrease in negative ones,
Additional findings of interest concern the highly significant coefficients
- i*’bbtained when trained observers' ratings on the Marital Interaction Rating 3
Scale (MIRS) and on the Modified Ma.rit:ﬂ Interaction Coding Systeml(MMICS) ' :
Procfil'ctive and Counterproductive category scores were\ correlated, The single
Mlks;gcore, based on one non-stop viewing of a videotaﬁe, was shown to correlate
i)o'sit'ively 'with MMICS Productive category scores ‘[Pearson I= +.56l;‘ (Males) and
+.548 (‘Fema}es)] and negatively with MMICS Counterproductive scores [r = =.612
. ! " (Males)and -.687 (Females)]. These resultiéiffer from those of Royce and Weilss: (
a ‘(1975), whose raters were untrained. In théir study, untrai;led observers'
ratings of adjustment were correlated with spouses' overall rates of aversive,
l;ut not of su;)portive behaviors. Tile significant correlations found between ;

MMICS and MIRS scores become important when the costs involved in obtaining

objective ratings are considered. First of all, the MIRS can be used to score

°
{ 7

g o . BT - — FETT—.
S o s,
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live communication reliably. Secorddly, when videotapes are available, the 10
minutes required to complete this scale compare favorably to the 1 1/2 hours
1 needed for the MMICS. As the code-by-code correlations are also significant

, .
and approach the reliability of the MMICS codes themselves (Dixon et al., Note

[

-

9), this efficient and economical instrument may be useful to both clinicians

and researchers.

[
/

Sex differences. When the pre-test Productive and Counterproductive

category scores were examined, females were found to emit more Counterproductive
. . . P
behaviors than males. Further code-by-code examination of sex differences -

(8

indicates that wives tended to, Agree \(AG) and Accept Responq{bility (AR) 1less

often than their husbands while they tended to Complain (CP) and Criticize (CR)

-~ 1

more frequently. Although not predicted, such differences might be interpreted

as a reflection of the discrepancy between the marital roles and 'needé of

husbands and wives,

The husband, typically regarded as the more powerful member of the marital
dyad because[he\ often controls essential resourcds, such as prestige and money,’
ugualiy -provides economic support and status in return for a varie%{:y c;f em;:tional

5 and physical services rendered by the wife (Murstein & Beck, 1972; Safilios-

\

Rothschild, 1976; Thurnher, Note 10). In coercive social exchanges between
spouses, the husband has the option to exercise contfol ovir—ﬁhi\ s wife through
tactics such as withholding money and vetoing purchases. he husband also can

use coercive strategies such as going home late and physical force, options

usually unavailable to women. Men are often more involved in their job than

hJ , <

R .are working wives and, thus, have available sources of gratification outside

/(\} ' the home, as well as inside.

st
v
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Although these roles are changing, women often have the primary responsi-

s

bility for child care and for the day—to—dayl needs of the family (Hoffman, '-i
1977). Since wives are often more concerned about the home and the marriage,

it has been argued (}Sel-l, 1975; Bernard, 1972) that the wife's satisfaction,- -_r:\
with life is more dependent on the marital relationship than is the happiness

of the husband. Murstein and Beck's (1972) data provide some support for this
view. These investigators found that the satisfaction of wives with their
marriage was much more dependent on how they saw their husbands than was the

H

. ) case” for how husbands saw their wives.

e
Because women are more involved in the home, it is likely that the. outcome

‘ ‘ 3
of domestic. disputes has greater impatt on the wife than on the husband. In the

a

attempt to influence the, outcome of disaéreements concerning hougehdld matters,
wives would be expected to use more potent behavior control tactics than
husbands; wives have more at stake and fewer alternate c?ntrol strategies.
As troubled couples rely heavily on aversive control (Patterson & Reid, 1970), ~
‘wives from distressed relationships would be expected to use coercive tactics
- during arguments more often than husbands. Even studies of non-trc;uﬁled couples
report that wives are more critical than husbands (Thurnher, Note 10). Indeed,
it is sullprising that sex difffé;énces were not f;)und on other measures, since
- WOmEen are more iikely’than their partner to report marriage difficulties, to
consider the marital relationship less happy (Bernard, 1972),and to attribute
blame for problems to the husband (Gurin et all., 1960) . Behavioral marital
tlierapy research has‘generally igno‘red sex differences; a consideration of the

differing roles and needs of hysbands and wives, as advocated by Laws (1975),
{

Cg may produce findings of interest to practitioners.

[ ’ -
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Perceptions °

The results of this stl/dy provide epidence for the existence of self-serving

) ; perceptual distortions.. Although it was!predicted that video playb@tk would

modify these biases,the data indicate tha videétape viewing had mno effects on

E]
. ~

perceptions.

Self-serving biases in perceptions. pothesié 2 (a), in which it was

predicte'd that subjects would perceive th#ir spouse's behaviors more ‘negatively
than their own, is strongly supported by 1ts. ‘Subjects, pslzrceived thelr
own bei’xaviors significantly more favorably than those of their spouse at three
different testing times: pre-’test ratings of typical behaviors, ratings of
behavio;‘s occurring during taping, and ratings at follow~up. This difference
between seif and spouse evaluations occurred in both the means of the scores and
in the‘number of subjects- (72%) who rated theh: own behavior more favorably,
The present finﬁings of distortion in the i)erceptx;al process support Newtson'sn
(1976) view, th?t is, in the study of attributions about the causes of what has
! been observed, the role of the perceptions upon which attributions are based
also needsto be considered. .
Other investigators have indicated that husbands and wives report om the
- same acts quite differentl.y (Bern’gard, 1972; Glick & Gross, 1975; Olson, 1972;
Olson & Rabunsky, 1972). The present findings indicate, moreover, that spouses
N see each other's behaviors more negatively even when d'irectly observing these
behaviors. Bradley (1978) argues that peo-ple Should make overly favorable
evaluations of their own behavior only in "inublic self~presentation" situations
in which high ratings of one's performance are not susceptible to disconfirma-
tion, and therefore tend Eo maximize public self-—esteem‘. For example, Schlenker

Q;- T . 4
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.
4

(1975) found that self -evaluations were con istent withMNexpected success or
/ Tty .

failure whén future public verification of Behavior was anticipated, while

self-presentations were equally favorable, re

rdlefss of outcome expectations,
en future performance oytcomes were ostensibly anonymous. Subjects in the
present study gvaluated thelr own behaviors mére favorably than those of their
spouse despite the three video cameras facing them and the )knowlledge that the
interaction would be evaluated objectively‘v. Thus, the present findings do not
appear. to be an example c;f a public' self-presentation phenomenon; ramther, the
results suggest ithat spouses, when observing themselves and their partner,
- actually see more of thelr own positive and fewer of their ox:m negative
behaviors. |
Given the present findings on perceptual biases, one may reconceptualize
the skills de'fiéit: interpretation which Gottman et al. (1976) gave of their
results. These authors noted that it‘is x;ecessary to consider how subjects
view their"own and their partner's behaviors. For this re:ason, they asked the
spouses in their )study to indic)ate the intent of statements they made during.
conflictual interaction. The results showed that although distreséed and
ha{ppy couples did not differ in théir intentions, spouses from a troubled
relationship were much more likely to see their mate's behavior as having been
intended negatively. Gottman et al., argue that these results support a communi-
cation skills deficint exnplanati'on of marital distress, since} unhappy couples

have difficulty translating their intentions into behaviors. It should be noted,

g - however, that Got'tman et al, made no observer ratings of the interaction and,
g .
4 !

thus, could not o\;jectively assess whether the behaviors were, in fact, negative
* {
0 or whether neutral or positive actions were perceived negatively by the subjects.

The results of the present study strongly suggest that a perceptual bias expla-
: , ,

H \ ®
\ v
3
.
‘
. \
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nation of the Gottman et al. findings is equally, if not more, plausible,

—

Indeed, data from research in progress indicates that while it is diff%;ﬁ{ll‘t
. AN

to distinguish between thé communication behaviors of happy and troubl'edfcoup'les .

¢

who volunteered to participate in :the present study, spouses in these two groups

differ significantly in their perceptions of their own and their partner's “

behaviors.

The absence of effects from videotape playback and instructional verbal
/‘ . feedback on communicatié\n behaviors may have l;een due to the perceptual biases
of spouses, Subjects were apparently aware of more of their own positive
behaviors tha:n th,eir spouse's and feyer of their own negative acts. One might

-ask why subjects should 1;11prove their own behaviors when they wiew their:

partner's actions more negatively than their own. If this were the attitude

e

of most subjects, as it appears to have been, one would not expect spouses to
» be motivated to improve their own behévior and, thus, no behavioral changes
should occur. Should this interpretation of the present findings be corréct, -
: then behavioral marital therapists, who usually require that each spouse initiate -

new positive behaviors, would hasten therapeutic gains by working toward the

4
PR

alteration of perceptual distortions before requiring spouses to make behavioral i
| ‘ !
4 changes. This suggestion is discussed later. é

%
Effects of video viewing on perceptions. The findings of systematic bilas ;;
in self and spouse perception suggest that a n:agative "halo effect" (Triandis,’ ' %’
A 1977) may characterize distressed spouses® perceptions of each other. Although g
. ¥ v ’ wl
R e
~ gome means of dealing with unfavorable perceptions in behavioral marital therapy L
. . ¥
will have to be found, the answer is not likely to be video playback alone; {*;
G two of the major hypotheses [2 (b) and (c)lof this study, those dealing with ' f;‘

X
%
i
.

f
the effects of video playback on perceptual distortions, were not confirmed”

H
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Video playback was not shc;wn to have any significant effects on perceptions;
differences were not found in a) the global ANOVA, nor in planned comparisons
between b) self and spouse-viewing subjects and c) between subjects who saw

themselves as a couple and those who did not see any videotape but spent time

reflecting on their behaviors,

‘
'

-
The analyses dealing with the assessment of possible changes in perceptual

accuracy resulting from the videotape intervention yielded no positjve reéuits.
The significant finding that one's spouse is perceived more accurately than
oneself appears to be caused by a*sta\tyistical artifact. Accuracy was defined
as the discrepancy between observers' and .subjects' ratings. Because ratings
made bynobservers were g’enerally lower than ratings made by subj‘ect:—s, while
subjects" evaluations of their spéu;e were generally less favorable than their
self evaluations, the apparently greater a\c‘:curacy° of spouse perception appears
to be due to response bias (Cronbach, 1955; Triandis, 1977).

The absence of video effects may have been due to the stability of the
i?x‘xpressions which spouses have ‘of themselves and their partner. Although
subjects were asked to indicate the frequency of observed behaviors (i.e.,self

El

and spouse’ monitoring), perhaps this task was too closely linked to spouses'
globe;l evaluations of themsgelves and of their mate. It is usually assumed
tﬂhat stable impressilons are resistant to change because.people need to maintain
consistency among their cognitions (Zajonc, 1968); impressions which are well
est‘ablished are of;en extremely d,i\fficult to alter, even Iin the face of over-
vhelmingly disconfirmatory evidence. It may not be possible to ;_hange even
erroneous impressions through mere exposure to uew evidence (Hastorf et al.,

1970; Ross, 1977) . It is likely. that, in the present study, spouses' Stable

impressions may have precluded change. The significant correlations obtained
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between subjects' retrospective ratings of behaviors during typical disagreel—

ments at home and their ratings of behaviors occurring in the laboratory -

v

[Pearson r = +.305(Self Rating) and +.493(Spouse, Rating)] support this view.

"In addition, the significant correlations between ratings made 6_months apart
/

[x = +.429(Self Rating). and +.679(Spouse Rating)] suggest that subjects'

impressions are stable over time,

>

Spquse ratings were more highly correlated than self ratings in both of 4

the above examples. These results could be interpreted as support for the

4

self/other aspect of the Jones and Nisbett hypothesis, since consistent

spouse perceptions are likely. to reflect stable dispositional attribvutions

about the causes of 'the partner's behavior,

)

Spouses completed perception questionnaireé at fol'low—up; these ratings
of their own and their spouse's behavior also were examined., Because most
couples had seen additional videptapes of themselves during debriefing, it ‘was

inappropriate to test for video effects. Therefore, only inmstructional verbal

feedback éffects were evaluated; the results indicate that this intervention

3
Ly

had no delayed consequences.‘L This finding is not surprising, as cognitive

changes would not be expected to occur in the absence of behavioral improvement,

Relationships between perceptions and behaviors. The signifiecant but low
correlations obtained between subjects' ratings of their own behaviors and the
ratings of the same behaviors by their spouse [Pearson r = +,305(Males) and +.333
(Females)] are similar to correlations reported in the interpersonal perception‘
lite»raturé (e.g. ,Dornbush, Hastorf & Richardson, 1965; Triandis, 1977). However,
some investigators have found that husban;is' and wives' ratings.of the same
actions are similar, For example, Wills et al. (1974) reported that spouses'

ratings of the "pleasing" and of the "displeasing" behaviors of each are closely

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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" related. The low correspondence found in the present’ study between subjects'’

ratings of their own behaviors and their partner's ratings of the same

N

behaviors may have been due to the complexity of the interaction which spouses

were evaluating. Perhaps the behaviors which Eherapists ask couples to monitor

should be relatively simple, as it may be difficult for spouses to make

accurate ratings of complex events.

No significant correlations were found between subjects' ratings of the;r
own or their partner’s behaviors and observers' ratings of the same behavior
samples (Pearson r values ranged from+.062 to +.230). Murphy and Mendelson (1973)
reported that evaluations made by observers and subjects' self and spouse
ratings were closely related. However, the instruments used by both the coupies
and the observers in their study were designed to tap global "goodness" quali~
ties, and ;ere not meant to be evaluations of specific observed behaviors. The
present findings of extremely low correspondence between spouses’ and ;rained
Sbse;vers' ratings suggests that investigators should not presume agreement
between these two discrepant sources; agreement should be ascertained, rather
than assumed, both 1ncfherapy and in research on couples (Glick & Gross, 1975;
Jacoﬂ, 1976).

There are several poséible explanations of the present non-significant
correlations. Observers t;ained in the behavioral approach and untrained
spouses may have different referents for the same words. Hence, training that
involves teacﬁing spouses to pinpoint specific aspects of theilr behavior may
have to be undertaken aska first step”in therapy in order to establish a common
language and system of meanings between therapists and clients. \It is also
possible that spouses and observers percelve behavior during complex interaction
very differently; this would imply that special care should be taken when .

BN

spouses are taught to monitor their own and their partner's behaviors.
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Attributions

The results of this study provide evidence for the existence of Soth
self /other and~self—serving attributional biases. The findings, however, do
not support the visual perspective aspect of the Jones and Nisbett proposition
nor Storms' (15]3) contention that videotape self-viewing alters actor-observer
qftributional biases. Furthermore, the present findings indicate that éistgessed

spouses are susceptible to "positivity" bias, that is, the tendency % see

people as.causing positive acts (Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976).

Positivity biases in attributions. Subjects tended to attribute more

positive than negative traits to both themselves and~their‘spouse. Such bias
18 also apparent in the results obtainéd on judgments of feedback accuracy. 1
Feedback concerning Facilitative behaviors was seen as more accurate than , “

feedback concerning Disruptive behaviors; this was true when subjects were

rating the accuracy of both their own and their spouse's feedback evaluations.

¢
B e e St il

Self-serving biases in attributions. The results of the analyses on
_ traits and on feedback accuracy judgments did not reveai differences between
subjects' attributions about themselves and about their spouse. Thus, the
results do not support the pfedictions of self-serving bias in trait attributions
made in Hypothesis 3 (a), which stated that subjects would attribute more

: socially desirable traits to themselves than to their onuse. Nor do the ,

preon

results support the prediction [Hypothesis 3 (e)! that subjects would judge

feedback concerning their own Facilitative and their spouse's Disruptive '
behaviors to be more accurate than feedback concerning their own Disruptive

and their spouse's Facilitative acts. - o

F
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Self-gerving biases were found, however, in spouses' attributions of
- control over the tone of the discussion during cor}flictual interaction,' as well
‘ . ;as in subjec.ts' attributions about the caus\e‘.s of their own and their spouse's
" Facilitative and Disruptive behaviors. When asked to gauge the role of each
spouse in controlling the atmosphere during conflictual‘disbussi‘m
laboratory, subjects attributed more control Yo their partner than to them-
selves. These results were repI“ica‘xted at follow-up, when subjects rated their’
spouse ;s mére influential in cdhtr(;lling the atmosp}.mere during typical qis-
agreements. The ‘ﬁinding th;at s;ubjects believe that their partner is responsible
for the way in which conflict is handled indicates that spouses' judgments are .
i.nfluenced by self-serving biases and support Gurin et al.'s (1969) conclusion”
that sp\t;uses"often blame each other for p1:ob1ems. " The present findings of self-
. serving bias im attributions of control are similar to results reported by
Miller and Norman (1975). These investigators found that'acti‘ve observers, who
participate in conflictual interaction, differ from passive observers by
assigning more behavioral responsibility to the person with whom they are in:
conflict: The present results suggest that attributions made by highly Ninvolired
actors and active observers who are( e;gaged in conflictual interaction may differ

from attributions made by actors who are involved in non-conflictual tasks or in

; ‘non-interactional situations, and by passive observers of these actors. There-

i T fore, .in the study of actor-observer differences in attributions, the effects of
variables such as the nature of the interaction and the active or passive status
fg,‘ of obsgervers should be carefully investigated.

\\Self/other biases in causal attributions. The present findings provide

support for both the self/other and for the self-serving bias aspects of,

Hypothesis 3 (b). It was predicted that subjects would make relatively more

A

(T
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




- e

o TS L S Sy Vts 4y I%%”mmmﬂw .
'

| o oy el i v A

[

136

¥
H

o

internal attributions concerning the causes of their épouse's behaviors and
more external attribu.tiona concerning their own,and that subjects' inferences
would be affected by self-serving biases when making ‘attributions about
Facilitative and Disruptive behaviors. Differences were found in att;ibutions
of dispositional and situational cauﬁation for one's own and one's spouse'sv
behaviors, as well as in- attributions made concerning Facilita,tive and Disrup-
tive behaviors duriné typical disaéreementé.

Before discussing the findings on self/other biases, it should be noted
that internal attributions to tt;e personality of the Emitter of behavior were
always greater than external fttributions to the 'personaligy of the .Othe'r )
pe;'son with vhom the Emitter was interacting .or to the nature of the Topic
under discussion. These results are consivstent with the findings of Ross,
Amaible and Steinmetz (1977), who reported that subjects err in the direction

of overestimating dispositional causes-and underestimating the role of

- P

situational variables, as was suggested by Mischel (1973).
It was predicted [Hypothesis 3 (b)] that, because the information available
'to actors and observers differs, subjects;' attributions about the ecauses of
their own and their spouse's behaviors would be&-‘different. The finding§ of the
present study provide support for the existence of such self/other differences,

as subjects made relatively more external attributions for their own behavior

\

and relatively more internal attributions for their spouse's actic_ins. When

Il

. subjects were making attributions about the causal i:ole of the Othier person,

this difference was especially large; spouses were more likely to attribute

their own behavior to the personality of their mate than they were to attribute
their spouse's behavior to themselves. Such a finding is conmsistent w:ith

clinicians' reports on the role of projection in marital discord (Schwartz &

= 7

+
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Leder, 1972). Furthermore, yhen the Emigter : Other ratios, which reflect

a

relative dispositional @ situational attributions, were examined, subjects were
_more internal when making attributions about their spouse's behaviors than |

.when considering their own. Males were more dispositional than females.

LI 4

o

Self-serving biases in causal attributions. The findings on causal

: . attributions support the prgdictions concerning self-serving bilases made in
Jypothesis 3 (b). Subjects made rel\atively more internal attrib‘utions for
their sSouse's Disruptive and their own Facilit"é’tive behaviors, and relatively
more external attributions for their spouse's Fac‘ilita‘c_ive an"ci their own
Disruptive acts, When Emitter : Topic ratios of dispo;itignal : situational
- attribuﬁiqn’ were examined,the results indic'aﬁe that aubjecté made relatively
more di:spositional attributions for their own Facilitative and for their
spouse's Disruptive behaviors. This finding is copsistent With those of
! Gottman et al.(1976), whose data indicate that distree;sed spouses are likely
’ ’ t;o believe that their par;ner's igntentions during conflictual interaction are

negative, The present results are also in agreement with Monson and Snyder's

£}
- .

(1977)- argument that actions which aré perceived as intentional areilikely to

4 s ' i

be explained through dispositional attributionms.

« Perhaps it is worth notingfthat the subjects (married students) in Taylor
E‘i and Koivumaki's (1977) study gaw themselves more sithationally than they saw
g . their spouse. However, since in their sample of pfesumably "nrormal" couples

- . , subjects did not reverse these attributions when they were considering positive

*  acts, it may be this reversal of self/other blases which differentiates happy

R ( ’ from distressed couples. Indeed, data from research in progress indicates that
the happy couplés who volunteered to participate-in the present study.did not

make different attributions for their own and their spouse's Facilitative and

Disruptive behaviors.

v

B
.
»
. - , o
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, Self~-serving biases also were found wﬂen”thé social desfrab@lity of
traits used by subjects to describe their own and their spouse's behaviors w;re
examined, The re;ults indicate that suﬁjects chose less goclally valued terms-
S to describe their paftner's negative characteristics than ;o describe their own.
These findings lend partial support to ;he prediction [Hypothesis 3 (a)] that
‘ subjects’would use more desirable and fewer undesirable adjectives to describe
tﬁeir o&n acts thap to describe their spousg's. Self-serving biases may be
egpecially important when attributions are made concerqing negative acts.
) | The present findings of self-serving and ;f gelf /other attributional biases
; ‘ may be used to explain the absence of videotape and i;sé;uctioﬂal vgrbal feeé—

back effects on communication behaviors. The results suggest that subjects may

“ have made the following assumptions: a) behavior in general 1is caused by

personality rather than by situational constraints and b) the spouse's behaviors,

e

S Y e na ity ha LA

especially his or her negative acfﬁ, are caused by stable traits. Spotuses,

having made the attribution, "Well, my partner is like that," probably do not

expéct that the partner can or will make éhanges\in his or her behavior. Not

anticipating behavioral improvements from their spouse, subjects mahy have had I

) . no reason to make changes in their own behavior, especially since, as shown -
earlier,lspousgs viewed their own behavior more faforably than their partmer's.

Such a pesaimiéfic view of improvement by the pértner may preclu&e changes in - ‘;
th; behavior of both spouses. It was expected that videotape self—viewing‘
wQuId alter distorted perceptions and attributions @hich may inhibit behavior
change. ~ However, Yideotape piéyb:ck was not shown to affect perceptions, or,
as the results reviewed below.indicate, attributions., Other techniques for ;
nodifying perceptual and attributional styleé and blases will have to be found.
i Some suggestion; concerning possiblec}esearch and ‘therapy directions are pre- .

sented later. . -

- : ' : ‘ ’ - “
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Effects of video viewing on attributions. Although 1t was predicted
h ’ - -
- [Hypotheses 3 (c), (d) and (e)) that video viewing would be useful in the modi-

.~ fication of both the actor/observer and the self-serving biases of distressed

¢

| spouses, the results of this study do not support any of these hypotheses.

No significant video effects were found on aktributions’of control over

the atmosphere during interaction, Others (Arkin & Duval, 1975; Taylor &

Figke, 1975) have:reported that the person who is the focus ef attention is ,

usually seen as exercising greater control over the situaﬁion.> In the present

study, subjects attributed more contro].gver the ﬁtmosphere dﬁring conflictual

interaction to their spouse than to themselves; this pattern was not altered

l
“

by any form of video playback. Since one's spouse was generally seen as more

v

f B controlling than oneself, both during taping and at follow-up, it is pro&able
{

that video playback did not affect these attributions because subjects' beliefs
concerning who is responsible for conflict are well established and strongly

held. Thus, the present findings suggest that stable attributions concerning

\

°

highly relevant actions are not eagily altered. @ i

[iat - Video playback did not have any substantial efﬁgcts on the indirect

e

measure of attribution in which subfects rated the accuracy of feedback given ,

iweaon e e

to them. Sugjects judged feedback concerning Facilitative behaviors to be
more accurate than that concerning Disruptive behaviors; this was true of
subjects' ratings of both their own and their spouse's feedback evaluations,
The only ;ideo effect found showed that self-viewing subjects and those in

the No Video Placebo condition are especially likely to accord high accuracy -
N ) )
ratings to feedback concerning Facilitative beébviors. Although it would be

tempting to argue that self—viewingrallowed subjects to attend to both their

3 {;) ‘ , .

own and their spouse's positive acts, the fact that subjecté in the No Video

° > '

- oy
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Placebo condition also judged feedback concerning Facilitative behavior to be

more accurate suggests otherwise. The absence of significanf video effects on

subjects' accuracy ratings‘in the four feedback divisions (rare and frequent ;Q

. P ' ’ N ,_“'"%{
positive and negative behaviors) supports the conclusion that it would be Zé

wF

i

premature to credit self-viewing with the alteration of spouses' attributdons. : .

Finally, videotage'was not found to have any significant effects on causal
\étttibutio.ns; playback did not alter either N:observer or the self-’

serving biases of spouses. It is unlikely that thes negat}ve res;lts‘are due

to measurement variables. Floor or ling effects are not evident in the

data and the between subjects aariability is not excessive. The data were

S5 et TE RO SRS e O R

analyzed in a variety of ways which included making planned comparisons on

' . external and internal attributions and on two types of dispositional : situa-

tional proportions. The absence of video effects on such a large number of

.

.
- th

tests is notable. This failure to find significant effects frbm videotape supports

TRRTE o L

Taylor's (1975) contention that it is important to distinguish between arbitrary

[

and relevant situationél 'As noted earlier, studies which demonstrated visual

e ¥

- perspective and focug-of-attention effects have generaily investigated the

attributions made by passive observers of solitary actors engaged ‘n arﬁitrary

-

* behaviors (e.g.,describing a ''gizmo'). When interaction was observed, the
o}

encounter was typically neutral and non:conflictual, such as meeting someone

\

e

for the first time, or trivial and highly artificial (e.g.,prisoners' dilemma

T

game). The present negative ffnéingé suggest that altering the focus of

d b

5 , actors' and observers' attention will probably not bring about attributional

.
T e kBRI, P B EREAT L R B Tt

ERE S

changes when subjects make inferences about their own behaviors and those of

Aoeeg "

well known others during highly relevant conflictual situations in which each

(; person is simultaneously an actor as well as an active observer. In this

n
4 ¢ -
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- context, .attributional biases are likely to be highly stable and well establish-

eé ‘and may be extremely difficult to’modify. The absence of video effects .

IS

in the present investigation suggests that visual perspective and focus-of-~ wﬁm////}

attention research is likely to be valuable in clarifying the,mechanisms of

- attribution acquisition, but not the mechanisms of attribution maintenance or

change.

1
Conclusions

Distressed spouses were shown to possess sclf-serving as well as self/other
attributional biases which video viewlng did not_alter. Therefore; the findings
of focus-of-attention and visual perspective studies may not be generalizable to
a consideration of attributional changes in ";eal—life" situations, Strongly
4 ' heid*impressioﬁs and stable, well established attfibq%ions about the causes of
personally re?;vant behaviors, both one's own and those of well known others,’
may not be affected by visual reorientation. Before extensive genera}izations
are’made, studies in the literature should be replicated on actors and actlve
observers who participate in relevant, salient andlmeaniggful interaction.

Both neutral and conflictual tasks should-be used, Investigators also should

study friends and acquaintances during interaction in order to ascertain the

T wel 2 Ten

t
+
i
¢
¢
:
f

faportance of the familiarity dimension. Stable, well formed impressions and

v

attributions and trangient, poorly integrated ones may respond to diffef?nt

interventions. The role-of perceptial distortions in the study of attributional

. .
P e

biases also deserves further investigation.

The strong perceptual and attributional biases found in the present study
> suggest that such distortions in distressed couples should be subjected to )
. (:} further investigation. Should happy and troubled couples be found to differ

* on these dimensions, evaluation of the effects of skills training programs on

L,
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g -
' couples who do and on those who do not have these biases would be warranted.
Such evaluations may be espeéially important,sin;e current approaches to
behavioral marital therapy still appear to be influenced:by what K{gsler (1966)
" called the "uniformity myth". Inadequate communication skills and distorted
perceptions and attributions can make independent and additive contributionms
to marital distress. If skills training should have differential effects on
couples who do have self-serving perceptual and attributiénal biases and on
those who do not, cognitive training (Meichenbaum, 1977), designed\Ep/elimi— ‘
nate these bilases, may have to be added to conventional treatment packages.
That such cognitive training may be beneficial is suggested\by Glass, Gottman
and Shmurak's (l976)_research. These investigators found that a traditional
skills training approach was equivalent to a cognitive self-statement modifica~
tion package in effecting behavioral and self-report changes in socially anxious
males. Their post hoc finding that these two treatments had diffe}ential effects
f on those subjects wh; sufféred from ;pecific and those wh; suffered from genera-
lized social anxiety suggests that eogniti&% end skills training interventions may
effect beneficial changes in différent types-of couples. Spouses méy use poor
! : communication skills when iqteracting with each other because they are deficient
in the requisite skillg or because effective behaviors are "situationally
inhibitgd". Cognitive training may be most useful with spouses fitting the
latter description; ;%iie a skills acquisition approach ma& be more valuable

Al

with couples who do not have the appropriate skills in their repertoire. Valid

LR o) Mg "
TRy YR S e,
.

and reliable measures should be used to assess spouses' perceptions and attribu-

3 . ?

tions; in the evalqgtion of such instruments, the relationship between trained

observers' and spouses' ratings of behavior may deserve consideration.

W i e
b ’

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

e AR A M L B 3 20 et R S NS i ra e

r




o PRR L Y

R

143

"

. In studies of therapy aimed at improving couples' communication skills,
investigators sghould examine the effects of videotape playback and instructional

verbal feedback when these techniques are combined with other commonly used

A

§ ingredients, such as rehearsal, modelling, role'play, and training in pin-

pointing behaviors. Both brief'analogue'research and lengthier treatment

) outcome studies are needed; the work of Mayadas and Duehn:(1977) is a step in

13

the latter direction.

Dependent measures should include specific commmnication behaviors (Vincent

et al., 1975), global ratings of happiness (Azrin et al., 1973), self and

spouse monitoring of particular events (Stuart, 1975; Wills al., 1974) and

¢ ratings made by spouses concerning their perceptions and attributions about
the causes of thelir own/and their partner's behaviors. The measures listed
above should be utilized concurrently and possibly, as suggested by Jacobson
(1977), in replicated"single couple experiments''which permit the| evaluation

of the relationships between changes on the various measures, Such information

would be valuable both from a theoretical and from a practical viewpoint.

PN &Mﬁ%ﬂ,mi ',é;x e e E i

Knowledge of the relationship between behavioral and cognitive ch%nges caused

[

by various treatment components could clarify the nature of the interaction

o srse Wols

betweenlthes; variables and could be usefﬁl in the formulation of effective
treatments which produce lasting, durable and generalized changes. Finally,
objective data on the selection criteria used in marital therapy in general;
and in behavioral marital therapy in particular, are neéded. Designs would
require that couples with varying levels of severity of distress on the above

1

dependent measures be treated.

Rubin and Mitchell (1976) warned that research on .couples may be a reactive

' process and may have deleterious effects on the relationship between spouses. The

'

3
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present study found no evidence of such deterioration. Follow-up data indicate

v

that of the 51 'subjects (53%) who returned completednquestionnaires, none
indicated that partiéipation in the study caused any deterioration in their
relationship. | Indeed, 427 of respondents indicated that participation resﬁlted
in some improvement. Furthermore, examination of couples'*pre-test and follow-
up MAS scores indicates no signifiecdnt changes in reported marital satisfaction.
Subjects' self and spouse perceptions also remained unchaﬁged. 0f the 25 couples
who resp;nded at follow-up, six (24%) started in marital therapy after partici-

pation. This may be interpreted as a negative outcome for these couples. How-

ever, given their distressed status, starting therapy may also be viewed as a

A

desirable consequence of participationg

It 1s possible that couples who did not complete the follow-up questionnaires
experienced different outcomes. It also may be that participation in a study of

marriage has differential effects on couples with differing levels of distress.

v

In the present study, the follow-up results are not confounded by distress

s s

level; the pre~test MAS scores of follow-up respondents is not different from
the scores of non-respondents. Furthermore, the 537 return rate compares

; favorably to the 40X rate of return by the happy couples who had volunteered

i
N \
Ly

and who were studied in another research project.

/ The follow-up results described above are also relevant to a consideration

A € 2y
-+

of the possible deleterious effects of videotape playback. All couples saw

3

§V videotapes of themselves, either during the experimental phase of the study or
1% ‘

% ’ during debriefing. Hence, the present study found no evidence of deterioratidn

following videotape playback of conflictual interaction. Although such findings

do ‘not guarantee safety, the follow-up results do imply that the risks of

using videotape playback in research on couples are not overwhelming.

¢
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Selection Measures and Initial Mailing Questionnaires .

Behavior Therapy Unit
Altan Memorial tnstitute (514) 842-1231 local 1627-1628

" COVER LETTER

—_— - A

o Dear

* Thank you for showing interest in participating in our research on
marital communication. We are enclosing a number of questionnaires which
constitute the first phase of the research. It 1s very important that each

u partner fill out the forms individually, and we ask that you not discuss
your answers before mailing them to us. Couples will be placed on a list
of subjects in the order in,which we receilve the questionnaires. We are '
currently running a long series of studies, and are looking at the communi-
cation patterns of couples from a wide range of' adjustment. Therefore, the ]
most important thing to remember when completing the forms i1s to try to give 1
us' as honest a picture of your relationship as possible. You do not have to
fit into one "type' of couple in order to be eligible to take part inm our
studies.

{
Participation in the study will require approximately three hours of j
your time. Both partners will have to attend together, since ve are ]
interested in studying interaction. To facilitate this, we are running
sessions in the evenings and on the weekends, as well as during the regular .
working day. Please indicate whether you are able to attend during the day,
or only on a weekend or an evening, when returning the forms.

In closing, we must remind all couples that if you participate, you
will be taking ‘part in research, not receiving therapy. However, all
participating couples will have an opportunity to see themselves on video-
tape and to discuss marriage and patterns of communication with a professional;
couples generally find the study interesting and learn. something about

' communication.

All information provided is strictly confidential and available only
to the researchers. Any public report of the findings-of the study will not
include names of any of the participants. Further details of the study will
be given when you are contacted by the researcher. ' .

- s - vy

" .
s

° Sincerely,

! . > Catherine Fichten, M.A. John Wright, Ph.D. -

<

1
<
~

Postal address: 1033 Pine Avenue West, Montreal, PQ, Canada H3A 1A1 \\/ : i
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t ' R BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET

This form mé& be completed by either the husband or the wife. Please be sure

to attach it to the forms which you are mailing back to us. W R
, : & !
Name: ’

(Please Print)

S L

IS Address:

(Please Print) W

Phone # where we may contact you:
. (Day) " (Evening)

Age: Wife: Husband: . Years married:

ARG e+ S e o v

¢ Any previous marriages? :
_+No., If yes, please circle as appropriate: Wife was: Divorced Widowed : !
Husband was: Divorced Widoﬁed

Sex Living at home

B Children: Name ‘ Age
- Yes /Ne

~ .

Occupation: v}ife:
Husband:

B a—

Education Lével: Wife:
Husband:

A

; Have you ever receilved therapy for a marital problem? (if yes, specify)

. When are the two of you available for the study? Please circle as many as .

3

apply:

Daytime Evening ’ Weekend
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) MARITAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE®

T.zreln the Aot yrien vey fuel best repeeserts the degree of tapoiness in your
rarriaze, The riddle noipt "hanny™ perresents the de~ree of harpiness uyhich most
peonle gt freom marrrace, and the scale -rodually renges on one side to threse few
who are very nmbirov an marriage, and or the ather, to those few whn ernerience
cxtrewe qey or felicity an narrvare,

S O A O O

very happ'r verfectly
unhappy hapny

“ndacate the anproxirate extert of agreement between yau and yeur mate on the
follanng 1ters, P

Ckheck one colurn for each 1lwavs almost |nccasion.| frequentd alrost
1tem below - apree always ally 1y - alvays
agree ldisagree | disagree [disj~ree

alvavs
disagree

v

2.bandlin~ famly finances ’

2.matters of recreation

/ ' - » = .

Ih.demonstraty n of gf!‘ection

f.f=1ends

t.5ex relations

7.conventionalaty (risht
good or prooer conducts

B.philosophy of 1:fe

9.ways of dealing with in-laws

Reply to each question by circling the letter next to the appropriate answer. If you

cannot give an exact answer to a question, answer the best you can. Do not leave
any questions.

out

. 10.5hen disagreements arisd, they 13.Do vnu ever wish you d ‘not married?
usually result int a, frequently
a. husband miving in b. occasionally .
+~ be e givine in c. rarely
c. agraemant by mutual sive and take d. never !

11.Do you and your -=ate enga-e in

outside interests togsther? you think you would:

a. all of them a, marry the sars nerson
b. some of them b. marry a different person
. c. very faw of them c. not msrry at all 4

4. none of them .
15.0 you confide in vour mate:

12,1 In leisure time, do vou ganerally prefer; a, alrmost never
2. to stay at. home N b, rarely
b. to ba “on the 70" ¢, in rost things

d. in evervthing
12.2 In leisure tima, doas your mate
senerally prefer:
a. to stay at horas
b. to ba"n the 30"

O 1Fron Locke And Wallace (1959)

- ‘k °

14.If you had your life to live over, do
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' ' f Primary Communication Inventory

Inatructions: Below inla hst of stems on commumeation between you and your spouse
. In the eolumna on the right are five pussible answers Opposite each stem place a check
5 ' in the column which best represents the extent to which you and your spouse behave ix R
o the specified way :

T
3

N 4 ' Very

Ttem Fre- | Ocen- Seldom

lquently [monally Never

Fre-
quently

A 1. How often do you and your spoune talk over l -
pleasdnt things that happen during the day?

2 How often do you and your spouse tatk over un-
pleasant things that happen during the day?

3. Do you and your spouse talk over things you dis-

agree about or have difficulties ovér?
. .

4 Do you and your spouge talk about things in
. which you are both isterested?

.

P 5 Does your spouse adjust whal he (she) says and
how he (she) says it fo the way youseem to feel at
the moment?

t
6 When yon start to ssk B question, does your -
spoust hnow what 1t s before you ash it ?

—— .

.7 Do yon know the feehings of your spouse from Ins
ther) facin) and bodily gestures? .

8 Do yon and your spouse nvard certain subjects in .
J eonverintion?

! ' 9 Does yourspouse explaimn or express himsell (her- : '
sell) to you timmgh 8 glance or gestures?

10. Do you and your spouse discuss things together
before making an yuportant decision?

11 Can your spouse tell what kind of day you have
hud without asking?

12 Your spous¢ wants (o vigit some close friends or
Felatives Youdon't particularly enjoy their com-
pany Would you tell him (her) thig? .

13 Does yourepouse discurs matters of sex with you? W

14. Do you and yourapouse use wards which have a

special mennimg not understood by outsidera? .

15. How often does your spouse aulk or pout?

16. Can you and yourspouse discuss yout most ancred
Y beliefs without féelings of restraint or embarraas-
ment?

: 17. Do you avoid teling your spouse things which put .
O | you in & had hght?

- L gt :

LT e

e Ay o

Sprp—
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3 ! .
,18 You and your spouse are visting friends. Some- -
K
thing 1s smid by the friends which causes you to i
% glance at each other Would you understand each
other? ¥
19 How often ean you tell as mueh from the tone of ' ¢
. volee of your spoise ns from what he (she) ae- ' %
o tunlly snves i
. o Fies rofh o e s s e 8 N v 3
20 How often do you and yourspause talk with each 3
other about per<onal problens? 9 \ 3
21 Do you feel that 1n most matters your spouse
knows what you are tryving to say?
22 Would you rather talk about mtunate matters
‘ with your spouse than with some other person? ) ‘ : 3
- — —_— ¥
23 Do you understand the meaning of your sporse’s .
factul expressionsd ' °
— - ORGP PRI SIS FNUU: SN PR, ]
24 1f you and your spouse are visiting friends or rela- {
tives and one of you starts to say sometinng, !
does the othier take over the wnversation with- J N
» out the feeling of mterrupting? |
4]
25 Durmg marnage, have von and your spouse, m .
\ general, talked most things over together?
e S SN SO U _ , ]
1 !
. From Navran (1967), . :
?
. - i t )
' Y
¢
¢
!
i A ‘
H . 3
; i
’
3
O |

I ——————— .
ithout permission.
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COMMUNICATION RATING SCALE

This questionnaire is designed to assess your feelings and perceptions about commmmication
between you and your spouse. In answering these questions, pleass base your evaluation on
how you perceive the situation.

Under each question you will find a series of 8 boxes.‘ Find the responss m the @-point -
scale which best corresponds to your perceptions or feelings about the item, and make
an X in that box,

EXAMPLZ:

You complinent your spouse

vory otten (I CICICICIE very, raeely

If you were to If you were to coapliment your spouse very
campliment your rarely, you would place your X in the last
spouse sometimes, box on the right haund side. -
but not really

often, you would

place your X in the 3rd

box from the left,

By placing your X in the {irst bax on the left, you indicate that this behavior occurs very
often. By placing it in the box next to it, you indicate that it occurs often, but not

very often, and so on. The further you place your X from the left hand side (i,e. the closer
to the right), the leas often you feel that' the behavior occurs,

PLCASE NOTE: Always indicate your answer by placing an X into a box, Choose only one box

per question, and answer all 'questicna,
|

. 1. Communication between you and your spouse is problematic

wory otten (][OOI very rarely g
2. You and your spouse argue )
very atven [ ]I I voy rarely
3. Your spouse insults you .
very otten [][C] (3 I very rarely
4. Your spouse starts arguments between the two of you
very often [J(T] (] T[T very rarely
5. Arguments are your spouss's fault

very atten [ CICITI I 00T very rarely

6. When argui.‘ng, you feel that your sbouau Just doesn't understand your point of view

vory atten [T very raroly

7. You start arguments between the two of you
vory otven (IO vory ramly

8. TYou and your spouse argue in public \
verz otten, (I LI very rasely

9. While arguing, Your spouse raises his/her voice

vory oten [T I ver raroty’

10. Argummta are your fault

Cveryotten TN vy rarely

.
t
- ) \
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CHECKLISTS OF PERSONALITY TRAITS INFLUENCING ARGUMENTS

Checklist of Your Own Personality Traits Causing Arguments ‘-

) Please place a check mark on th‘e line beside as many of the adjectives listed below as

you feel apply. -

Sometimes you may feel as though you've seen the same adjective befora., This will not
be the case, so do not look back and forth through the list, Mike a decision about each
adjective irdependently and work at a fairly high speed.

'

When you and your spouse have argumants, it is partly bacause you are:

__dependent (254 ) __overcritical (157)
self conscious (249) ‘ : domimti.ng (153)
critica.l (243) sloppy(lSS) /
conformist (261) “unsympathetic(153)
silent (228) “hot tempersd (152)
az‘gumentative(f!?.?) , __fault finding (148)  «
forgetful (224) ' _uninteresting (146)
Ttimid (222) Tirritable (143)
Teullible (219) Tcareless (140)
indecisiwe (219) : __glocmy (136)
—fearful (214) _ disagreeable(134)
"absent minded (213) - _ disobedient (128)
__impractical (213) ; ~complaining(127)
Tsarcastic (210) . ' Tlasy (126)
. unemotional (209) . ' , ' _unappreciative(126)
—Jor Wworrder (205) ® “bosatful(122)
_mhappy (203) ~ ” gpsaipy (119)
__indifferent (202) ! ’ Uﬂtating (118)
clumsy (199) egotistical(lls) -
__:Lnaecuro (198) ; : cold (113)
__unhealthy (197) cowardly(110)
_nervous (196)- —_discourteous (110)
__sf.ubbom (196) “ungrateful(109)
_ unimaginative (195) ~irresponsible(106) )
__unobservant (194) “prejudiced (106)
__inconsistent (193) __Jealous (104)
unpunctual (192) unpluunt(lOlo)
suparstitious (189) . unreliable( 104)
__possessive (183) impolito (103)
_moody (182) __nosey (102)
Toversensitive (179) . qunmlam (101)
“untddy (175) “distrustful (99) ¢
Tnoisy (173) . Tboring (97)
angry (169) - salf centered (96)
“unintelligent (168) 111 mannered (95)
domi.naering QQe67) - . “unfriendly (92)
“depressed (166) “Thostile (91)
Tpeasimistic (164) ““loud mouthed (83)
__unattentive (164) sulfiah (82)
ovurconridm (162) nu'row minded(80)
__uneociable (161) rude (76)
wasteful (160) —conceited (74) )
Tshort tempered (159) “greedy (12)
j cnvious Qs7) »

.

tow look through those items ¥hich you have chocked, and put a circle around those
5 whdch you feel are the most important.

If there are any. additional factors, pleass list these below.

’ 2\

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate social desirability values [from Andarson (1968) ).
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Checklist of Your Spo;:_se‘s Personality Trajts Causing Arguments

Plsase place a check mark on the line beside as many of tha adjectives listed below

as you feel apply.

Sometimes you may fesl as though you've seen the same adjective before.
not be the case, so do not look back and forth through the liat,

Thia will
Make a decision

about each adjective independently, and work at a fairly high speed.

__dependent
__3ell conscious
critical
confond.st
s:Llent
argtmentativo
i‘orgetful
timid
gullible
indociszve
fearl‘u.l )
abuent minded

___:impractical
sarcastic
unenotional
worrier

unhappy

indifferent
clumsy
insecure
unhealthy
nervous
stubborn '
unimaginative
unobservant
_inconsistent
unpunctual
supex‘stitioua
_posuessive

o et T OEERHEOARE AN, 5 ¢
[ l R

Ill

[
i

owrucnsitivn
nntidy ‘ '
noiay
“1837
unintelligent
dondneering
depresaed

-~ __pessimistic
_unattentive
overconi‘ident
unsociablc
wnateful

short, tempered

env!.ous

5 which you {eel are the most important.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.

. Now look through those items which you have chécked, and

Wher} you and your spouse have arguments, it is partly because your spouse 1s:

_overcritical :
_dominating
__8loppy
unsympathetic
" hot tempered
tault finding
unjnterosting
1rritable
carclaas
—gloony
_disagreeable
diaobodiexrh
“complaining

By
unappreciative
“boastful
__gossipy
:eritating
egotiatical
cold
cowardlv
d.iacourtooua
ungmtetul
irrespcnaible
_prejudiced
Jealous
_unpleasant
_unreliable
__impolite
__hosey
—quarrelsoms
distrustful °
Thoring
aelf centered

__Ctoncedted
_§reedy

t a circle around those

If there are any additional factors, please list these below.
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! ~
‘ . 1Checkiist of Yéur Own Personality Traits Preventing Arguments

!

Please place a check mark on the line beside as many of the adjectives listad below
as you feel apply.

|

“

L Sometimes you may feel as though you've seen the same adjective before, This will

not be the case, so do not look back and forth through the list. Make a decision ;
about each adjective independently, and work at a fairly high speed. {
! {
Mhen you and your spouse prevent arguments between the two of you, it is partly
‘ because Jour spouse ig: E
bold (336) creative (462) \ 7
_painstaldng (345) . senaible (464) .
; __deliberats (345) ' “Tprompt  (465) .
' unconventional (346) “logical (463) o
' “persistent (347) ““punctual (466) - '
:_‘g;cited (351) T —i’:‘it (466)
_talkative (352) —_observant (467) ¢
__proud (358) . capable (471)
. ' __daring (360) cooperative (476)
systematic (366) "well mannered(477)
__nonconforming (369) “talented (478)
“sentimental (371) “patient (478) .
) _thrirty (372) . witty (480)
; _obedient (373) . , alert (480) .
. —_persuasive (374) ' _efficient (482)
F __serious (379) amhitious (484)
g __ldealistic (384) “forgiving (486)
b __self critical (389) - “_polite (489)
. p careful (390) enthusisstic (489) !
{ , _orderly (399) ' “imaginative (492) /
t confident (401) ‘ “helpful (492) . !
_calm (406) “courtecus (494) . ;
. __8elf assured (411) - “pleasant {495)y— " T |
- _outgoing (412) clever (496) ’ ;
: : __easygoing (412) —_broad minded (503) oo '
_inquisitive (413) _trustful (504) .
__studious (418) . “cheerful (504) .
" "_self confident (421) —_responsible (505) .
_practical (425) ‘ _humorous (505)
tdy (427) Tunaelfish (510) 4
‘ __mpodest (428) ’ \ _happy (514)
, sociable (429) friendly (519} < ,
: _curious (432) ’ _kind (520)
? __relaxed (439) warn (522)
i __competemt (447) . __reliable (527)
frank (450) :considonte (527)
attentive (450) thought ful (529) , \
_independent (455) o Tdependable (536)
_anergstic (457) ’ _intelligent (537) ’
\ . generous (459) _trustworthy (539) -
: “amusing (460) truthful (545)
tolerant (461) - Tloyal « (547) :
—38lf reliant (462) __understanding (549) ‘
! “honest  (555)

Now look through those items which yon have éhockod, and put a circle arcund those 5
which you feel are the most important, P ]

If there are any additional factors, pleaa; list these below.

: }
\ !
- N - ! . Py ..
’ N . . ‘,!L 0 .
‘ te. Nushers in parentheses indicste wocial desirsbility values| from Anderson (1968)), ' y
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Checklist of Your Sgouse's Personaljty Traitg Preventipg Argupents

@

Please place a check mark on the line beside as many of the adjectives listed balow

&s you feel apply.

Sometimes you may feel as though you've seen the same

adjectives befors,: This will not

be the case, so do not look back and forth through the list, Make a decision about
each adjective independently, and work at a fairly high speed.

When you and your spousé prevent arguments betWeen the two of you, it is partly

because you are:

———e

__bold
staldng
_ deliberate
_unconventional
__persistent
_e.xnited
__talkative
roud
:_'garing
syatematic
nonconforming
sentimental
thrifty
obedient
rauasive
serious
idealistic
self craitical
careful
orderly
confident
calm
self assured
outgoing
easygoing
_inquisitive
gtudious |
self confident
__Ppractical
__tidy
__modest
__saciable
_curious
_ relaxed
competent
" frank
attentive
7 independent
__energetic
__generous.
__amusing
_tolarant
_3elf reliant

AR RN

__creative
__sensible
proapt
gleal
ctual
neat
Tobservant
"capable
cooperative
Twell mannered
__talented
patient
witty
TTalert
:etficicnt
—_ambitious
_ forglving
polite
_enthusiutic
_ imaginative
__helpful
__courteous
_pleasant
_~clever
__broad minded
trustful
~“cheerful
: aponsible
umorous
"unselfish

"happy

friendly

kKind

“reliabla
““considarate
thought ful
depsndable
intelligent
trustworthy
truthful
__loyal
understanding
ast

gl

RN

)

Now look through those items which you bave checked, and put. a circle around those 5

which you feel are the most important.

If thers are any additional factors, please 1ist these below.

‘

,jf'
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: AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT™

The following is a list of 4 number of areas of married 1ife in which couples
are likely to have disagreenents. Please read through each of the areas carefully.
If there is a topic wathin an area that you and your spouse disagree over, plaase
rate the importance of your disagreement by cirecling the appropriate number in the
right hand colum, For each ares, common toplics of disagreement are gliven as
examples, If you do not have any disagreements in a particular area, check "™None'.
Try to consider only topics that are currently relevant (i.s. do not base your
ratings on a topic which used to be a problexm, but which you have since regolved,
and_which no_tonzer causes gilliculty for either of you,; Pleases answer independently.

¢

SCORING CODE
v 3 - nild disagresments
2 - moderate di;lmanants
1 - major disagreements

? . .
Running Mousehold, Family Economics, and Pamily Living

1. Finances and money management 1 2 3 None __
(»g. budget, credit, savings, major expenditures) .

2. Housshold manageament and decision maldng 1 2 3 None _
(eg. household choreas, shopping, transportation) ¢

3. Husband®s work 1 2 3 Rooe
{eg. poor pay, travelling, level of involvement )

L. Wife's working ° ‘ - 1 2 3 None
(eg, should she work, time commitment, career
conflicts) ’

5, ° Child care and training 1 2 3 Nome
(eg. discipline, caretakang, recreation) .

$. Family recreation and leisure time 1 2 3 None -
{(sg. amount, type, cooperation in planning)

~ 3 s R ¢

7. Adult recreation and leisurs time 1 2 3 None
{eg, time together vs. apart, type of activity)

8. Priends ) 1 2 3 None

(eg. how much time to spend with then, who
being polite to disliked friends of spouse)

Yalues and Philosophy

9. Education . 1 2 3 None
{eg. sataisfaction with achieved lsvel, value
placed on it, support of spousets strivings)

10. Religion 1 2 3 None _
(eg. shared beliefs, talerance for ctherts views) .

11, Traditional versus contemporary outlook 1 2 .3 Neme ___ |
{og. disagres over dress, manner, sex roles, etc.)

12, Politics L 1" 2 3 None

13. Charity ' *1 2 3 Nome

f | 2 .
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o v x ’ Persqnal Factors -’ ! L,
, §W
'%‘ e
14. Temerament and persanality differences 1 2 3
} (eg. activity level differences, dispiay of, : R
emotions, sociabilicy, mood) . -
. .
s 15. Affection and closeness . 1 2 k]
¥ , (eg. display, perceived &motional distance) '
%‘ ' ¢ 16, Acceptance - rejection ° 1 2 3
+ °. .
‘ 17. Sexual adjustment « ‘ 1 k)

v

{
£

Reproduced with permission of

(eg, contraception, frequency, type of behavicrs
preferred and received) N

‘

18, Jealoysy and extramarital affairs ' » . 1 2 3

19 Personal habits . 12 .3c
(e.g. sloppiness, tardiness, consideration)

20, Personal Improvement ° . 1 2 k
(eg. weight, cleanlinass, education) ®

21, Health °, 1 2 3
(e.g. seeing a doctor, incneasinq)activity)

» v

Kinship Responsibilities

“

& ~

22. Husband's mother . ) . 1 2 7 3
23. Husband's facher ’ ) 1, & 37
2. Wife's mother * ' x93
25. Wife's tather L 12 3
6. Other r;lacives and dependents 1- 2 3
- ’ K :’ ’ v
. Other Po. ! .
27, ’ . o 1 2 3
B ’ ‘ 2 1
. ) - - 1 2 3
0, 12 3

o

lAdapted frop Weiss and Margolin (1977). - . ) .

+ '

«
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Nons
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None

None
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APPENDIX B

Laboratory Paper-and-Pencil Measures

DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM AREAS ;

NS

On a previous questionnaire you have pointed out what bother$ you -in your
relationship with your partner. We have indicated some of these areas
- below, as these are the areas we want to know most about. Now think
carefully ‘abouf.these areas. For each of "the areas indicated on the next
page, we would like ?ou telt us what your partner does that didpleases you
in that area. TFor example, if one of your areas is Fa.nances, th€n you might
think of items like: i R
Partner pays bills late-
Partner shops for food irresponsibly
Partner makes sizable purchases without consulting me

- !
"

Notice that each item is a description of what your partner does that you

find unhelpful or displeasurable. If you told us "Partner is not good with

money," we wouldn't know what you meant. We want to know what it is your

partner does that you rate as displeasurable or a weakness in your relation-
. ship:

-
’ -

Here are a-few examp}es of displeasing behavi%f given by other couples:

AREA NO, NAME OF AREA ITEM ° »
2 Household management Partner leaves dirty dishes around the house

, Partner’ forgets to @ut gas in car

19 Persenal habits ° _ Partner does not stiek to own diet plan
Partner leaves bathroom dirty after use
17 Sexual'adjustment Partner rejects my sexual advances
Partner falls asleep immediately after sex
b 16 Acceptance-rejection Partmer gets angry (sulks) and won't tell me
' " why ‘
’ ' Partner ignores me (reads pape}) before dinner

Now that you know how to proceed, this is how you thuld describe the problem
go that it will be readily understandable to us. We have already marked the

. ) problem areas below. NOWP<1H the space provided under the Area Name, list
what displeases you Tegarding your partner. In that way we will have a good
idea about.the specifics of what displeases you in each area. Please be sure
to do this for each of .the areas which we have indicated. You may put as many
items for each area as you can pinpoint for us.

. ‘h‘ )
- 1
’ e ,

A

1 . ’ hS )
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® R
ARFA NO. . NAME OF AREA
»
- — 3
AREA NO. NAME OF AREA . )
-t o . P
v \\\ : e
oy el L
- "\x—’ ‘,v‘;

AREA NO. NAME OF AREA

4

- AREA NO. -NAME OF AREA

'
.

¢
.

. o ,
. . ' \ >

. e T
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. B {  SELF AND SPOUSE RATING SCALES

Self Rating Scale
C

- +

The following questions are desipned to assess your perceptions of your o»n behavior *
| ‘ during typical conflict sitystions between you and your spouse, In answering these
} questions, please base your evaluation on how you perceive your own behavior. !

You will notice that questions consist of a statenent followed by a series of boxes,
® and of 3 questions which relate to the statement. The boxes are probably familiar to
* you by now as youtve used them before.

13 -y

lhen answering a question, please indicate how frequently the bshavior vccurs by
placing an X into the appropriate box. As in the questionnaire you completed at home,
£ o the closer you place your X to the left hand side, the more often that bshavior occurs,
and the closer to the right hand side, the less frequent the behavior,

' You 'will also notice that begide the thres questions which relate to the statement, (a),

- (v) and (e), there is a series of circles ., These circles represent’degrees of importance,
1hat ‘we would like you to do here is to indicate how important you fesl each factor is. You
do this by placing an X into the ¢irehe which best represents how imsortant you feel that a .
fact 1, Tha closer you place the X to the left, the more important you feal that the factor

. is, whlle tha closer to the right, the leas important,

v EXAMPLE:

While tr-ying to resolve Lssues dbout which you disagree, /

0)...you raise your voice »
very |7 1T wl—"— N m"tmﬁ very
, often § | AN _V__ . rg;-ely

In making you behava this way, how important is

oo mportant O 0 BOOOOOO O SgpLetely

portail O 0 O 000000 sopletely,
portant O O OO OO0 O FeLevely,

Letts say that sou raise your volce sometimes, but not really oftfn. Then you ‘should
/ place your X in the 4th box from the Jeft. On the other hand, if you almost never do this,
then place it fn the last box on your right. ™)

#)your ofn persorglity?

bYyour spougb'ta personality”’

¢)the nature of the topic?.....

; In ansuering questions (a), {b) and {¢), you should determine how import .at each
fackor is in mdking you behave this way. If, for example, you felt thHat factor (a) , yourx,
own personality was imporiant, but not very or extremely fmporiant, you would place an X
in the circle as in the question (3) example. If you felt that your spovse's personality
was completesly unimportant in making you behave this way, you would place your X as in
example (b). If you felt that the nature of the topic w=s of slight importance, you would
place your X as in the (g) example.

*

- ~ “

As you can ses, all 3 factors may be of equal importance or different factors nay

have different degress of importance. Just because you have marked cne of the questions -
as extremeply important doesn't nean that the other factors must be of lesser importancs.

Cn the other hand, in some cases you will find that one or twd factors are very important
and the third one is unimportant. S6 make your answers to guestions (a), (b) and {ec) in
uch a way that each answer reflects an indenendent evaluation. rleass do not try %o find
ipatterns™, as no patierns exist, If you should find yourself answering many questiona

the same way, you are probably doing something wrong, so go back and reconsider each case,

PLFASE NOTE: (1) Answer all questions.do not omit any. (2) BHe sure to answer all
. parts of each question. {3) Make each item a separate and independent

, : evaluation,
Sometimes you may feel as thouéh you'lve seen the same item before, Thias will not be
the case, so do not logk back and forth through the items. York at a fairly high speed,

and do not ‘Worry or puzzle over individual) items; it is your first impressions that we
want, On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your true impresslons.

- - 7

1

gt
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. T VWhile trying to resolve issues about which tre two of you disagree, .
1)...the tone of the discussion is usually )
\ 4 O O I B -
\ pleasayed 4 L 1 Lt f b ynpleasant 1

o

i)How important are you in setting the tone of the .
Zeestesactsnsons ve . o

converastion important () O OO0 O () () () () somplotely,

vhile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree, .

2)...you indicate that you agres with your spouse
—_— e -

In making you behave this way, how important is

. ) very
often

e

a)your oim pocsonality”.. ... . gmportant (0 0 O O 0 0 0 () O () Sgpletely,

b)your spousats personality’...imporzgnr{ 00 ()m) () 0000 ggnﬁ:\%g!ttegt )

c)the nature of the topic?.....imporg?rz OO0 ONONS) () () O i) Sﬁ?ﬁégﬁgixh )

I
S - .
While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
’ o

3)...you indicate that you approve of your spouse by telling him/her that you favor
something he/she has said or done

e D -
often |} ____ 4 b |V ___I__. rarely » .
° . In malding you behave this way, how important is ‘ ‘ l -
b a)your om personslity”. ... gmpord SR 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 §eopletely, . .
Q}‘S b)your spouse’s personality?. e« imoortant. DOOOOOOO00 Soppletely,
o)the nature of the tpic?/. . yno YSET OO OV O O O O 0 O O Spletely, .
JMile trying to wesolve issues about which the two of you disagree, .
- 4)...you indicate that you agesrt responsibility .
vl N O e *
otten | J ) |__d__|__1_V__I__l rarely 2N
In naking you behave this v;ay, how important is :
‘ a)your oum personality?.....+iaoorloi (00 O O 0 0 00 () () coppletely, }
: byour spouse’s personality?. .- XXX () () () () () () (3 () () () Seppletely,
v ¢ cw)the nature of the t°pi°7""-'mpor-€g;¥ DO ()'.() OO0 Agnommp%gf;_ggt .

ithile trying to resolvé issues abbut which the two of you disagree,

. 5)...you complain about things in general (i.e. complain without explicitly blaming
* your spouss) : ) . . .
e T e S
often | | "t b j V. J__{__i___|__1 rarely ' l
In making y“ou.a:have this way, how important is

. a)your, o:m personalityv........meorxg_n”{ QOO0 O Lcmanigég&gixt , ..
' b)your spousets personal‘xt'y"...imporggnr{ QOO0 O fm}:g:’-{’&;’,t /

. ¢)the nature of the bopic".....mpor;’g;;{ OOOOOOOOOO &o\ﬁ%gtx._ggt

-

B ]
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.hile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagx:ee,

y ,( - 6)...you criticize your spouse ' . .
N ~ > . .
- Very b _---l—_ ‘-—-I*.-I——. -‘_—-l— ‘-l-——‘l Vﬁl'y ’
often | | {__{__ | _ 1 ___|__| —_b__I rarely )
‘ In making you behave this way, how inport'ant. is R -
. C . -
a)your oim personal.tt.y"........mporg:nr{ O00000000 0 gg’;‘gégf_figt K
b)your spouse's Del‘SOMlity?---impm-‘{g_nr{ QOO0 0O0O000 33‘{‘;;},;}.{'};,0

c)the riature of the bopic?.....impor‘{?"{ (5.() OO0 (\) OO0 Sg;xg%gﬁégégb

B
’ N

Vthile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,

E 7)...you offer suggesilons for compromise solutions
— e [T e =
often 4l rarely
In mgld.ng, you behave this way, hgw importaat is N
" a)your om personauiy*........mporzﬁ) 00000000 ey, }
| blyour spousa's personality”.- - smportent () () () () () ) () () () () Seppletely,
' . c)the nature of the topicZ..einpo 2 () 0 0 00 O O O () () Sopletely,
. lhile ’t.rly'ing to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,” . b
¢ 8)f..youn indicate that you disagree with your spouse ;
—_—-—-—.—_-—.————‘-—.—L_——-«—--—--——-—-
® " very - very
often |__ | ___ ____l_____ —_ ,‘__l____.l__l____l____ rarely
In making you behave this way, how important is '~
alyour om personalityT........iportal () (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O Seletely,
‘ ~  blyour dpouse'a personality?...important () (0 (0 O 0 Q.00 () () () SSIREIT,
. /
\c)the nature of the tople?veein T YOO OO O OO0 ﬁnomig%?{-&r{t |
. - ) :
' r

\hile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
?
9).s..you indicats denial of responsibility ‘
T O
U U U] N S raroly o o

—e ¥ e

» . - van g § ———
often —

\

o e In making you behave tHis way, Fow important is

a)your om personaltty’........mporzm OO (f Q) () Q gnqi‘r];;l)gfz:'gi%t

- b)your spouse’s personality? ..y o T OV OO OO O OO OO 3,,"‘,"‘},’,%3}.&,’,‘

BXO00 0000000 ety

N [l 't ?l seed 3
¢)the nature of the topic importan Sogpletely

[§

0
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




»

s

9

Thile trjing.to resolve i;sues‘ about which the "two of you disagres,

- ‘

" 10)...you give excuses

/

. , very
often

In making you behave this vay, ho@imﬁorta.nt is

O O O O

lotely

5)/o.m o personality”...vr. einoo el (L6 O O O 0 O 0 () O (gpletely,

" b)your spouse's personality?...imy 2T 0 OO 0 0O OV OO O
{
v

4 B
: .
¢ . . P

) 3 \hile t1ying to resolve issues abm;t which the two of you disagree,

; 31)...you relieve tension by humor B
very
often

e —*-‘-———-.—mwﬁl‘lel’y "
o A O O rarely

O —_—

'n making you behave this way, how important is ‘

your om personality”........important () O 0 00 (O OO O
b)your spouse’s personality?...ipodatd OO0 Q) O QO O O OO O
¢)the nature of:the topic?.....imporianl 0 O O 00 Q0O O 0O

° !

' \

ihile trying to rcsolve {ssues about which the two of you di:-sagree,
. 12)...you interrupt your spouse while he/she is spealdng
very '“I"""‘"I'— T T U vey
often §__ )4 _ 1| I}l |__ 4l rarely
In m2king you behave this way, how important is

a)your om personsli€y”.. v vempords OO O OO 00 O 6 O
b)y.ur spousats pefsonallty?-.-imporzgn ONONONONININONONONS!

c:)&.he natire of the topic’.....mporign O () OO0V OOOO

v
o~
.

DN

Vhile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,

13)...you touch your spouse affectionately .

veey | 11 1
often

s 8 vttt ¥ gt ¥ ety 1 stV ciin § et | ctrserenn ¥ e ¥ cetaivey

In making you behaveothis way, tow important is =

- a)your odn personal{ty?........L.nporggnr{ OO00OOOOOOO
¢ b)jo\!u; spouso s personalit}'?-nmporz:nr{ () ()1() 9 ()“() OO0
¢)Lhe nature of the f'oPiC?""'mporZ?r{ O0OOOOOOOOO

' -

[
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completely '

unimportant
completoly

c)the nfatuz.-e of the to?ic?.‘...-l;_mporz;nr{ 00 (? ONONON? ()*&() Q unimportant

complete
unigport gt o

completely
unimport.ant

completely
unimportant

complste
unigporbgt

complatoly
unimport ant

completely
unimport.ant

.

completel, v
runigportagt

completal,;
unil'nport.ax{t v

completol
m\i:gpor}ax);t L

Y




e

*

"
: -

~hile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagres,

t?

14}...y0u give positivs solutions (1.e. you tell your spouss what should bd dons,

rather than telling him/her only what shouldnf®t be done) .
OO

ofven § 4 by b b doh rarely
In making you behavg this way, Pow important is
alyour om personality?........ tmportant () Looooo0000 Sompletely.
blyour spousa’s personality”.e.qmporteil (3 0 0 0 O 0 O O .0 TR,

cotg\plet&}.yt

, c)the nature of the tople?sreenpoar ot (O 0 0 () O OO0 completely

ile trying to re:sgivc issues about which the two of you disagree,

-

tYhile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,

15)...you make comments intended to embarrass your spouss by "putting himfer dowi?

#

very | 11T T very

often }Miwlmlmlwimmiﬁiml““} rarely .
In maldng you behave this vay, how important is
alyour own persenality”.......oportant (O O O O O 0O () O O opletely,
B )your s;;mus‘&fs %ﬁi‘i‘;@ﬁi{lifg}f"n.mwr‘{:’i{ DO0ODOODOLO ig;;gégggt
e)the natura of the topic*...}.mpwggg{ QOO é??iéﬁ??i&

ihile trying to resolve issues about which, the iwo of you disagree, N
16)...you indicats that you are “turnedeofd? by maldng gestures such as grimacsa,

frowns, wiasperated sighs, rolling of the eyes upvard, ete,

\éﬁ" !""-‘ —WMI“‘.IW i I et i Tt ’——-l very ‘
“7Y often | - o rarcly
o~

QIS P —— [ L TS S
+

t In ma!élng“you behave this way, hew Important 1w s

adyour oim personality”..... . gmpordSAL 0 O O 0 0 O 0 O G () Gplstely,

blyour spousers paz‘?onaliw%nmﬁrﬁgif HBOO0O00000 00 SRy,
e)the nature of the topic?.....impor:fg;f‘{} ONONIRIT'ORINONS (} %O%égggt

3

173...you speak bo.your spouse with affection o

S O <4 :
In making you behave this way, Pow Important is &

a)your ovm personallty?........ipo YSNY 0000 SESRVES! f)"”,‘fm“{‘n‘iggﬁi‘}ﬁg
b)your spoussts personality?--.gupor¥ent () O O O 0 O 0 O O O SgRLstaty,
c)the nature of the topic?“...m?wzgnr{ 000 (} QOO0 &??;%%ﬁtéfiﬁzw

i

r . Vo , . -
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SNeT o, Spouse Rating Scale ’
. : \¢ ~
“ ’ . The following questions are designed to assess your perdeptions of Your spouse's

. . behavior during typical conflict' situations between the two ¢f you. In answering thesé
questions, please base your evaluation on how you perceive your spousets behavior,

You vdill notice that questior;s consist of a statement followed b;' a series of boxes, *
and of 3} questions which relate to the statement. The boxes are probably familiar to
you by now as youfve used them before, .

ihen answering a question, please indicate how f{requently the behavior occurs by
placing an X into the appropriate box, As in the questionnairs you completed at home,
the closer you place your X to the left hand side, the more often that behavior occurs,
znd- the closer to the right hand side, the less frequent the bshavior.

You will also notice thaf bLeside the three questions which relate to the statement, (a),
© (b) and (c), thero 13 a series of circles . These circles represent degroes of importance.
"hat we would like you to do here {s to indicate how {important you feel each factor is. You
do this by plaodng an X into the circle which best represents how important you feel that a

factor is., The clousar you place the X to the left, the more important you feel that the
. factor is, while the closer to the right, the less important.

EYAMPLE:

ihile trying to resolve issues about which you disagree,

0)...your spouse raises his/her voice ' .

s A IX

— TAS
In making him/her behave this way, how important 1a "

very -
rarely

: a)his/her personality”........ importart O O ® O O 0O 0O O O O SIpkstely,

blyeur persondlity?....... ... pmportent () O 0 O O 0 O O () ph sofpletely,

¢)the nature of the topic? .... yporvant ) O 0 O B O 0 O O () Sfelstely,,

let's say that your spouse raises his/her voice sometimes, but not really often. Then
you should place your X in the 4th box on the left. On the other hand, if he/she almost neyer
does this, then place it in the last box on your right.

B .

+ In answering questions (a), (b) and (c), you should deterine how important esch
factor is in” making your spouse behave that way. If, for example, you felt that factor (a),
your spousets (his/her) personality was important, but not very or axtremsly important,
you would place an X in the circle as'in the question (a) exampls. If you'felt that your
own pex;Sonalj_ty was completely unimportant in making your spouse behave this wxy, you woald

place your X as in example (b). If you felt that the nature of the topic was of slight
importance, you would place your X as in the (c) example.

As you can smes, all 3 factors may be of equal importance or different factors nay
“have different deggges of importance, Just because you have marked one of the questions
as extremsly important doesnft riean that the other factors must be of lesser importance. ’
0n the other hand, in sone cases you will (ind that one or two factors are very important
and the third one is unimportant. 5o make your answers to questions (a), (b) and (¢) in
such a way that gach answer reflects an independent evaluation, rlease do not try to find
ipatterns', as no pattems exast. If you shpuld find yourself answering many questions
the same way, you are probably doing something wrong, sa go back and reconsider each case,

PLEASE NOTE; (1) Answer all questions—do not omit any. (2) Be sure to answer all

parts of each question. (3) Make each item a separate and independent
avaluations—

N + . ! -
.A Sometimes you may feel as though you've seen the same item before. This will not be
the case, so do not look back and forth through the items. 1Jork at a fairly high speed,
) and do not worry ofF puzzle over individual items; it is your first impressions that we
want.. On the other hand, please do not be careless, becausd we want your true impressions.

“
B3

z ‘ - -
3
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A e , , /

. . Whils trying to resolve 1ssues about which the two of you disagree,
' 1)..sthe tone of the discussion is usually

e O
bV __V__} unpleasant

pleas nit
. 1 )How important is your spo'ise in setting the tone of the
conversation?.....000000... ver, ‘
tmportant O () O 0 O O 0 () O () Eopletely

-

X a unimporuant
\hile trying to resolve idssucs about which the two of you disagree,
2)...your spouse indicates that he/she agrees with you
' vers 11V yery
often [l____ ____l:]___ SR JR B rarely

In makang him/her behave t:his way, hots important is
“adhasher personality” ... - 1S O O O 0 0 00 0O O O SIRpSEH
b)your personality ......... - importeid O 0 O 0 0 O 0 O 0 O BRASHR:
conpletely

c)the nature of the topic?. .. mpo,linr{ () OO00O0 ‘() 0000 unimportant

?
®

While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,

"

3)...your spouse indicates that he/she approves of you by telling you that he/she
favors something you've said or done

I

In making him/her behave thig way, hov important is

12

| very -
| rarely

a)his/her persoqa‘].ity’......-. j__mporggrr\—{ O00 (.) OOO00600 ﬁﬁl‘ﬁ};ggﬁ}{c
b)your personality 7. ......vvrr tmportent (0 0 O O O 0 0 0 O O S0psHEH:
¢Jthe naturs of tie tople™.... gmportert ) O O 0 0 O 00 ) O WRpSE
~
While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
h).:.your spouse ind.icatgs that he/she accepts responsibility
w5c I O O - ‘
. ) In making him/her behave this way, ko important is
a)hisfher personality”........ important O O O O O O 0 0O O O FRietely,
: B)yeur personality 2.....cvrs v importsnl ) 0 00 0 0 O 0 0 O () SFRetely,

c)the nature of the topic?.... mpor‘g;n"{'() OO0 O ggg,g},g;:ggb )

¥rhile trying to resolva 1ssues sbout which the two of you disagree,
5)...your spouse camplains about things in general (i.s. complains without explicitly

- blaming you)
e 11

In making him/her behave this way, hov important ia

1T very -
rarely

. ' a)histher personality?........ important () () () () O O (J O ) O STBpskeM,
h)srour personality ?........... mm,{:}f{- OO0 0000 () ONANS! ﬁﬁ'{‘g%ﬁ'{{}gn ’

, , ¢)the nature of the topic?.... troo Yonf 0 O O O O O OO O O LEiekely,

’
'

o
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‘.Mie triring to resolve issues about wvhich the tio of you disagres, ¢ s o
r

6)...your spouse criticizes you ! :

!

very DR 1 *I—-‘r_"*, very
often |_ | | | [N EVUR U DU UUN A rarely ,
In making him/her benave this way, how important is

ahia/herpersonality” «vvees inportSH O 0 0 ) O 0 0000 RREEEKe

) b)your personslity ®....esrre- tmportal 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 0 O O SR

)the nature of the topie? ... important () () 0 0 0 000 0 0 O SRerake

.

thile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
7')...your spouse offers suggestions for compromise solutions -

very T - _*l—_. T very
often | |  {' | — —_

o . rarely

In making him/her bchave this way, howr important is . o
a)his/her personality?........ mportant 0 O O (X O 0 O () (- () SgRletely,

b )your personalily ... .. ... 40 mpor’{in"{ OO0 000 OO0 m:%g}—gizt

?

¢)the nature of the topic?.... tportant () (O 0 () O 0 0 O 0 () §3gRletely,
: : - 'Y
While trying to resolve isgues about which the two of you disagres, )
. . , ( /
, 8)...your spouse indicates that he/shs disagrees with you /
very 1 R N N R Y e 7Y
often | | | __| A4 b4 l___| rarely

“%3% making hin/her behave this way,, how ingortant. La
|+ adhisfher personality?.n.ere mportS O OO 0 O 0 0 O O O SSTRLetely,
o | b)your perzonality 7e.eene e tnportenl @ 0 O 0 0 00 O 0 O Sofeletely,
, ’ ¢)the nature of the topic?.... tnportant () () O ) O O 0 O () O SRLskely

+
°

While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagres,

A -

9)...your spouse indicates denfal of responsibility ’ K
' . . @ - T ‘ [
ST very T —“l”_ “—'—- —_'l-— very
, often | | | | b | rarely . '
AT . In making him/her behave this way, how important ia )
Ny
a)his/her personant.y?.'.,.....”impm.{gﬂ O0O0OODODLDODO mg}ggt
: b)your personality ?.....ccevvv gnportant O 0 O OO O DO OO Ry 43+ 08
° Y R
. ¢)the nature of the topic?.... mm,{m QOO0 mmhﬁ’l)gggt .
e
AR .

AN
Y

-~ ]

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




. 190 -
® !
thile trying to resolve lssues about which the two of you disagres,
10)...your spousa gives sxcusss
) T
e = often |} | | o b d b h ] rarely
» L3 ’ i v ]
" In making him/her behave this way, hou important is
L] ) .
adhisfher personality?.......« tportant () (0 O O 0 O 0 0 O O GRyekels,
b)your personality 7. .......... tmporte i O O O O U O 00 O O SEeskely, ‘
™ . . -
¢)the natare of the topic?.... mporrest () 0 O O 0 O 0 0 O O SRS
F
“ tfhale trying to resolve issues sbout which the two of you disagres, .
i1)...your spouse relieves tension by humor
. . et e e e e § e e . o
e L) e
often | j2 | | et d b} ] rarely
In making himfher behave thia way, hov important is ?
a)bisther plbsonality?.ooe gpad B OO O 00 OOV QD Sefphetely,
Blyour personality *....evo.... mpordsnl O 0 -0 0 O 00 O O Spletely,
"c)the nature of the tople?.... ynportant D O O OO0 O 00 OO amb%g%ggt
s . ) ‘ ¥hile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
12}, .your spouse imterrupts you while you're apeaking
PR S s | = , s § e i ;
O O A =
often |}tk - b4 b i warely
‘ In making hﬂé;‘hur behave this way, how important 1s .
a)nis/her personality?........ inportanl (0 0°0 O 0 0O 0 0 O O RRESHEHe
' b)your personality 7e...ceeers tmportend 0 O O 0 0 0 0 0 O O SNepoEeH, »
. ) ?f
" e}the naturs of the tople?.. fmpereit O 00 0 0 0 0 00 0O O SEAHT.
ihile trying to resolve issues aboud #hich the twe of you disagree,
13}...your spouse’touches ;ou affectionately
i s g o, oo . ey . sy woesvirobon § b § s,
i yery ! I i l l very -
often |} b d 4] ravely
* 7 o
In making him/her behave this way, hov important is

ahtsther personality? ... toportird O O 0 O 0 0 0 0 O 4 SRS

) . : b)your personality ?......oo-r irpartant O 0 0 O 0 0 O 0 O O SRS,

¢)the nature of the tople?.... pmoorde (0 0 0 O 0 O 0O O O ZElstely,

L S , y

- - *

¢
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‘ . T While tring teo resolve issues about uitich the two of you disagree,

14)...your spouse gives positive solutions (i.e. he/she tslls you what should be déne,
° - rather than telling you cnly what shouldnft be dorne)

very 1 "‘l—_l"
often | . | | - | JRN JU U

In making him/her behave thi's way, how important is

] very
o rarely

a

a)his/her’ personality?........ imortant 0 O O 0 O O 00O O O SBpoeify

blyour perggnality 7o tnporl B 0 0 0 0.0 000 00 P port ikt

¢)the nature of the topic? ... rportai () ) OO 0 (3 ) (V1) O () SERLSLE,

{ »
tWhile trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,

15).. .your spouse makes comments intended to amt%gfrass you by "putting you down®

very ~— I IO A
ereen |10
In maklng.him/her behive this way, Low important is ) )
adhisfher porsonalaty? ... ies tmpord3HE O 0 O 0 0 0 00 0 () SRdetely,

b)your personality 7....veee.ts mportant () O () 0 O O 00 O ) $eistely,

¢)the nature of the tople?.... importent () ) () 0 0 O O () € () sgpletely,

5

——— T very ‘
| __ | rarely

3
v

While trying to resolve issues ahout whicl; the two of you disagres,

16)...yoyr spouse indicates that he/she is 'turned-off' by making gastures such as
grj&:aces, frowns, exasperated sighs, rolling of the eyes upwards, etc,

e § it g B el Eama e e Vel'yl

SR R S bbb 4 j_ | rarely

In malkdng him/her behave this~way, hotr important is

a)hisfher personality? ... .. .. snoortest O O O O 0O O O () () O Sopptetely,

> b)your personality 7, ....er. 9. tmportent O O O O O O 000 O Sgpletely,

¢Jthe nature of the topic?.... mportant () ) () O 0 O OO O O PPt

i very
often ’

L '
lile trying to resolve issues aboat which the two of you disagree, /
17)...your spquse speaks to you with affection. -
[ very I e /1 *l-—-, ve;"/
often —d_J__| rarely
s § e} ! s e

In making him/her behave this way, how important is .

.

a)his/her personality? c..ivevs mpo,-‘{‘;;,’{ QOOOOOOO0O0 O &R %g::;ggt,

b)your personality?. ... ...oss importenl () 0 0 Q0 0 0 00 O B
¢)the risturs of the tople?.... tmoorda O 0 0 O 0 0 O 00 O inlbpertale

a
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SELF AND SPOUSE RATINGS OF DISCUSSION

4

AN T Self Rating Scale - D .
= ’ .
The ré}lewing questions are deaigned to assess your perceptions of your omn
behdvior during this past problem-solving session. 1In answvering these questions, ~

N

’ please base your evaluatim on how you perceive your own behavior, * b

-

. During this session,
1)...the tone of the discuasion was

very m"”mm:'mmmmm.\r’ery o
pleasant unpleasant ’
. SO RSN S FUUUE USRS USRS RSN SRS RSP S
1 How impogimﬁ; wers you in setting the tons of the
.o conversatlonT.  iisse s
} “tmportanf O O 00O 00 O 00 Sypletely,

" . :‘ N

2)...you indicated that you agreed with your spouse

. S TS ot 55§ IOt N — “
' * I‘ [ t Inxﬁh
f !l‘wwwmwwm
f R L RFUSIR — . ,

In making you behave this way, how important \we'fa(,

Ayour om personality.e. - oo dSF 0 070 0O 0 0 0 00 Semgigisly,

Blyour apouse’s porsanality?. .o I () O O 0 O 0 0 () O O Soppletely,

a}tﬁsmatnre of the pie"“..;mporgg;z QOO0 m@&gh

-

N

-

. Buring this :msailm,
3}...you indicated that you approved of your spouse by telling him/her that you

favored spmething he/she has said or dons .
veey || "“IW JM - “'l“« | very
. eften § _ F b i bbb rarely ®
Tn miking you behave thia viay, Pow important was R .
, alyour oim peramality?......,.{ﬁgm_t“ig OO0 00 iﬂgﬁg&g}gt
. b)your spousers personality?...qno o foY () (} OO0V OO ﬁ,,"“‘ig:},gf.gi,{{
' eYthe nature of the togib*.....mporggg D000 000QO ggitg%gtégigt
During this gesslon, - .
L)eoeyou ;.nd{gcatgd that you accepted reapomaibility . i
a 2 = ~
) often {1 b 4 1 . | S rarely
E 4
. . In making you'bohava this vay, gow happrtsnt was .
a)your o:m peraonality?. e iipna it OO QOO0 OO0 0000 mgg‘,gg,‘ ‘
: Blyour spousats porsonality?- oo, Y3Y 0 O OO 0 0 0 0 0 O O sgsletely,
e)the nature of the topie? . epnue XA O O QOO OO0 OV O &??E%ﬁf«?i{g )

. « .
¥
s » L0
- B
- * R "
«

iz
@ -

-
L]
-
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' During this session, oo
) 5)...you complained sbout things in general (i.e, complained without explicitly
blaming your spouse)
very |” |7 -—',— _ T very
often | _ | |14 | 1 | _1_."|__| rarely -
In making you behave this way, how i{mportant vas -
. y : ve completel,
o u a)your om persontlity”..... . importart 0 0 00 O 0 0 0 0 0 () sletely, |
comvletsly

b)your spouse*s personality?...ipo O () OO OV OO OO O Somaletely,

\
c)the nature of the topic".....impor‘tfgnt{ OOODOODOOOO 0 ﬁ‘i‘ﬁ%ﬁﬁgz
During this session, ‘
6)...you criticized your spouse

’

/n"
very | | —.‘,_ U TN very
ofvten | __} | __V__|__ 1 >\ __{ _I__|_| rarely
In making you behave this way, how important was
a)your oun personality”..... ..important OO 00 O 00 O OO () Sgpletely,

byour spouse s persanality’...imoordS O 0 0 O 0 0 O O 0 () spletely,

S)the mature OE the topie” e i XY (0 00 O 0 0O () () () Sopplstely,

o

During this session, .
7)...you offered suggestions for compromise solutions:

ez T s
often | | V- | 4t |__V1__. rarely
In making you behave this way, how important wms \ .
" alyour om personality”. v erimnord@ 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () Smletely,
" blyour spousars personality”s. imoortant (O O (0 0 O 0 O°0 0 O Spntetely,
- > c¢)the nature of t:he topic’.....mpoﬁ‘fgn"{ OO0 00 &mégtéggt
- During this sessiocn, »
, 8)...you indicated that“you, disagreed with your spouse ' 7 '
ez (T n
. otten | | | A | || __|__l_.1__| rarely
‘ "I malcing you behave this wayy how important was I )
a)your oun peraonality?.. e etmoordeil () 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O () Sepplotely,
i{ . v b)sour spousefs personauty?...mpoggpr{ 0O () OO0 mﬁgfggt
" . ¢)the nature of the topic?.....impc;r’ézn"{ QVODOOOOOO ﬁgingsl,gfggt/
. »

E
\ .
-
'
. _ N
P
v
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-

. . During ihws session,

9)...you indicated denial of responaibility -
= very _.__....._..N_.___.__..—.-‘...._‘__.--—— very
often | _ | _{_ |y 4\ d__V___1__ raroly
L
Tn making you behave this way, how important wms
a)your oum personality?........qnoortant 0 () 00 O 0 0 O OO SFRekely,

b)your spouse's persﬁnality?...mpor_g:nr{ OO0 O ()‘ OO0 00 &no%zéghr&lirym

c)tte nature of the }‘opic?.y‘porg

During this session, ' .
10)...you gave extuses

T

— b eV,

very

very |7
rarely

often

i

In making you bechave this way, how important was

completely

HOO00 000000 ey

a)your ovm personality?........qymportiant () () OO () O 0 () ) () Soppletely,

b)your spousets personality?...mporzgn"{ OOOOOOOOD OO ﬁﬁégggt
'c’ompletely

During this session,
11)...y0u relieved tension by humor .
T

arel -
r h 4
m maklng you bEI\laUe this viay, how L”lpOI tant vas

—— e

. very
often

c)tte 1aturs of the hopic".....]-_mpm_g:nr{ DOOOOOOOLOOO o Sdd gt

a)your oim persanality”.......eimportant O 0 O 0 Q) O 00 € O Sgaiste,

com

pletel
1 yt

b)your cpousa’s personality?..-imporg:nr{ CNONONONONONONINONG unimportan

Duwing this session, )
12)...you interrupted your spouse while he/she was speaking

R

7 In making you bghave this way, how important was

\ l very
rarsly

very
often -

1

¢)the nature of the topie+e s ¥2IY () () O 0 0 O O () O () §gpletely,

conpletely

a)yotir own persohality’......eogmporfant O 00 O O 0 O 6 () () () JRISkeL,

B)your spousets persomality?. .o ¥SIY () ) O 0 0 O 0 0 () O Sppletely,

c)the rature of the topie?:---vinp YSIT 0 ) O O 0 O O 0 () () sgeletely,

.
o

. » >
.

i
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\

During this session,

13)...you touched your spouse affectiocnately .

e I O
often b 1__y._| rarely

In making you behave this way, how important vas
a)your o personality”.......gooerd SRt O O O 00 O 0 0 O O FEIstely
b)your spouse’s Pe"“”amy?"t;fmpox%'g;{ OO0 000 OO0 ﬁg{g%gggt

c)the nature of the topico""‘import‘{:nr{’() O0O000000O0 ggnﬁgégtéggt

’

“uring this session, .
” 1,)...y0u gave positive solutions (Z.e. you told your spouse what should be donel,

«

rather than telling him/her gnly what shouldnft be done)

very |~ | ——_l—- 7 N “«I--“~ 1 very

often rarely

v —_—en —_— e e —
In malking you behave this way, how important was . h
a)your owm personality”.......ogoob o O O ) O 0O O 00 O_0) fgppaetely,

b)your cpousefs pers?nalityv...imporggnx'{ OO0 OO0 ﬁgrﬂ)\ég&gﬂt

c)tte nature of the hopic?.....mpoﬂ‘fgnr{ SOOI NN NONONS) &ﬁg%gﬁﬁt

During this session, .

15)...you made comments intended to embarrass your spouse by 'putting him/her down"

very
'rarely .

-

very | —I_"l_*
often

B
— ___.I —

In making you behave.this way, how important vaas

e v F s Y

a)your ovmn persona}._xt,y"........impor;l’gnr{ OO0 OO fmmiﬁllagtrggt

b)your spousa's personality?--+imo ¥ 0 () O 0 0 O () O () () opplstely,

)the rature of the topic?.«-wimo X2 (0 ) O /0 O () () () () Supletely,

T -

During this sessien, | i .

16)...you ;ndicated that you were "turned—off" by making gestutres such =s grimaces,

~

frowns, exasperated sighs, rolling of the eyes upwards, etc. .

—‘——-—-———‘—"———-—"———*‘M——-——’ve” -
very .
often l I“__l 1 ___| — ‘ rarely
In making you behave this way, row important was -

completely

a)your ovm porsonality?.i..«...qmoortant () () O 0 O000 00 animportant

completely

b)your spousefs personalit.y?...impor{;nr{ OO0-000000 00 Gnimportant

completely

c)the nature of the topic?.....mporggg DO OO0 00O ORI,

Saring this session, ~

17)...y0u spoke to your spouse with affectio

-

s e very
__| ragely

In making you behave this way, how iriportant was

o I
often | | __ ——

b)your spouse's personality?-nimp;:,rzm SEONO RO NONONONONS) unimportan

°

Yehm ratirn of tha tooie?eeeeinn. FET 0O 0 00 O 00O O 0 ORI

> ¢
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t R— Spouse Rating Scale - D

. ) .

The follewing questions are designed to assess your perceptions of your spouse's
behavior during this past problen-solving session. In answering these questians,

' please base your evaluation on how you perceive your spouse's behavior,
1 e

During this session, ‘-
1)...tha tone of the discussion was

T T e
vV A} . ] unpleasant

1)ow important was your spouse in zetting the tone of the

very
pleasant

e ] JOUNREE, .

|

conversation?.............u..mpor{gnl'{() OO0 OO0 co—;pletely

unimportant» -«

. - During this session, )
2)...your spouse indicated that he/she agreed with you

e I

In malang him/her behave this way, hovr important yas

_——'—-———

7

< a)his/her personal_ii.y"........ imporggg! OOOOOOOO OO 33‘2,?,%3}»1’%&
b)your personality ”........... important () () O 0 () O 0,0 () () SgRLstely,

¢)the nature of the fople” ... pportent () () O 0 () () 0 () O () SSRLetely,

“
-~
L4

During this session, ‘

. {
#' 3)...your spouse indicated that he/she approved of you by telling you that he/she
favored gomething you've said: or done .

¢
e e | e —_—
R

In making him/her behave this way, how inportant was

<

very
. often

- very
__1__ | rarely

B . ‘ t
b)your personality 2...ve--- -« fmportai (0 O O 0070 0 O O () SSTRLEH, -
, ’ tel
. _c)the nature of the topic? ... ypomant O O O OO O 0O OO ey el et 8
During this session, h//
fre L)...your spousé indicated that h€/she accepted responsibility ¢
- ‘ very ] '—_I - “' 1 “very o
v < often | | i DR DU DR DN O rarely
In making him/her bchave this way, how inportant vae ° “

———
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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a)hisfher personality?.....rs- tmportsZf 0 O O 0 0 Q) 0 O O O GBbstely,
. : " b)your personality ?.....eeene gmportant O O O OO O OO OO :n”‘;‘gégﬁl{g
e)the nature of the topic?.... tnportant () 001 0 0 O 0 QO O SEISEY,

~

a)his/her personality?.......s imsorfSH O 0 O 0O OO O O () Lgpletely,

-




During this session,

5)--‘you.r spouse complained aft:out things in general (i.e. compluned vwithout explicitly

. blaming you)
‘ very - _,_ V1
- often PR PR S

: In making hhnﬁ1er behave this way, how important vas

B e

aha/her porsonality? .o renrs tmportasl ()00 0.0 0 0 0 O 00 333%53‘3&9{

b)your persofxl&lity"........... mporzmr{ OO0OO0OO0O00 00 0 ﬁﬁ‘i’gégﬁﬂ\.

c)t}},e nature of the 'Lopic'.:.... mporﬁn’{ QOO0 000 000 &d}%gtx‘-te,]gt

-

During this sessiom,

6)...your spouse criticized you
‘ ’ very _‘. T _-" — .__.~ -—
often ] ___ — ___ —
In making him/‘her behave this way, how important yvas

a)his/her personality”........ importesf ) 0 O () O 0 0000 SRRt
e blyour personality %...... ..o important O 0 0 0.0 () O O 0 O SR,

N

.

¢)the nature of the f.opic‘?..., mporli’,"{ OO0 (),(}') O000 ﬁ,,”’{ﬁ},;ﬁﬁﬂt

. During this session,
7). ..your spouse otremd/suggestions fox... ompromise solutions

very l—_' -—‘l-—- very
often | S P D

rarely
In making him/her behive this way, how important was .

a)his/her personality?........ inportad O O 0 O () O O O O () SFpLstely,
byour persmmyv...........i;,,pm HOO00 000000 SRR

i ¢)the nature of the topic?.... mport 11 000 () OO00€0O0 &?ﬁ%g&gg

» L = L4
During this session, @

. 8)..,your spouse indicated that he/she disagreed with you
o -

-
»
:]_..__..l_..._. ———y e

| 2 L1
In maldng him/hcr be‘lave&.hia way, hLow i.moortant vas .

1

often

a)hia/her perspnality? ... tnperdS O O 0O O 0 0 () Q) O Seglstely,
b)your per:onalitv?..«........ m@r{ﬁf{ OO0 O () O000n mﬁ%g%}g.
c)the nature of the topic? ... tnportek 0 O 10 O 0 0 O 0 O SRletely

7
v
1

L 4 -~ .
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‘ ) Durdng this. session,
b . 9)...your spouse indicated denial of responsibility

= 000070002
often | . | | U DR SR B

In making him/her behaye this way, Hou important s’

B

co.:npletély

o a)his/her personality?........ tmpords 0 0 O 0 0 O (0 0 O O SSIpletelr,

b)your personality ?........... hnpor‘tf;.nr{ CNONONONONONOINOINO N ﬁﬁ‘fﬂ,l;gffgt

. ¢)the nature of the topic?.... fmportent () () (0 O 0 0 O 0 () () cegpietely,
During t}':is session, ) o J o~ '

¥ 10).,.your spouse gave excuses

“
4

<O T O I =+

In making him/her behave this way, how important yas

.._.l_,._.

M)hisfher personality?........ tapordaht ) 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 () () &iRdetely,

b)your personality 7........... inportsnl O 0 O 00 0000 O EeLetely

¢)the nature of the topic?. ... gportert () ) () () () O 0 Q) () O JfRletely,

During this session,
- 11)...your spouse relieved tension by humor
very N 1 wl—
, often .

A, . - i

In making him/her Behave this way, {hov important was

. B . { |

ahis/her personality?........’tmportent () 0 O 0 O O O O () (Ysgmpletely,
B)your personality?........... imparveit (VO O O O O O 0 O O Seletely,

c)the natare of the topic?.... japorrent () () O 0 0 () O () () () SSfhretels

[PIEE, P,

-~

During this session,

12),..your spouse interrupted iou while you were speaking

' very I T
: e |11
"In making himher behave this way, how important was -
ants/her personality?........ gmpard® O 0 0 0 00 0 00 O spletely, '

b)your personality?.....e.es tmpordant 0 0 O O 00 O 0 0 () Sopletely,

¢)the nature of the tople?.... tnportel ) (00 O 0 0 O O () () Seletely,

1 v
very . a
rarely ' .

-

¥ / v .
N

.
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) During this session,
13)...your spouse Louched you affectionately

% o I I I
often | | | __ | e

In maldng him/her behave this way, how important vas

a)his/her personality?......-. tmporioil O O 0 0 O O 0 O O O SRThpertale
' s ? completely

Ib)your personality?..........: mporzznr{ () O0C000000 (‘) unimportant

conpletely

¢)the nature of the topic?,... mpor‘{gnri' OO00O0 OOono0 unimportant
During this sessiom, 'r
14)...your spouse gave positive solutions (i.e, he/she told you'what should be dons,
rather than telling you only what shouldntt be done) ’
svery | 1TV
often | | | |

T
In making him/her. behave this way, how important was

a)his/her personality”........ importent () () O 0 O O 0 () ) () S3TRietely,

B)your personality 7.......ne.. tmporkend () () 0 0 O O 0 () O () Seopletely,
c)the nature of the“toplc? mpor‘ég;{ OOOOOOOO OO0 ﬁ;’}ﬁ},ﬁﬁfﬂt
i)uring this session, N '
15)...your spouss ma ents intended to embarrass you by "putting you downt
T very |” | TV T very .
often |_ - ) f ] rarely .
In maldng him/hdr behave this vay, hovw important yvas
o a)his/her persoality?........ tmportont () O O O O O O () O O SFpietely,

b)your personality Zu..uvvee.rs tmporkeit O 0 O 0 O O VD O O O SgpLetely,

¢)the nature of the tople?.. . ymportert 0 () O 0 0 O O O O () (ZFRLtely,

a

During this session,
lg).. .your spouss indigated that hc/she was ‘"turned-off" by malcdng gestures such as

. grimaces, frowns, exasperated sighs, rolling of the eyes upwards, etc
- very I U T very
often | § | = {__|__| rarely
. * . In making him/her behave this way, howr important yas
) . alnis/her personality’........ fmportSht ) () O 00 () O O O ) $Saplstely,

b)your peraonalivy 2 .-+ v tmportsnt () O O O O O 0 0 O () STRhsely,
¢)the nature of the topic?. ... gnporbeit ) ) O O O O 0 O () () SSFRLetely,

»

"

17).. .your spouse spoke to you with affection

Rscal I I I I -V

In making him/her behive this way, how important vas

. . wdhis/her personality?...eees o d S OO O 0 O O 0 O O () SaBletely,
: _ B)your peraonality 7e....ieenes inportent O () O O 0O O O (2 O O S5gpletely,
¢)the nature of the topic? ... apartant () () 0 0 ) O 0 () O () STRLSkeLy,

2

>
1

Reproduced with permission of the copﬁight owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




EVALUATIONS OF HUSBAND'S AND WIFE'S COMMUNICATION SKILLS . . ‘ 200" 3"

M ) Evaluation of Husband's Communication Skills

- L}
. We are in the process of trying to evolve a technique by which we can give meaningful
feedback about their communication skills to couples in therapy. However, we are
aware that our perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of spouses may be different
from those of the spouses concerned. Therefore, we would like you to assess how s .
.accurate you feel we are. i : \

We have ptepared the following summary of the communication strengths and wealnesses
of Mr. , a8 asgessed by our observers during this last
discuesion session. Please’'look over this summary carefully, and indicate how accurate
each of these observations are of the husband's behavior during this last discussion
session. -

> -

Here 18 how to indicate_accuracy for us. -

very accurate | 10 [ 9[8[ 716][5] 4]3]2]1] very {naccurate

In the box beside each observation, pllease piace the number which best corresponds

to your opinion about how accurate we are. 10 would mean that we are very accurate

and 1 would mean that we are very inaccurate. All the numbers in between represent .
different degrees of accuracy. ‘In other words, the closer your rating is to 10,

the more accurate you feel we are, while the closer to 1, the less accurate. ,

Legend:

Now please loak over our observations, and indicate how accurate yoy feel that each one
is, Please do thisg individually, aund do not discuss it with your spouse. »
+

.

COMMUNICATION STRENGTHS: FACILITATIVE COMMUNICATION WEAKNESSES? DISRUPTIVE

POSITIVE BEHAVIORS FREGUENT NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT

The following behaviors occurred [fairly
often, and indicate problem solving
strengths.

The following behaviors occurred too often
and indicate problem solving weaknesses.
The frequency of these behaviors should ke
‘decreased,

s

1 :
I \ )
1 —

‘ NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS RARE

' The following behaviors occurred very
rarely, and indicate problem solving
strengths. -

r, ) POSITIVE BEHAVIORS RARE SO -

The following behaviors occurred too rarely,
and indicate problem solving weaknesses.

The frequency of these behaviors should be
increased.

Comments: ¢

. b //
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[ Evaluation of Wife's Communication Skills

)

4

We are in the process of trying to evolve a techniqu‘e by which we can give meaningful

feedback about their communication skills to couples in therapy.
avare that our perceptions of the stremgths and wesknesses of spouses may be different

from those of the spouses concerned. Therefore, we would like you to assess how -

accurate you feel we are, '

We have prepared the following summary of the ‘communication strengths and weaknes@ses of
, as assessed by our observers during this last discussion

Mrs. N\

»

gession,

However,

we are

Please look over this summary carefully, and indicate how accurate each of

these observations are of the wife's behavior during this last discussion session.

Here 'is how to indicate accuracy for us.

‘Legend:

¢
.

In other words,

very accurate | 10] 9] 8] 71 6] 5] 41 3} 2] 1] very inaccurate

In the box beside each observationm, ‘Please place the number which best corresponds
to your opinion about how accurate we are, 2
and 1 would mean that we are very inaccurate,
different dégrees of accuracy.

10 would mean that we are very accurate
All the numbers in between represent
the closer your rating is to 1O,

the more accurate you feel w€ are, while the closer to 1, the less ,accurate.

Now please look over our observations, and indicate how accurate you feel that each one
is. Please do this individually, and do not discuss 1t with your spouse.

¢

—

&

COMMUNICATION STRENGTHS:

FACILITATIVE

COMMUNICATION WEARNESSES :

DISRUPTIVE

POSITIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT

The "following behaviors occurred fairly
often, and indicate problem solving

strengths.

NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT

The following behavidrs occurred too often
and indicate problem solving weaknesses.

The frequency of these behaviors sHould be
decreasged.

Joaad

NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS RARE

The following behaviors occurred 'very
rarely, and indicate problem solving-

strengths,

LPOSITIVE BEHAVIORS RARE

The following behaviors oc‘cuﬂtred too rarely,
and indicate problem solving weaknesses.

The frequency of these behaviors should be
increased. '

n3
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W McGill APPENDIX C N .
‘ "‘ Un'VerS'ty . Follo‘w—Up_ Measures

Behavior Therapy Unit
Allan Memorial Institute (514) 842-1231 local 1627-1628 ~

1

§

:?. \ COVER LETTER . ..

i Dear Mr. and Mrs.

4

We wish to thank you for your participation in our study on
communication in marriage. Because of your interest and cooperagion,
we have now successfully completed the research and are presently in
the process of analyzing the data. We should have a written version of
our rtesults in the near future. As a number of couples have indigated

. % an: interest in o6ur, findings, we would:be happy tc mail you a copy. If
you wish to receive a copy of our results, please indicate this on the
» attached sheet.

We vare also very interested in finding out about any changes in your
relationship since your participation in the project, as well as your
reactions to participating in the study. Please complete the attached’
questlonnaires individually and mail them back to6 us as soon as possible.

; Also, if you are planning to move, please indjicate your new address so
that we can mail you a copy of our findiﬁgs.(ﬁ_

Thank you for your cooperation. /

<
4

¥

‘l @
B . . . .
Sincerely,
: ‘ - 1
-y e -+
' . Catherine Fichten, M.A. , -
i B - . ’
N | 3 !
John Wright, Ph:.D. oo : .
L)
. . ] . .
Postal address 1033 Pine Avenue West, Mantreal, PQ, Canada H3A 1A1 S,

v £

Y
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~ , .

RELATIONSHIP INFORMATION SHEET

s

1. Do you wish to receive a copy of our results? vyEs | | No| ]

' 2. Address: same as before | , M" .

v

,  has thanged/will change to

‘ s (please print)
~\\j P P

3. Are you and your spouse living together? . YES { ] nof T .

, 4. Have you ever received therapy for”a'marital problem? YESI I NOJ;::I
° . . If yes: (Keep in mind that you participated in our study on ).

i) wera#you in therapy at the time of your participation
in the study? YES E] NO

ii) did you start therapy after participation in the °
_study? . - YESIa l NO

i1i) had you'terminaied therapy before participagfpn in

: the study? ‘ . YES l_':] No| ]

. 5. How has participation in the study affected your marital relationship? .
) a) resulted in substantial improvement in your relationship S
! b) resulted in sometimprovegent in your relationship
[ . #o) made no difference in your relationship

d) resulted in somé deterioration in your relationship

T e). resulted in substantial deterioration in your relationship
6. Please comment on’ how participation in the study has affected your marital%
relationship. - -

.
v

L3

3

7
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, ° i
<

: 1
. .. MARITAL ADJUS TUENT SCALE

\ -
»

. 1.Circle the dot which ypu feel brst represerts the degree of happlncés in your
marriage, The middle noint "happy” represents the de~ree of happiness which most '
people get from marriage, and the scale pradually renges on one side to these few
vho are very unhanpy/ 1n marrdage, and on the other, to those few who eYrerience

extrema 10y or felicity in marriare,
» 1] I °
; very - happy ’ nerfectly ‘
unhappy . happy " ”

»

Indacate the approxirate extent of agreement between you and

following 1tems.

i

your mate on the

£} )
= Check one column for each always almost |nce¢asion.| frequent almost alrays
item below agree always ally 1y always | disagree
. fa agree |disagree | disagree } disapree
2.handling famly finances _ ¢ .
3.matters of recreation ' N
4.deronstration of affection g p
t - (J
5«.friends * -

6.sex relations

- ——

7:iconventionality (right,
good or proper conduct) .

_ <
. 8.philosophy of 1>fe S .
9.ways of dealing with in-lavs , .
. A ) . ¢ ‘/I N
: ﬁeply to each question by circling the letter next to the appropriate answer. If you
cannot give an exact answer to a_quéstion, answer the best you can. Do not leave out™
’ any questions. ° ¢ ’ ' .
. . 10.%hen disagrceme';ts arise, they 13.Do yeou’ev~r rrish yau had not ~arrieA? "
. uenally result in: a, frequently
a, hushand gaving 1n . b. occas‘onally’ . .
~ b. wnfe givang in ‘ c. rarely
. €. agreemant by rutual pave and take . d. never , N
11.D0 you and your ~ate engare in 14 ,If you had your 1ifs to live over, do '

' sutside interssts together?

you thint you -rould:

a. all’ of them 2,
b, some of themr N b.
c. vary faw of thenm . 3 -8
Y. . d. none of them
' . ' . 15.b
’ . " 12.1 In Yeisure time, do you generally prrfer: a.
' 4. to stay at home , b,
b..to be "on the pgo” . C.

! 12.2 In 1emsu1:e time, dons your mate
. generally prefer:
a. to stay at hore
\ b. to be™on tne go"’ _
! From Locke and Wallace (1959).

0

I

)
o~ *

d.

rarry the sare serson
marry a different person !
not marxy at all a '

rou confide in your rate:
alrnst never ®
rarely

in ~ost things

in evervthing .
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- l SCLF AND SI'OU'“T RATINGS AT FOLIOW-UP

Selt Rating Scale
The following questions are designed to assess your perceptions of your own behavior
during typical conflict situations between you and your spouse. In answering these .
' questions, please base your evaluation on how you percelve your own hehavior. I

You will natice that questions consist of a statement followed by a series of boxes.
The boxes are probably familiar to you by now as you've used them before, Wherf answering <
a question, please ind(ii‘;te -how frequently the behavior occurs by placing an X into the
appropriate box. As in the questionnaire you completed at McGill, the closer you place
your X to the left hand side, the more often that behavior occurs, and the closer to the .
right hand side, the less frequent the behavior. :

205

- While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
1)...the tone of the discussion is usually

o very pleasant T_J 1 ] I 1T T 1T T-T T T veryunpleasant
1) How important:are you in setting the tone of the conversation? =
very impartant OO0 O 0000000 completely unimportant .
While tryIng to resolve Issues about which the two of you disagree, ;
2Y...you indicate that you agree with your spouse

very often [ | T ] T T T T T wveryrarely

While"trying fo résolive Issues about which the two of you disagree,
3)...you Iindicate that you approve of your spouse by telling him/her that you
favor something he/she has said or done

. very often 1 1 1 T 1 1 T 1T 1 T T wveryrarely
While trying to resolve Issues about which the two of you disagree,
4)...you indicate that you accept responsibility

very often [ I [ I T 1T T T 1. T wveryrarely
e trying CO resolve issues aboul which the two ol you disagree,

5)...you complain about things in general (i.e. complain without explicitly blaming your
; I .

spouse
very often } l ] ] | l l I very rarely P )
e trying to resolve lssues about which the two ol you sagree, . .

6)...you criticize your spouse

very often | very rarely
e trylng to recolve 1ssues aboul which the two of you gagree,
N - 7)...you offer suggestions for compromise solutions

’ ‘ very often | j P , very rarely
e trying to regolve issues about which the two ol ,you disagree,
8)...you indicate that you disagree with your spouse

very often | T very rarely
€ trying to resolve issues aboul wWhIcC WO oL you 3agree, .
: 9)...you indicate denial of responsibility

Lo very often oL 1T T 1T wery rarely . .

While tryIdg to resolve issues about wWhich the"two of you disagiée,
10)...you give excuses
v very often. 1| 1 | 1| | 41 [ 1 [ | wveryrarély .
while trying to resolve issues about which the two of you dIsagree,
N 11)...you relieve tension by humor .
: very often T 1 [ [ T [ T T T T T wveryrarely ,

/ While trying. to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree,
12)...you interrupt your spouse while he/she is speaking hd B .

very oftea | | "1« very rarely
' € Ltying L0 résolve 1ssues about whRich the two Of you dIBARrEE,
13)...you touch your spouse affectionately .

o

> very often | - 1 I veryrarely .
e trying to resoive Issues about ch the two of you sagree, g
14)...you give positive solutions (i.e. you tell your spouse what should be done,

rather than tellin® him/her only what shouldn't be done)’ .

. very often | 1 | 1 1 1 ] [ T T wveryrarely .
While tryIng to resolve Issues about which the two of you disagree,
15)...you make comments intended to embarrass your spouse by "putting him/her down”

very often | | ! ; 1 [ T T wveryrarely .’

e try ng to resolve 1ssues apout wi C the €wo of you disagree, .

16)...you indicate that you are "turned-off” by making gestures such as grimaces, '
froxns, exasperated sighs, rolling’of the eyes upward, ctc..

oo very often | | ] ‘ ! [ J very rarely
. e frylng to resolve lssues about wailch the two of you disagree, -
17)...you speak to your spouse with affection
very often | | | 1 ] I T wvery rarely

i 1

‘
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APPENDIX D

. Behavioral Measures

1
QQDIFIED MARITAL INTERACTION CODING SYSTLCM (MMICS)

Instructions for Use of MMICS

The MMICS is a modification of the Oregon group's MICS (Hops, Wills,
Patterson & Weiss, 1972) and is designed for objective coding

of behavior on the basis of a continuous time sampling.procedure. It has

i

4 been developed and used to'objectively record verbal and non-verbal behaviors
that occur as marriage partners attempt to negotiete, in a labqratory
- setting, resolutions of typical marital problems. Primary emphasis, in
training of tﬁe MMICS, is placed on the accurate coding of every behavior
emitéed that can be classified, then recorded in 6 second intervals. Coders
receive extensive training in discriminating and categorizing behavior units
in terms of 17 well-defined behavior codes; and it is their skillful discri-
mination of behavior unlts which form the basis of the MMICS
The primary requirement for any coding system is a clear and workable
definition of the basic unit of observation. In the MMICS, the basic unit is
defined as a single utﬁeranpe, verbal segment or non-verbal response which
is homogeneous in content, without regard for its arbityary syntactical
properties, such as division into words and sentences; hpwever, the content
must be discernible during a particular 6 second inter#al. Homogeneity of
content is judged with reference to the 17 codes, but this judgement
Presents little difficulty for the coder once the definitions of the codes
have been well memorized. ‘
If a person produces several utterances during a particular 6 second
> ' interval without any changee in basic content, th%s would be coded only
once during the iﬁterval; Should the utterance continue into the next
interval it should be coded as present provided that its content is codable
during the interval. The coder's task’consists of discriminating behavior
units by attending to changes in content anfl categorizing each behavi¥r un%t

in terms of the 17 behavioral codes. Note {that a single verbal segment’

f
'
-
v oL
" 3
. ~ A . -
»

“‘ ; : ‘1 Adapted from Hops, Wills, Patterson & Weiss (Nof:e 4).
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cannot be double coded (i.e, can be coded using only a single verbal code) .

4

The only exception to this rule is the Interrupt (IN) code, which ma& be
used any ¥Tme that a person interrupts the aghef} Non-verbal behavior may \
be coded in conjunction with a verbal code. If, within a single interval,
- | a particular coded behévior has occurred, regardléss bf the number of times
a that it has occurred, that behav{or will be coded only once, and will be
indicated as emitted by the husband or by the wife?l
The 9odiﬂg‘of each‘problem—gplving session is a complete record of the
verbal and non-verbal behavior which occurs in an interaction between the
married partners. The éomplexity of the coding system and thie high rate of
verbal exchange between the partners in a probleﬁ—solving session make it

Ef

difficult to obtain a complete record in vivo, so the problem-solving inter-

actions are recorded on videotape, enabling the coders to subsequently

replay the tape many times as necessary to achieve a reliable accounting
of the behg¥iors tha} have occurred. In order to maximize the amount of
informatio a 6 second interval was chosen as the basic timing

block. Th

cfpding " form is divided into 10 lines, each containing ten 6
second intervygls for a total of 10 minutes of recorded behavior per coding ,
sheet. Each 60 second line is, in turn, divided horizontally into two parts,
the upper half of the line being used for recording\the husband's behavior, * -
- and lower half being used for recording the wife's behavior; .this device

saves the coder the efforé of writing in labels to identify which of the

partners is speaking. The préblem of timing is handled by recording audible
- "beeps" on the videotape at 6 second intervals so-that whenever the coder hears
a "beep" he/she_autoﬁatically advances to a new interval/on the coding, sheet.

The MMICS consists of two basic types of behavior codes; 15 ve;bal codes,

to categorize the tontent of a speaker's statements, and twc non-verbal ones,.
to rec¢ord such behaviors as facial expressions and physical contact, Non-
verbal codes are also appropriate for recording non-verbal behaviors which
accompany a speaker's statements, but again, should be coded only.once in
any particular interval, Every change in behavior unit ‘ds indicate@ by

. recording a new .behavior code. The 6 second interval then includes each )

[y
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behavior thagﬁfakes place. *Tpis is done separately for the husband and
for the wife. However, should the same behavior be-emitted at two different
times during an interval, it should be coded only once. In a particular
6 second interval the number of codes retorded may range from as few as one'
to as many codes as are necessary to record all the ‘behavior units observed.
Before commencing coding, the coder should view the videotape of each
of the two discussions, and complete the Marital Interaction Checklist and
the Marital Interaction Rating Scale. When commencing coding, the following
ingtructions should be followed.
a) The first coding interval is the one in which the experimenter's
voice cannot be heard and in which the couple has started the
discussion. . s

J

b) A total of 10 minutes should be coded for each discussion

segsion. ’

c) If the couple finished discussing a problem area and a -
contingency problem was administered, behaviors occurring

during the interval in which the couple called the experimenter

on the intercom should not be coded. ,

d) The counter on the VIR should be used to help .coders keep

track of intervals. )

e) Coders should use as many/;eplays of each interval as

necessary to discern the exact meaning of each behavior unit ~

occurring during the interval. &

In order to promote a basic understanding of the behavior units, shbrt,

one-sentence definitions of all 17 codes are listed below.

¢

Brief Code Definitions

n

. & . ’

AC Activity. (AC) should be coded when an utterance does not provide
the coder with sufficient information to infer its meaning (to the extent
that the behavior does not meet the requirements of one of the other codes),

or is a statement which is irrelevant to the current topic of discussion.

‘

This code is alsq used when no other codable behavior occurs during a
particular interval. p ot g R

o™

+
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AG Agreement. (AG) is coded when one person expresses or advances S

an opinion and the other's verbal response indicates that the two are in .

agreement on the issue.
AP Approval. (AP) is any verbal response indicating that the res-
pondent‘personally favors_something that has been said or done. ’

AR Acceptance of Responsibility. (AR) is coded for .statements in

which one person’ explicitly accepts the responmsibility for a past or

presenf problém, usually after the paftner has delivered a blaming stdtement.
CP Complaint. (CP) is used to code statements in which a person bémoans

the extent of his/her suffering without explicitly blaming the partne% for

§h1§ suffering.

V CR (Criticism. Any hostile, belligerent, or embittered statement

expressing unambiguous dislikeé or disapproval of the partner's actions,

comments or attributes is coded (CR):

CS Compromise Solution. (CS) is coded for a particular type of

suggestion in which a mutual exchange of behaviors is proposed.
DG Disagreemeﬁt. (DG) is coded in those situations where one person .
expresses or advances an opinion and the other's response indicates that
' * 7 the two parties are in disagreement on the issue.’

’ DR Denial of Responsibili_y./ (DR) is coded in inqtances where one

person, after having been blamed by the other, explic1tly denies that he/she
. 18 responsible or should be responsible for that situation, and 'in cases |
where the pe:son merely avoids accepting such a responsibility.
EX Excusé. When the question arises concerning the responsibility for
a past or present problem, a person may avoid the issue by invoking an implausible

explanation or a spurious reason, or a weak rationale; if so, (EX) is coded.

HU Humor/Tension Release. Any statement that is clearly iritended to

. , be humorous and is primarily lighthearted in tone is coded (HU).
IN Interrupt. (IN) is coded each time a person breaks in or attempts

- to break in with questions or statements while the other person is speaking.

* PA Physical Affection. (PA) is coded for each occasion in which one

person touches the other in a friendly or affectionate manner.

‘ PS Positive Solution. A propogsal for change in which the speaker
describes something he/she would like to do,}or would like the partner to
do, is coded (PS).’

w
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PU Put-Down. A kPU) is a comment whose functibn, in the coder's
judgement, is to demean or embarrass the other.

TO0 Turn-0ff. (TO) is a non-verbal response such as a grimace or an
exasperated sigh which commminicates displeasure, disgust or disapproval,
usually in reaction to something the partner has'just said.

. VA Verbal Affection. Expressions of liking for the partner-are
cod§§ (Va) . - :

{ ~
*

These 17 codes may be grouped into the following three superordinate’

categories, and should be summed thus on the,coding sheet.

MMICS Codes and Categories

- Neutral Productive Counterproductive

AC Activity AG Agreement \ CP Complaint f )

: AP Approval ’ - CR GAiticism -
. AR Acceptance of Responsibility DG Disagreement
o B CS Compromise Solution . . DR Denial of Respon81bility
. " S Humor [Tension Release EX Excuse
) PA Physical Affection IN Interrupt
. PS Positive Solution PU Put-Down
) b VA Verbal Affection 210, Turn-Off

1

aNo__n—verbal codes.
a * ' ‘

MMICS Code Definitions

AC Activity. When an utterance does, not provide the ‘coder with
sufficient informatlon to infer its meaning (to the extent that. it meets the
requirements of one of the other codes), or is a statement which is 1rrelevaqt

. to the current topic of digcussién,,code (AC). Note that (AC) can only be
coded in those intervals in which no other codgblg,yeha;ior occurs. Indivi-

. duals vary greatly in their speech patterns, and as a.consequence, eoders

4 -
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[ ’
may encounter a wide range in both the frequency and types of behavior
t
coded (AC). The following are common examples of behavior coded (AC).

© a) "I don't know'" responses to questions:
‘15 "Who is at fault here?" (AC) "I don't know." (AC) -
2) '"What can we do?" (AC) "I guess...hmhmm." (AC)
b) Any comments clearly irrelevant to the current topic of discussion
[e.g., "Is there any mpre coffee left?" (AC)]
c) Any vocalization having no clearly dis;érnible meaning ("'Uh,"
L "Well," "Hmm...") which, in the context of the interacgaon, does not
meet the requi}ements for (AG), (1I0), or (IN). in this dinstance,
the person is typically "thinking out loud".
d) Code (AC) when a persoh is fumbling to begin a statement, if a
significant utterance does not follow. In this instance, the person's
statement may have no clearly diécernible meaning [as in example (eN
. or the speaker may repeat brief parts of statements which are not
applicable to any of the other verbal codes. For example, code (AC).
for the following: |
1) "I guess we..." (followed by silence)
\ 2) '"The problem is that..." (no indication of the exact nature
. ] ‘ of the ﬁFoblem) o
’ 3) "I think it should, er, uh..." _
e) When the coder canndt understand what is"being said because of
poor audio quality or bgcause the spgaker is mumbling, code (AC).
' f) Responses to-questions which do not meet the requirements for (AG),
or (DG), i.e., ‘questions in which the'séeaker's opinion 1is not clearly
expressed, are coded (AC). Responses to simple duestions‘hbout points
of information are also coded (AC). Examples are: - ‘
1) "What time is 1t?" (AC) "Tewr AM." '(AC)
2) "Have we finished with this topic?" (AC) '"Yes." (AC)
AG Agreement.‘ (AG;’is coded in Fhose situations in which one peréon
éxpresses or advances an opinion and the othef's verbal response indicates®
. ’ that the two parties are in agreement on the issue. An (AG) response can .

follow either a question -or an assertion, as in the following examples:

,/'

—
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- a) "I think we have a problem with-the kids don'tuyou?" (AC) ‘

- - "Yes." (AG)
, b) "I think we have a problem with the kids." (AC)-
‘ "That's right.'" (AG) . e ' ) .

One problem in the coding of (AG) is that is' some questions the sﬁeaker
has not clearly expressed an opinion, as in the question, "Do you think we
have a problem with the kids?" In such cases the coder may use context cues
to judge whether or not the speaket has expressed an opinlqg with which the .
partner can agree. If so, code (AG) for the one who agrees; if not, code

~ (AG) for the response which may or may not indicate consensual agreement.
\Simple "yeg" or«"no"‘rgsponses to questions about points of inéormation are .
not coded (AG) because they provide no information about whether or not the

) parties);gree; this type of.response is coded (AC) instead, as in the follow-

ing exchange: "Did you talk to your ‘mother today?" (AC) '"Yes." (AC).
Agreement can be expressed by either ''yes" or "ho," as in these examples:

a) '"Don't you think I'm doing the rlght thing with the kids?'" (AC)

"Yes " (AG) . ’
b) "I didn't come too late, did I?" (AC) "No." (AG)

J

Y

u‘An arbitrary rule go;erning the coding of (AG) is that a shoft (three
words or less) affirmative }esponsezpccurring while the speake;fis talking

or during a brief pause is not coded (AG), while such an affirmative response
occurring at the end of a sentence or during a long pause is coded (AG),

i.e. all "yes" responses are not necessarily coded (AG), and a "yes" in
response to an opinion is coded (AG) only if it occurs after a paﬂée-ér at
the end of a sentence. This rule applies only to short asserting utterances

(three words or_ less). Longer affirmative responses to statements are coded

(AG) [and (IN) if the person agreeing breaks into the conversation].

i

AP Approval. A verbal response indicating that the respondent personally
favors something the other has said or done is coded (AP). Statements which
PR are compliments are(also coded (AP). More specifically, the fdilowing types
4 of behavior are coded (AP):

~
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— a) - Statenients of thanké.
b) Statements recognizing that the other has performed a desired
.behaviory if the statement is made inh a manner which clearly e
indicates approval, such as, "I think it's great that §ou've been
reading a lot recently." . |
c) Statemehts requnizing»tﬁat‘%oth partners have performed a
desired behavior or have done something well, such as,-"At least o .

o now we negotiate our differences instead of‘fighting about them,f

or "That's the first time we've been able to solve a problem so

quickly." ) .
d) Statements expressing approval for a preceding response from
. the other, such as, "That's a good idea," "I like that,'" 'Yes,

you've really got it there," and "That would make me feel good."

v

. (AP)can apply to past, present, or fut&re actions. Thus, "I;/ﬁés nice
of-you to take the family omn a ﬁicnic," “Say, I reaily‘like ;;ﬁf hairdo
today," and "I would really like it if you would Fo that," are all coded (AP).

Optimism about solving the problem or,aboué coming to an agreement,
such as,'"I thiﬁk we'll solve this problem yet," or '"We're finally getting
there,' should be coded (AP). However, minimization of a problem such as,
"Well, it's not a“Qery serious problem anyway," is not coded (AP).

Complimenting or generally praising the spouse should be coded (AP).

- For example, "“That was a good point," '"You're really good at that sort

and "I

t

of thing," (not sarcastically), "That was a good choice you made,'
didn't look at it that way but it's a good point' should all be coded (AP). .
AR Acceptance of Responsibility. An explicit statement of responsibi-

lity for an action or the existence of a situation. Usually preceded by a
problem éescription or a.change request such as (CR), (PS), (¢S), (CP), or
- (PU). Whenathe question arises concerﬁiné the responsibility for a past or
.present problem, a person may'eiplicitly accept the responsibility for this

sit&ation; if so, code (AR). Statements fittiﬁg the definition of (AR)

may assume several different forms:

! [

& -
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a) A statement in which a ‘person admits engéging in a behavior

which has been defined as a problem by the other, such as, "You're

’

right. I have been putting wet towels in the hamper," 'Yes, that's
my fault," and "I suppose I'm the one responsible for that."
b) A statement in which one person suggests that both partners are

responsible for a problem, such as, "I guess we've both been
a . s

o neglecting the kids." e T

c) Any apologetic s\t—at:ement.

d) When one person f{oints out some deficiency in the other's be-,

havior, or points to \ian area for which rihevspouse has some respon-

sibility, and the other responds by saying, "That's true,' or ) ’
. ' "You're right." .

.e) A statement in which one person recognize§ that he ought to

accep“t more regponsibility for behaviors necessary to solve a

defined problem (e.g., "I really feel I qught to be doing more to

R 8

N . help you around the house!") .
: . f) Agreement with a (CR), (CP), or (PU) in whlich one spouse agrees
) . that something is his/her fault should be coded (AR), ndot (AG) .
Note that (AR) is superordinate to  (AG). \ ’

g) (AR) should also be coded whenever a spouse admits to being
guilty of the same behavior for which he/she faults the simuse
”“{e.g., "You should pick your socks off the floor," (CR) "I guess

’

-1 should too!' (AR)]. h - . \

¢ -

CP Complaint. “A statement in which one l;erson bemoans the.extent of
his @r her suffering wi'thout explicitl)f blaming the other person. The - !
sta;«jme'nt is o,fter} delivered in a whining, hurt or irritated tone of voice. o
Common examples are: J

a) "Nt;body cares what I think about this.".

b) "I can't remember the last time I got out of the house alone."

v

»

R —
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S | A/ st:ate;nent indicating that the respondent is being wronged, discémfit-—
ed, or unnécessarily and frequently {nconvenienced, either through the
partner's action or’ non-action or because of external circumstances, should
be coded (CP). (CP) has a tinge of personal injustice, but does not \

propose any solutions nor does it explicitly direct any personal criticism

at the other. Thus, "I'm so cold when I get up in the morning," would be

e

’f ,(CP), whereas, "You're always turning the heat down too low,"

would be-
Criticism (CR). (CP) is distinguished from other codes in the following
- manner : | |
' a) A (CP) statement déés not explicitly blame the other person
for, thf: suffering; 1f blame is directed at the o.f:h'er, code (CR)
or Put-Down (PU). i
b) A (CP) state;nent does not propose any solutions, although it
* may assume the form, "I wish I wasn't so miserable,” "I never
get to go anywhere," and "Well if ,I didn't do it, it wouldn't get

- - 5

. done."

(CP) is self-orieixted, while (CR) and (PU) are directed toward t;he
other. Sometimes one person makes a remark that begins as a (CP) in that )
the ‘comment is s«elfworiented, and thenﬂfinishes the statement by laying
the blame on the partner. Part of this would be coded (CP) and part (CR),
‘or part (CP) and part (PU), as in this example, "I always. feel like I'm~
on a leash w}}en I'm coming home from.work (CP) bec'ause if I'm not there

. within 15 minutes you’r.e waiting for me at the door ready to bawl fie out)’
(CR) Statements such as, "It annoys me (CP) éhat you always leave thet
~dishes,” (CR) should be coded (CP) for the self oriented part and (CR)
for the ‘spouse blaming ’portlion.

Sarcz;stic statements require close attention from the coder for
appropriate coding. .Sarcastic’statements which are clearly directed a'tb_
the other person are co&e:dh(I:U). Sometimes, however, the coder will:
encounter descriptions of a problem not clearly related to-the s}bousé which
are uttered in an 1rrit;aﬂted or bitter tone of voice. Such statements are

' coded (CP) as they do not reflect disapproval of the spouse so much as

’ . dissatisfaction with the world at large. Examples of the latter type of

-

~ -
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(CP) statement are: 'The kids até’the chocolate cake!" (irritated tone),

and, "I had to wait three hours dn the doctor's office before I even got

in to see him!" )

[

Expressions of "negativism' are also coded (CP) (e.g., "We'll néver

solve this,'" or '"Oh, what's the use bringing that up again.'). Such state-

ments ;hould be coded (CP) even when they are responses to Criticism (CR).
CR Criticism. Any hostile statemént expressing unambiguousﬁdislkke or

disapproval: of a specific behavior in which the other engages is coded (CR).

A (CR) statement must always be direct, #ﬁ?ﬁpe sense that the statement is

‘critical and directed toward the partner. Rhetorical questions such as,

"Who do you think will do it if you don't?" are“also coded (CR). Here are
some examples of (CR): T ,
a) "Ypu left dirty dishes éll over the house again."

. b) '"You never come right home after work."

. -

c) "You wasted five dollars on that stupid record.” Lo !

-

d) "You never think before you go spending our money on useless things.'

. Commands and orders are also generally coded (CR). .Thus, a direct
request for immeqiate actions is coded (CR). In the context of a clinical
interview setting, examples of (CR) include such statements as, "Don;t do
that," and "Stop ;hat."‘ In general, Positive Solution (PS) takes precedence
over (CR). However, when a statement such as, ”Be;specific," "Get to the
point," '"Talk ldbder," or "Repeat that," is made, it should be coded (CR)
i.e. a statement which would otherwise be coded (PS), when it refers to
behavior duri;g the discussioﬁ, should be coded (CR). If a command 1is
delivered in 4 hostile or irritated tone of voice, it is' coded Put:bown i

D). . ’ - ' ’

~

CS Compromise Solution. Proposa]s.for an exchange of behaviors are

coded (€S). These typically take the following form: "If you do this,

1'11 do that." A (CS) is a particular typé of problém-sqlving behavior
which is functionally diffe;ent from unilateral proposals for changé. It is
a sequence of -behaviors /culminating in the negotiatiaﬁ of an exchange of
behaviors; (CS) is coded for three types of behavior which” occur in such

problem solving sequences:
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. . . a) 'Proﬁosals‘fgr an exchange of behaviors using any of the following
forms: "I'll do this if you'll do ‘that," "I'l]l do this if you won't
N do that," or, "I won't do this if you won't do that." ' -

b) Bargaining fer equitable exchange: for’example, "I' 11 sweep the

floor if you'll mow the lawn." {CS). "No, that's not fair! 1 (DG) ,

Disagreement] It takes a lot longer to mow the lawn than it does to

lsweep the floor. You should have to sweep the floor three times for

- . eGery time I mow the lawn.," (CS) 7 )

. c) Setting of contingencies for noncompliance: for example, "If you
don't mow the lawn Saturday morning, you have to give up watching TV

on Saturday afternoon,™ (CS) or, "If you nag me more than twice a

1
week, I get five dollars extra for that week.'" (CS)

3

It is important for the coder to understand that the negotiation of an
’ exchange does not always follow a standard formula. In the stmplest case,
the negotiation begins with a statement of the form, "I' 11 do this 1f you il
do that " (CS), and all subsequent behav1or consists of: plqpointlng the

nature of exchanged behaviors (Positive Solution (PS)],bargaining for equity
(CS), and setting contingencies (CS)t In more difficult cases, one person .
begins the process with a statement of the form, "Well, what I'll do is..."
. (PS), and what follows is an extensive discussion of the change that this
y person 1s to make. Both pattners may have an, exchange in‘mind, but the
coder cannot be‘sure, from what is being said, 'that they are going to nego- .
tiate-an exchange, so the problem-solving,beﬁavior just de;cribed is’ coded
(PS). When one person‘s‘side has been worked out, the process typically
continues with the other pergon making a statemeft of the form, "Well,
if you'll do that then I'1l..." From this point on it is clear to the -
C codef that an exchange is involved, so (CS) is recorded for this statement
and all subsequent statements which fit the definition of (CS). Note that
lr't:hne exchange does not have to be contingent, i.e. statements such as, "If you
could do... and I could do..." should be coded (CS). .

" . .

- ‘ An item of further note is that the pinpointing of desired behaviors .

e

which occurs as part of a negotiation is always coded (PS), (AC), (CR), (cs) or
. - (PU) depending upon the form of the pinpointing statement. Pinpoints in which

o

" .
a person communicates what he does want orldoes expect are coded (PS), while

- . 3

¥

s
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. “ 1
pinpoints in which a person states what he does not want or does not expect

are coded (AC), (CR) or (PU), as appropriate.
- \
DG Digaggeement. (DG) should be used to code an explicit statement

expressing disagreement with the conteﬁt or intent of a preceding statement.
(DG) always refers' to the immediately preceding statement, while (CR) usually;
refers to events outside the immediate conversation. ° i

(DG) 1is coded in -those situations where one person expresses or ﬂadvan‘ces
an opinion and the other's response indicates that the two parties are in

disagreement on the issue. A (DG) response can follow either a question or

‘an assertion, as in the following examples:

a) "I think we have a problem with the kids, don't you?" (AC) "No.' (DG)
b) "I think we have a problem with the kids.'" (AC) "I don't.' (DG)

. One problem in the ceding:of (DG) 1is that in some questi®ns the speaker
has not «clearly expressed his own opir;ion, as in the question, ';Do you think
we have a problem with the kids?". In such cases'the éodér may use context
cues to judge whether o'r not the speake;rohas expressed an opionion_ with which
the other can be in disagreemeqt. If so, code (Dg) for the one who disagrees.
For example, "The kids aren't around all the time.', (AC) 'When are the kids
not” around?" (DG) ' ’ !

Simple "yes' or "no" responses to questions about points of information
as in, "Did you go to the store yet?" 'No," are not coded (DG) because they
provide no informatioq‘ about whether or pot the parties disagree. However,

disagreement ¢an be expressed by either "yes' or "no", as in the £dllowing

examples: - ) ’
a) '"Don't you think we have a problem with the kids?'" (AC) '"No." (DG)
b) "I didn't come home too late, did I?" (AC) 'Yes, yé)u did." (DG)

It

It is appropriate to code (DG) for head shaking when it is clear that
simple disagreement is being expressed; when other cues indicating disapproval
or. disgust accompany head shaking, code Turn—Off (TO). Unlike (AG), (DG) is

coded whether it occurs in the midsl‘}e or at the end of a sentence.

©

K . ; o
Al
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‘Note that Excuse (EX) and Denial of Responsibility (DR) are superordinate

to (DG). Thus, a disagreement which incorporates either of these two elements

is ‘not coded (DG), but as (EX) or (DR), as appropriate.

DR Denial-of Responsibility. Any statement which explicitly denies that

- the respondent should or does bear any responsibility for a particular

situation. ., Excuse (EX) is an attempt to wriggle out of resoonsibili'ty,

| while (DR) is an active denial. Hc%wever, if the coder has diffioulty deciding

E + between an (EX) and a (DRj code because what appears to be an Excuse is
plausible, thren the statement should be coded (DR). Disregard the truth or

& falsity of the statement.

When the question arises conmcerning the resoonsibility for anp‘ast or
preEent problem, a person may explicitly deny that he/she is responsible or
should be responsible for that situat;on; if so, code._(~DR). For example,

a) "You didn't clean the cat box." (CR) '"Well, I\never said I 'would.”" (DR)

. b) *"Youjnever pick up my clothes at the cleaners.' (CR) 'Yes, I do."-(DR)
‘ c) "You didn't get the car waghed. " (CR)j "I never sald T would.'" (DR)

d) "Disciplining the kids is your responsibility not mine." (DR)

¢

- Note that (DR) is superordinate to (CP). Thus, "It's not my fault
the job situation is so’'bad, and I can t make more money ,’ " should be

! coded (DR), no€ (CP), when it is a reSponse to a Criticism (CR). *

[§

The question of responsibility will usually be raised /in a preceding
statement tusually a (CR) or a Put-Down (PU)] by the partner. Any statement
in which one person suggests that neither partner is responmble for a parti-
cular problem will be coded (DR). Also, any statement in which a person denies
a connection ‘between his behavior and a situation whfch has been defined as a
problem by the. other’ partner is coded (DRY. A particularly tricky example of

- (DR) is a statement of the following type: ;'"You always leave, tlie house a
mess." (CR) '"No, I don't either.” (DR) This response ‘also fits the ciefinition
of Disagreement (DG) ,but in this ease (DR) has pi‘ecedence’. (DR) 1is always
superordinate to (DG) Note that (DR) refers only to past or present problems.
If one person makes a problem-solving proposal such as a Positive Solution (PS)

. or a (CS) and the othet; turns it down, the response is coded (DG) » not (DR).

i
!

” S

v
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An explicit denial of responsibility for/a problem usually follows a
statement of problem description or a%criticism and inci;des statements in
vwhich one person denies that either péfson is responsible (e.g., "It's not

* . our fault the kids turned out this way.y). When & person makes a remark
which indicates that a problem stated by} the partner is not really a problem,
that response should be coded (DR). FQ? example, "I guess the problem is
that we get up at different times." (AC) "No it's hot." (DR).

Statements of "negativism' éollowiné a criticism W(CR) should be coded

(CP), not (DR). for example, responses %uch as, '"We'll never solve this,"

‘ or "Oh, what's the use," are coded (CP), not (DR).

he) ¥

EX Excuse. An (EX) is an attempt to escape accepting responsibility
-

~

for an action or situation invoking improbable or unlikely cahses and
reasons. A\person may use an (EX) to excuse either his own behavior or the .
shortcoming§f?f another. When the question arises concerning the gesp?nsibi-
lity for a paé{ or present pro%lem, a person may avoid accepting the. respon-
) sibility for the situation by invoking an implausible explanation, spurious
reason,.or weak rationale; if so, code (EX). This code requires judgment
from the coder as to whether the explanation is plausible or reasgﬁable. Lf
so, code (AC), or (AR) or (DR); if not, code (EX).
For example, assume a situation in which a husband had gone fj.shing
and had come home three hours late for dinner. " When asked wﬂ& ke was late,
he might say, '"The car broke down and it took us three hours to get it fixedi"
This would be coded (AC). He might, however, say, "Well, the fish were biting."
Tﬁis would be coded (EX). One of the cues used to discriminate (EX) is that
. a person making an (EX) will often squirm in his/her seat and look embarrassed
or uncomfortable. Smiling or 1aughing'will often accompany (EX) statements.
Sometimes (EX) statements will assume the form.of facetious comfents. o
1f theyreason given for enéaging in a proscribed behavior is "Well, I'm °
like that,'" i.e., a trait of the person (and therefore, b; implication, un~
. changeable), it should be cb@ed (EX). For example, statements such as,

"Well, I'm absent-minded,'" or "That's my nature,"” should be coded (EX).

.
-

-

S
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2
v

B HU Humor/Tension Release. A facetious, joking, or flippant respouse,
} .

or any statement that is clearly intended to be humorous and is primarily

lighthearted in tone will be coded (HU). An (HU) is always a‘ccompanied by
smiles. or laughter fr;)m the partner. For an); statement with even slight
overtones of sarcas:m, consider Put-Down (PU). Examples of (HU) are:
) a) Outright jokes of the "one-liner" variety (long winded stories
. would not be coded in most instances as they are irrelevant to the
problem—-solving discussion). '
b) Statements which propose a clearly facetious solution to a problem.

c) Statements which emphasize the humorous aspects of a situation or

< < .

~ problem.
d) Statements which present lighthearted ériticism% the other in

such a manner that it is lightly received, e.g., "Oh,.you silly duck!"

~

In order to be,' coded (HU), a humorous statement must be made. ''Cracking
up"”, in the absence of a humorous remark is not coded (HU). (HU) is coded
only for the person making the humorous remark. Note that although the term
tension release is part of the verbal label for the (HU) code, tension does
not have to be reduced by a humorous remark in order to qualify it as an (HD) ,
i.e., a statement which is humorous or which is intended to be humorous must

be made and the other person has to smile or laugh.

n '
o ~

IN Interrupt. - Qode (IN) each time a person breaks in or attempts to
break in with questions, statements, or actions while tlhe other is speaking.
: Guidelines for the coding of (IN) are: )
ca) If A is speaking and B attémpts to break in, code (IN) for B's
behavior- regardle‘ss of whether or not the attempt is su%cessful,
: b)d A common situation is when A speaks for awhile, pauses, and then
resumes his original statement. B may break in 1) during the pause,
2) simultaneously with A's resumption, or 3) following A's resumption.

Code (IN) for B's behavior only in case (3).

" responses are not coded (IN), i.e., if

Acknowledging “mmhim, yes, ya,
the person is not at;tempting to break into the conversation, but is simply
indicating timat he/she’is listening, do not code (IN). Non-verbal attempts

. | at iz;tei‘ruption‘ should not be coded .(IN). :

[

v '
\ L Q
©
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PA Physical Affection. (PA) is coded for each-occasion in which one

person fouches thé other in a friendly or affectionate manner. This code
includes any gentle touch from one partner to the other, or mutual touchlng. )
This excludes prodding and grabblng The functioun of these behaviors is

« to signal warmth or posn.lve affect. Examples of behaviors that would be
coded in this category are: holding/ hands;, touching spouse'rs knee and

stroking spouse's face. :

" PS Positive Solution. A (PS) is a proposal for c;rlange in which the

speaker specifies the behavior to be changed in somé detail., The proposal
must be stated in terms of what the speaker wants, not what he or she does
not want, and is used when a statement suggests a serious, realistic solution
to a problem. A (PS) is aiways a .suggestion for a speci{fic ‘action. Re,alisticf
solutions to problems not currently under discussion would also be coded (PS).
;\ proposal for change in which the speaker describes something he would
like the other to do is also coded (PS). A (PS) statement is a request f(;r
the other to start er}gaging in a particular behavior or “to increase the s
T frequency of a current behavior. A (PS) can be either a'réquesg foxr one
person to do éomeéhing, or it can be a proposal that both parties do some-
thing together. (

To be coded[ (PTS),;’a.statement must be made in a'neutral or friendly
tone of voice; any trace of irritation or hostility should cue the coder to
consider Criticism (CR), Complaint (CP)’ or Put-Down (PU) For example,

"If you would cut your hair, evefything would be all right, b (hostile tone)
would be coded Criticism (CR). Another requirement for the coding of (PS)

is that the proposal must be reasonable and realistic; if the proposal

v

is clgarly facetious, code Humor (HU).
A (PS) statement can be either vagué or specific as long as it fits
the definition outlin:ad above. Note that (PS) is superord‘inate to (AG).
— The following are typical introductions to (PS) statements: "I think I
should do more..." '"I want you to. ..">'You should..." 'Maybe if'we..." )
is..."

"We could do..." '"One way to go about "Here's a way. Lmonpry

like it if..." and "Let's ...". . . .-

AL
v

’
" N <
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An important aspect of proposals for change is pinpointing of the
desired behavior, i.e. speci{?ying in detail t“he exact naturerof the ‘c'h-ange
that is exPected. A pinpoint can be efther a question ['"How can I give you‘
more attention?", coded (PS)] or a st;atemen't ["Talking to me each night after
dinner," coded (PS)}. ' A distinction is made between pinpoints which state
what a person does wart or does expect and pinpoints which state what a person
does nof wa\n“f'/gr does not expect. The first type of pinpoint is coded (PS),

the second (AC) or (CR)., For example, consider the two alternative responses

_to the following proposal for change: ''How fast can I drive? 70 miles per

hour?" (PS) "Just don't drive like a maniac.” (CR).: "The speed limit,

whatever that is." (PS) Another example in the same vein is the fol ing

set of statements from a problem-solving session: "I wish yéu would sto
wearing those 'holey' Levis. (CR) I'm not asking you to wear a suit, you

know. (AC) I just want you to look *clean,’ (PS)

_or "Be specific," are coded (CR), not (PS), even though a concrete course of

. action is proposed. In additionm, soﬁte specialized types of behavior are

included in the definition of (PS): ' %
‘a) State;nents which attempt to return the discussion to the relevant
topic when the discussion has Jbeen sidetracked onto differe'nt issues: '
("Let's go back to talking about finances," or "Weren't we talking
about who would wash the c'lishes?")
b) Statements discussing the advantages or disadvantages of a y;roposed
solution, (“If you got a new job, we could have a washing machine," ‘
or "If we went,to the nfc{\.r\i‘es more often, we would have to spend more
‘'on babysitting.')
c) Statements of things a person likes. ("I reeg\lly like to go fishing,"
or "I like to invite friends over for dinner.')
d) References to solutions which have been tried previously. ("We tried
.hitting Jolinny and that didn't work," or "Remember when we used to disci-
pline Johnny by hitting him?"
The first attempt 3uring the session to get the discussion going should

M

not be coded (PS). Thus, "Well, I guess we should start by concentrating on
..." should not be coded (PS) when made during the first 30 seconds of a

discussion session.

~

-

}
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ijl EEE:QQER' A (PU) is a comment whose function, in the coder's judge-
ment, is to demean or embarrass the other. (PU) 1s a broad category which ‘.
includes a variet§ of unkind comments other thgn those which fit the definitién
of criticism” (CR). Basically there are four types of unkind statemenfs, as
such statements may be either direct or imdirect and specific or non specific;
(CR) includés only those statements which are direct and specific, while (PU)
includes all the other types of statements. The primary requirement for a (PU)
is that, in the coder's judgement, the speaker's intent is to offend, insult,
or disconcert the other. (PU) is distinguished from Fhe other aversive codes

«

in the following.ways: i
a) (PU) is directed toward the other while a Complaint (CP) is self-
oriented. ("I have to say things again and again before aﬁyone hears
me," (CP) versus 'Boy, you suée have a hearing problem.'" (PU)]
b) (PU) statements ﬁay‘contain elements of directness or specificity,
but a (CR) must be both‘aiigiiqand specific. ["The problem with you is
you never get up until noon,' W CR) versus "The problem with you is you're
lgzy." (PUY] L ‘
In general, any demeaning statement using derogatory adjectives will be.
coded (PU). ) ° , -

_<Sarcastic statemeﬂts requlre close attention from the codér for appropriate
coding. Safgastic statements which are clearly directed at the other person
are coded (PU). Sometimes, however, the coder will encounter descriptions of a
problemvnot clearly related to the spouse which are uttered in an irritated
or bitter tone of voice. Such statements are cbded (CP) as thé; do not reflect‘
hisapproval\of the spouse so much as dissatisfaction with the world aé large.

(RU) is one of the most 'intuitive' categories in the system, but one
which is codedeitﬂ reliability. A coder achieves this reliability in diffi-
cult cases by using himself as an "insult detector": as he listens to an
ambiguoﬁs statement, he asks himself, "If that statement were directed toward
me, would I personally feel insulted, embarrassed, or put—down?" If so, the
coder records (PU) for the gstatement; if not, some other cétegory is coded.
Note that, (PU) "is superordinate_to (HU),(CR) and (PS). For example, 'What
you éhould'd6 {s éo jump in the lake,'™ should be coded (PU) even if followéd

by laughter from the partner.

”
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o ,
- o Io Turn-dff. A (&O) is»a non-verbal respoﬁsg which communicates dis-

pleasure, disgust, disinterest, or disapproval, usually in reaction to some~ ‘

" thing the speaker has just said. Exampies are grimaces,~f}owns, exasperated
sighs, and rolling of the eyes upward. Context cues which indicate displeasure
should be taken into account. Sighs are often ambiguous, in some cases they
serve merely to indlcate hesitation, embarrassment or fatlgue. In such cases,
ignore the behavior. However, if a sigh clearly communicates displeasure with
the partner, code as (T0). Include sinking down in seat when it first occurs.
Note that head shaking is to be coded (DG) when it is clear that 31mp1é
disagreement 18 being expressed. When other cues’ indicatlng disgust or dis-
approval accompanying head shaking, code (TOi

VA Verbal Affection. Code (VA) when expres31ons of liking for the

,  spouse are made. For example, "I like you, you 're nice,”" '"You're a nice

person," "Gee, you really are a nice guy," and TWhat a sweetheart you are,'.-
(not sarcastic), are all coded (VA). .Note that in order to code.(VA),
comment must pertain to affection. Verbal responses indicating approval of
the acts of the partner are to be coded (Ab). ‘Compliments such as "Your hair

is really attractive today," are to be coded (AP), not (VA). «

\
M /.

/
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MARITAL INTERACTION CHECKLIST

229

This checklist is used to record the frequency of each MMICS code [only

- 16 MMICS codes are used; (AC) 1is not considefﬁd]. It is to be used during
o

¢ .
\
¥

used in the same manner as in the MMICS, although for recording purposes

definitions are the same as in the MMICS.

the non—styb Viewing of a videotape. The unit of behavior and the code

The 6 second interval is to" be

the intervals are ignored i.e. if a person comélains, for example, during

five intervals, place five checks id the box marked (CP).-

-

4

Rater: - Discussion No.: * .Couple No.:
v , Date: ) ) Name::
. TOTAL ‘
' HUSBAND FREQUENCY WIFE ‘
CODE iy H W ' CODE
_ NEGATIVE CODES

cP . . cpl.

CR . CR

NG ' NG

DR . DR

! EX EX
' IN i TN

PU . PU

: TO ' TO

) POSITIVE CODES )

AG AG

! AP ] AP

AR | - . AR

. Cs ¥ cs
: HY HU

. PA ] PA

. PS PS
VA VA

1 i
From Dixon (Note 8).

r
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MARITALklNTERACTION RATING SCALE (MIRS)]
‘~ Instructions for Use

“The purpose of this 'scale is to obtain trained coders' subjective -

j—

) -

evaluations o} the relative frequency with which both husband and wife
engaged in each of the 16 MMICS behavior codes [the (AC) code Es not used].

. This instrument is to be completed by codere subsequent to completion of the
Marital Interaction Checklist. As this scale is intendeéd to reflect relat}ve,
rather than absolute frequencies, the guidelines listed below ehould be
followed. - ¢

In general, the\following behaviors tend to occur with fairly "high"
frequency: (IN), (CR) and (PS). (AG), (AR), (CP), (DG), (DR) and (EX) tend
to occur with "medium" frequency, while (AP), (CS), (HU), (PA), (pu), (TO)
and kVA) tend to occur with fairly "low" frequency. While there are differences
"in each of these three frequency groupings, coders' ratings should be influenced
by the "high", "medium" and "low" designation of a code i.e. one instance of a
: "low" frequency code, such as (PU), should not be given. the same place on the )
10~point scale as -one occurrence of a "high" frequency behavior, such as (IN).
If a person 1nterrupted (IN) his/her spouse only once during the 10 minute
discussion, this should be indicated by placing an X in the second box from
the right (very rarely), whereas one.Put-Down (PU) should be placed in the
! fourth box from the right hand end of the scale. The first box on the right-

< 2

R hand side of the scale represents never. .
Another point to consider in using’th;s scale is the relationship petween
the frequenc§ with which a particular person emits behavior relative to thap'of
other spouses whom coders have observed during testing. For example, eight €CR)s
during a 10-minute discussion session can be considered as moderately frequent,.
¢ and coders should place the X somewhere in the middle of the scale. However, the
X should not be placed at the lefc—hand end (indicating very often), as_thié
would not permit discrimination between persons who criticize much more often
(for example, 22 times) during a discdssion.“ Thus, each person's behavior
should be rated relative to those of others whom coders have observed. Although o
this is obviously a very subjective procedure, as are most 'clinical evaluatlons,
it is these subjective impressions which should be reflected in the ratlngs.
The ratings should also discriminate between the husband and the wife,’

i.e. if one interrupts more often than the other, this should be reflected

. in the ratings. )

1 o
From Dixon (Note 8 ). S
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MARITAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE

. Rater: " Discussion No.: ) Couple No.:

Date: N Name:

DURING THIS SESSION:

1)...the tone of the discussion was , o,
' ~ pleasans ||| |1 : 1] X:;Jl’easant
2;...indicated that he/she agreed with spouse
S = o o s 1, R
e 44 o = |

3)...indicated approval of spouse by telling spouse that he/she favored
something spouse has said or done

HMM,\oﬁMHZEIHZEIQIEIjxa

e Yt 29
| h)...indicat'ad acceptance of respongibility . .
" wuspaND 855 o I o 548

wirs JﬁEEEIIIHj::Em%

5)...complained about things in general (i.e. complalned without
explicitly blaming spouse)

| L TS N N O 4%
o e 5% o o -
. ~6)...criti<':izec; spouse

S« S O O D549
wiee 50 Y Y N N ) O P24
‘ c 7)...0ffered suggestions for compromise solutions h
s [ T T T T T Ry
ire 5 B N =9

. ; . 8)...indicated that he/she disagreed with spouse -
| woseaND e [ T T T T ey
wIFE A N ] D I 49

—_— MR
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DURING THIS SESSION: - -,
i

. - 9}, .. indicated denial of respoﬁsibility“
SURRY U R ) o <V
S M O B ¥
. 10} ... gave excuses )
. S TU TN o O O s P
wies 48 N N Y I Y O O %
113, .s,x"e;liaved -tension throughhumor
I e IO A N N O B A
e 5% O O O O 2%
12)...interrupted spouse while he/she was speaking
* RusBAND . ISTY | T T T T ey

WIFE 4% Y O O O O <R

3.3} ..‘touéhed spougss affectionately
K HUSBAND otsen ||| ||| ]|

= I

kS

14)...gave pogitive solutions

R N A W i A

wrre By S Y e

15}3. ..made comments intended to embarrass spouse by putting him/her down’®

T T+ o S
e e DI
16)...indicateq that he/she was 'turned-off’ through nonverbal
s NG [
<t

: "17)...spoke to spc;t.xse with affectin .

g A e

wire 2% 4t

REVERSE SIDE OF THIS FORM
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very
raraly

gestures

very <
rarely 4

ery -
rarely

- 1,

-

very
rarely

very
rarsly

PLEASE COMMENT ON ANY DIFFICULTIES YOU HAVE HAD IN MAKING THIS RATING ON THE



APPENDIX E

!

Table E.1
&

Sl;pplementary Data Analyses /

Means and Standard Deviations .of Demographic Variables

233

T

a Length of No. of Years of . ) No. of dis-
Group Marriage Children Age Education MAS PCI agreements
<
Means
) °
. Video' self ’
Feedback yes 9.8 2,0 31.9 13.1 80.4 88.3 14,4
Feedback no 10.0 1.8 33.4 1 12.0 87.2 87.2 17.9
Video spouse -
. Feedback yes 11.0 2.3 36.3 14.9 88.1 94.5 12.8
Feedback no 15.7 2.5 38.3 12.9 75.3 89.3 15.7
Video both
] Feedback yes 7.7 1.0 32.5 12.5 83.9 “85.3 16.3
Feedback no 16.0 2.3 40,5 13.0 81.7 85.4 16.9
No video placebo | - ! ]
Feedback yes 9.8 2.0 34.8 13.6 83.8 86.7 12,2
* Feedback no 12.8 2.2 39.0 13.9 79.5 85.7 15.5
All groups 11.6 2.0 35.8° - 13:2 82.5 87.8 15.2
oA ) Standard deviations '
-8 N !
Video self :
Feedback yes 7.6 1.6 7.6 2.8 26.4 13.5 4.7
Feedback no - * . 6.4 0.9 7.5 2.6 23.8 12.0 4.4
A
Video spouse . :
Feedback yes 9.2 1.3 9.8 1.3 17.8 12.7 2.9
. Feedback no 7.7 1.2 7.4 3.5 7 29.2 9.8 3.4 \
Video both -
" Feedback yes . 11,0 1.6 11 2.4 22,4 14,2 4.1
- Feedback no 9.9 1.4 11 4.6 20.3 .14.5 6.1
No video, i)lacebé ’ ~
Feedback yes, 6.1 1.4 5.8 3.2 18.6 8.5 4.3
‘ Feedback no 5.6 1.6 6.1 2.2 24.1 12.7 3.6
All groups 8.3 1.4 8.9 3.1 22.6 12.3 4.5
!

a -

-
4

' Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited vv'ithout‘permission.

s

S

n = 12 for each group (6 males, 6 females).

Pad

>
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. , o Table E,3 '

Meéns and Standard Deviations of Pre-Test

_Productive and Cbunterproductive Category Behaviors

‘ Catego:y
. > Productive Counterproductive
N .
Group M SD M Sb
Video self R
» Feedback yes ~19.33 10.55 c 36.17 19.49
Feedback no 12.58 C7.47 ©41,17 18.24
Video spouse
Feedback yes 16.42 12.33 34,92 15.32
Q Feedback no 12.50 9.57 38.58 20.87
‘ Video both ‘
. Feedback yes 14,67 10.48 ) 45,67 24.87
Feedback no 18.50 9.93 37.75 10.72
No®video placebo . ) X )
Feedback yes ~ 20.25 7.67 32.25 . 8.84
~_ " Feedback no 14,58 8.74 ‘ 36.17 12,86
N All groups 16,10 9.76 - 37.83 16.98

Note. Scores are expressed as 10 x rate per minute’

L

a_q = 12 for each group (6 males, 6 femalés)

[y

v

9 4 f R *
‘ ! . a e

a
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. N A Table E.5

P

Means and Standard Deviations of Productive and Counterproductive

Category Pre-fest, Post-Test and Change Scores

e

Y

- Productive ) Counterproductive
a ~b . —
Group Pre Post  Change Pre Post  Change
- v
(;;:i¥ Means
\ \\\\\f 7
* Males o
» Video self
Feedback yes  19.33 -0.17 : ' 33.00  33.83  0.83
k Feedback no 15.50 12.17 -3.33 27.67 28.33 0.67
Video spouse , ,
Feedback yes 19.83 18.50 -1.33 25.83 36.00 10.17
Feedback no 14.00 13.00 -1.00 34.67 34.00 -0.67
. Video both ) - ‘ .
Feedback yes 19.50 18,67~ --0.83 - i 44.83 38.83 -6.00
Feedback no 18.50 17.00 - -1.50 33.33 33.50 0.17
No video placebo _ o, ; ;
Feedback yes 16.83 17.33 0.50 31.33 35.17 3.83
Feedback no 14.50 14,50 0.00 ° 31.17 30.00- -1.67
Females - o °, . .
Video self toe - . . : .
. Feedback yes - 19.33 18.33 -1.00 ©39.33°, 37.00 .-2.33
Feedback no 9.67 12.67 3.00 54.67 ™M.67 -3.00
~3 Video spouse . ) | ) ' o
. Feedback yes 13.00 19.67 - 6.67 - 44.00 35.50 -8.50
' Feedback no - 11.00 10.00 <1.00 42.50 46.67 ~4.,17
) .\ Video both RN ' , -
- Feedback yes 9.83 11.83 . 2.01 | 46 .50 45.33° -1,17
_Feedback no 18.50 }5.17 -3.33 42,17 39.50 ~-2.67
No video placebo - ) B P
\ Feedback yes 23.67 22.33 -1.33 o +33.17 . 35.33 2.17
32.17 -9.00

Feedback no 14.67 15.83 1.17 41.17

]

-

Note. All scores expressed as 10 x rate per minute.

- @ n = 6 for each group. - '

. - b Positive scores indicate improvement. .

. . C . -
¢ Negative scores indicate improvement.

4

&

»
- 2

(1] -
v exy® * E}
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238
. Table E.5 {(continued) *
-
Productive , Counterproductive
Pre -Post  Change Pre Post  Change
Standard ‘deviations
Males o . ¢ \ B
Video' self »
Feedback yes 4,18 9.56 9.15 19.77 12.61 16.79
Feedback no 9.24 5.57 5.57 11.69 11.29 8.12
Video spouse . ’ s ' .
Feedback yes 13,14 5.47 ., 10.67 8.18 12.47 5.66
Feedback no 12.85 8.32 13.52 14.25 ~ 18.96 11.78
Vfdeo both = ’
Feedback yes 10.17 15.67 10.76 25,66  23.03 20.95
Feedback no 10.90 15.03 9.33 11.17 11.22 9.56
No video placebo -
" Feedback yes 6.31 7.97 6.98 11.79 11.94 7.94
Feedback no 6.90 9.5% 13.28 ° 9.45 10.24  10.57
Females , -
Video self P )
: Feedback yes 15.08 11.50 18.90 20,51 12.26 17.50
. Feedback no 4.08 6.83 8.74 - 12.55  13.59 7.93
Video spouse * )
Feedback yes 11.56 13.57 4.59 15.86 ©  11.04 8,12
Feedback no 5.55 » 6.16 3.41 26.81 23.65 14.13
) Video both o ! \
Feedback yes 9.07 8.42 3.58 26.47 27.78 ,14.16
Feedback no 9.92 7.63 8.57 9:?3,////§}59</ - 9.56
No video placebo <. - e
Feedback yes 7.84 15.60 - 15.36 5.57 17.86 15.54
Feedback np  10.99 .  7.94 07 . 14,63 . 21.79 18.37
3 ' Note. All scores éxpregsed as 10 x rate per minute.

a
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‘ . ‘ Table E.6
) Analy_ées of Variance on Rate per Minute Productive

and Counterproductive Category Change Scores

éource ’ ﬁ _D_I_T_ MS f_a
- ;
. Productive category |
- .
’ A (Gender) 71.758 1 71,758 0.647
B (Video) 39,527 3 13.176 0.119
C (Feedback) 41.340 1 41,340 0.373
AxB 71.777 3 .23.926 0.216
AxC 2.344 1 2.344 0.021
BxC - 109.359 3 33.453 0.302 -
Ax BxC ' 216.859 3 72.286 0.652
“  Error 8868.039 80 110.850
) :
. Counterproductive catggory
A (Gender) 297.508 1 297,508 1.745
B (Video) ‘ 169.691 3 56.564 0.332
. { C (Feedback) 41.340 I . 41.340 0.242
. AxB 200.938 3 66.979 . 0.393
“AxC 31.508 1/ 31.508 0.185
BxC 389.438 3 129.813 -0.761
Ax Bx C 942,434 3 314.145 1.842
Error — 13639.352 80 170.492,

[

)

\

/

T

2 All F-values n.s., p» .10. .
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Table E.7

240

‘ Means and Standard Deviations of Log Productive

and Counterproductive Category Change Scores

Category / o
Y b H PR
‘Productive " Counterproductive®
. a ‘
Group M ¢ §D M D
Males ) —
Video self )
Feedback yes -0.017 . 0.567 0.112 ° 0.523
Feedback no -0:163 . 0.460 0.034 0.240
Video spouse ‘ .
. Feedback yes 0.035 0.545 0.299 0.152
. Feedback no 0.270 0.992 -0.093 0.449
Video both ,
Feedback yes -0.155 0.778 -0.139 0.3%4
Feedback no -0.413 0.810 + 0.008 0.266
’ No video placebo . '
' Feedback yes. 0.013 , 0.500" 0.123 - 0.275
" Feedback no ~(.018 0.850 -0.033 0.367
Females ’
Video self % ,
Feedback yes -0.101 1.118 0.001 - 0.426
Feedback no , 0,163 0.947 -0.063 0.141
" 'Video ‘spouse ‘ '
Feedback yes 0.435 0.243 -0.197 0.178
Feedback no -0.214 0.522 0.143 .. 0.230
Video both - - X
’ . Feedback yes 0.298 0.631 ~0.224 0.713
Feledback no -0.146 0.430 ~0.056 0.241
No video, placebo - )
- " Feedback yes ~’ ) -0.187 0.554 ~0.029 0..436
Feedback no 0.112 0.650 =0.374 0.644

"

Note. Code frequencies were transformed to natural log scores before being

summed into category totals. Change score values are post-test minus pre-

test category totals.

a
. . n = 6 for each group.

’

1

b Y '
? Positive scores indicate improvement.® -

c . - :
Negative scores indicate improvement.

s
*
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. - ~» e
. ¢ + Table E.8
' Analyses of Variance on Log Productive and ‘ -
Counterproductive Category Change Scores ‘
m%‘” ' -
v’gouxce( SS * DF MS F°
- 2o =
: ' ;_ ' Productive category
" 4 (Génder) 0.246 1 0.246 0.501
B (Video) 0.703 | 3 . G234 0.478
C (Feedback) 0.199 1 0.199 0.407
' A xB. 0.637 3 0,212 0.433 .
. ) AxC 0.041 1 0.041 0.084
BxC 0.925 3 0.308 0.629
AXBxC | 1.604 3 0.535 1.092 .
. Error 39.183 80 0.450
‘ Caunterproduct@ve category r
A (Gender) . 0.461 1 " 0.461 3.009
B (Video) 0.358 3 0.119 0.777
C (Feedback) 0.054 1 *0.054 0.352
AxB 0.103 3 0.034 0.224,
Ax C 0.125 1 0.125 0.818
v . Bx C . 0.506 3 0.169 1,102 °
AxBxC . 2 0.732 ¢ 3 0.244 1.594
Error 12.249 80 0.153 ’
a
All F values n.s., p >.10.

\

N
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. ] Table E.10

Analyses of Variance on Productive:Total

and Counferproductive:Total Proportions

Source « S8 DF MS , F2

Productive :Total

0.0034 0.270

) A (Gender) 0.0034 1
B (Video) 0.0050 3. 0.0017 0.131
C (Feedback) 0.0014 1 0.0014 0.108
AXxB _ 0.0065 .3 0.0022 0.170
AxC 0.0003 1 0.0003 0.023
B xC 0.0113 3 0.0038 ~0.298
AxBxC 0.0313 3 0.0104 ©0.824
‘Error 1.0145 80 0.0127
Tl ) ‘Counterproductive :Total
AN 0

A (Sende ‘' 0.0154 1 0.0154 1.203
B (video) ) 0.0122 3 0.0041 0.317
C (Feedback) 0.0035 , 1’ 0.0035 0.273
AxB. | ~ 0.0165 3 0.0055 0.429

’ AxC 0.0014 1 0.0014 0.105
B xC ; 0.0305 3 0.0102 0.792
‘AxBxC 0.0756 3 0.0252 1.965
Exror 1.0262 80 0.0128
T :

All F values n.s., p>.10.
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. Table E.11

- Analyses of Variancewon Productive:Counterproductive

244

wfid Counterproductive:Productive Proportions

source ss DE . .o P
Productive:Counterproductive N
Y ~
A. (Gender) 1.021 1 1.021 1.517
B (Video) ' 1.933 3 - 0.645 0.958
C (Feedback) . 0,033 1 0.033 0.050
A xB 0.654 3 0.218 0.324
’ AxC - '0.648 1  0.648 0.963
B x¢C 2.905 3 0.968 1.439
AxBxC 2.507 3 0.836 1.242
Error o 58.847 80 0.673
Counterproductive:Productive
\ L
A (Gender) 0.205 1 0..205 0.112 °
. B (Video) 2.991- 3 0.997 0.547
' C (Feedback) 0.007 1 0.007 0.004 ./
A x3B © 2,180 3 0.727 0.398
A xC 4.904 1 4.904 2.689
B xC 2.155 " 3 0.718 < 0.394
- AxBxC 9.024 3 3.008 1.649
Error 145.886 - 80 1

o
y

% ALl F values n.s., p .10,

4

s s
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_ . Table E.12
. Means and Standar@ ‘Deviations of Number of Own and

y Spouse's Traits Influyencing Arguments

Object of Rating

. Own - Spouse's |
o J
Causing Preventing Causing " ‘Preventing
‘Grop® . M SD M sD M SO M SO
Males . 16.792 10.486 19.375 10.694 '+ 16.562 9.972 18.917 12.017
' Femnales 17.167 9.992 21.292 14.801 20.750 10.909 21.083 14,813
J ' 5
ag=48 for each group. _ - ;
~
AN
' Table E.13

Analysis of Variance on Number of Own®and

Spouse's Traits Influencing Arguments

y - Source . ' S8 .~ DF - Ms .k

A A (Gender) 448.500 1 448.500 1.328
Error K 31747.414 — 94 . 337.738
B (Own/Spouse's) 43,335 1 ‘T .43.335 ©1.537
B xA 99.022 1 99,022 3.513
Exrror ) 2649.877 94 28.190
C (Cause/Prevent) 529.688 1 529.688 ° "3.8634°
C xA 1.375 RS S 1.375 0.010
Error 12888.012 94 , 137.107 )

) B x C 97.000 1 ‘ 97.000 1.624

B xCxA 76,145 1 76.145 1.275
Error . 5614.035 94 59,724

+p £.06.
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Table E.1&4 -

.

Means and Standard Deviations of Causal Attributlon Change Scores

\ - ' Facilitative Behaviors , Disruptive Behaviors
N \ . " Own Attributed to: Spouse's Artributed to: Own. Attributed to: Spouse's Attributed to:
Groﬁp 4 . gé.ﬁmitter Gthegf Topic Emitter Other Topic Emitter Other Topic Emitter Other Topic
- i * .
N Means ‘
Males N
Video self _ 12 -0.078 -0.444'-0.410 ' -0.255 -0.536 -0.539 =0.341 0.022 0.050 0.016 -0,205 0.127
_ . Video spouse 12 0.953 0.281 0.349 =~ -0.045 -0.657 ~0,.248 1.239 1.182 0.33% 0.044 -0.430 0.264
Video both 11 -0.108 0.275 -0.050 0.553 0.578 0.887 -0.526 0.049 -0.019 0.393 0.417 0.173
No video placebo 11 -0.255 -0.855 -0.179 0.251 -0.147 -0.547 -0.551 -0.324 -0.203 ~0.137 0.513 ,0.139
Females
Video self 11 0.171 -0.153 -0.154 -0.022 ~0.733 0.493 0.733 -0.376 0.210 0.249 -1.459 0.940
Video spouse 12 0.484 0.513 -0.016 0.300 0.363 ~-0.677 0.299 0.147 ~0.282 0.285 0.093 0.012
Video both 12 0.476 0.296 -0.136. 0.325 -0.255 -0.123 1.079 0.533 ~0.127 03554 0.454 -0.062
No video placebo 12 ~0.798 -0.151 -0.439 -0.036 ~0.275 ~1.562 0.032 -0.313 0.162 0.341 0.097 -0,688,
Standard deviations
Males }' ) ) ) N .
Video self 1.687 1.087 1.198  0.782 1.096 1.433  2.022 1.823 ~1.336 1.599 1.802 0.801
Video spouse 1.454 1.149 1.090 1.315 1.316 1.127 .1.619 1.467 0.98% 1.323 .1.607 1.054
Video both . 1.811 1.872 1.048 1.304 1.276 1.367 2.300 1.444 1.434 1.285 1.387 1.308
No video .placebo - 1.048 0.913 2.326 1.396 1.604. 2.001 1.002 1.552 1,992 1.443 2.024 1.370
Females ) ) ' -
Video.self 1.053 0.760 1.012 0.436 1.193 1.575 1.553 1.674 1.122 1.193 1.884 1.364
Video spouse 1.021  1.715 1l.621 0.759 2.092 1.877 1.208 *.134 1.267 0.963 1.921 2.411
Videp both 0.826 ° 1.200 1.000 1.143 1.220 0.844 1.707 1.18Y 1.707 0.979 1.366 (C.697
. No video placebo 2.384 1.357 - 1.456 1.691 1.219 3.415 1.617 1.599 3.386 1.084 1.661 3.493

-Note.® Positive numbers indicate greater importance of attribution post-video than pre-video.

. @ Three subjects had to be dropped due to missing data.

Ay
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Analysis of Variance on' Causal Attribution Change Scores

b

Table E.15

'208.48961

-

9

Note. Conservative degrees of freedom were used in reporting p values

whenever a within-cell source of variation was tested (Winer, 1971).

4 a11 F values n.s., p>».05.
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Source sS DF MS f_a

A. (Gender) . 0.01685, 1 0.01685 0.00288
B (Video) 45.58911 3 15.19637 2.59965
A xB 5.33862 3" 1.77954 . 0.30443
Error 496.87134 85 & 5.84554 ’

C (Own/Spouse's) 1.21533 1. 1.21533 0133796
CxA . 1.56201 1 1.56201 0.43436
C xB 22.47290 3 7.49097 2.08309
CxAxB 23.61328 3 7.87109 2.18880
Error , 305.66699 85 3.59608 :

b (Facil./Disrupt.) 8.33290 1 8.33290 3.04640
D x A 0.24022 - 1 0.24022 0.08782
D xB . 4.16615 3, 1.38872 0.50770"
DxAxB 10.08615 =3 3.36205 1.22912
Error 232.50261 85 2.73532

C xD 0.38670 , 1 0.38670 0.19665
C xDxA 0.04506 1 0.04506 0.02291
CxDxB 0.59021 3 0.19674 0.10004
CxDxB xA 2.34811 3 0.78270 0.39802
Error 167.15204 85 1.96649

E (Attribution) 14.19165 -T2 7.09583 2.23317
ExA ‘ 6.85327 '_ 2 342664 © 1.07841
ExB 23.58789 b T 3.93131 1.23725
E x A x B 23.51123 6 . 3.91854 1.23322
Error 540.17041 170 3.17747 ’
C x E 1.48120 2 0.74060 0.44730
CxExA 0.03442 2 0.01721 0.01040
CxExB y 24,21704 6 4.03617 2.43770
CxExAXB 14.45557 6 2.40926 1.45510,
Error 281.47437 170 1.65573

DxE 1.43938 2 0.71969 0.55487
Dx ExA , 8.90633 2 4.45316 3.43336
DxExDB 4.82478 6 0.80413 0.61998
Dx ExAxB 4.50984 6 0.75164 0.57951
Error 220.49495 170 1.29703

CxDxE 1.22658- ) 2 0.61329 0.50007
CxDXExA 1.57764 2 078882 0.64319
CxDxExB 6.19376 6 1.03229 0.84172
CxDxExAxB 1.26981 6 0.21163 0.17256
Error 170 1.22641 '




’ \ : 248

Table E.16

o

Means :émé Standard Deviations of Pre-Intervention

: and Follow~1p- MAS Scores

LA hl

o
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Ve
‘ Time of Testing -
Pre-Intervention Follow-Up
croup n ¥ B M sD
Males )
Feedback yes 13 . 89.00 16.92 55.00 20.57
Feedback no 12 79.75 23.38 80.00 18.69
Females )
: Feedback ves 12 83.50 21.03 91.50 26.98
) Feedback no 13 o 16.62 21.09 77 .54 26.37
* -
/ -
. Table E.17 ) .
Analysis of Variance on Pre—Intervention -
ami Follow-Up MAS Scores
Source S5 DF Ms F
A (Gender) . 332.3398 - 1. 332.3398 ' 0.4600 .
B (Feedback) 3172.4961 1 0 3172.4961 4,3901%
Ax B 18.0664 ] 18,0664 0.0250
Error 33241.9492 46 722.6509
" C (Pre/Post) '359.1445 1 359.1445 1:5668
Cx A ,11.1445 1 11.1445 , 0.0486
CxB 256 ,6641 1 256.6641 1.1197
cCxAXB 2.7461 y 1 2.7461 0.0120
Error 10544 .5039 46 229‘22830
. * p £.05. - .





