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Abstract 

This study examin~-0. the effects of verbal feedback and videotape pl4yback 
\ 

on distressed couples' communication, and investigJted the effectij of visual 

reorientation on ~pouses' perceptions and causal attributions, It was predicted 

that subjects' perceptions anq attributions would be distorted,,-in a self-serving 

manner and that videotape playback would alter both communi,cation behaviors and 
' 

cognitions. After c?nflictual discussion, spouses received a no-video treatment 

or video playback ,from their own, their spouse's or an observer I s· vantagepoint; "'' · 

I 
'Perceptions and attributions were' a~sessed before and ~fter .video viewing. · Half 

of the subjects received verbal feedback before engaging in another ~iscussion. ,, 
Res~lts indicate that spouses perc~ived their OwP behavior more favorably than 

their partner's and that they made self-serving attributiona'which visual 
ll ,. ~ " 

reorientation did not alteri Neither video playback nor verbal feedback had 

signi~icant effect• on co111111unication behaviors, perception or cauaal attributiona. 

Implications of the result• for behavioral aouple therapy and the study of 

actor-observer attributional diff~rencea are discussed., 

,,-

~ I 

• 
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Res~· 

Cette etude poitait sur les effets de la,retroaction verbale et de'la 

r~prise magnet?scopique sur la co~unicafion entre partenaires de couples 
l... ' ! 

ii 

-,'_, f 
p,rt~rbes. Les effete de re-orie~tation vi~uelle sur les perceptions et les 

attributions causales des partenaires etaient aussi investigues. Les nypotheses 

~ . I 
~suggeraient que les perceptions et les att~ions des sujets seraient faussees 

en faveur du sujet qui s'eva~ue, et que celles-ci comme les comportements de 

coDll!lunication, seraient influences par la reprise magnetoscopique. A la suite 

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

magnetoscopique, ou visionnaient une reprise de leur point de ~ue, de. celui d~ 

leur .partenaire ou de celui d'un observateur. 'Les perceptions et. les attribu

tions etaient evaluees avant et ~pres le vi~ionne~e~t. La moitie des sujets 

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

Les resultats indiquent que les epoux percevaient leur propre,comportement de ,, 

fa~on plus favorable que celui de leur 'partenaire, et que leurs attributions 

- etaient davantage en leur faveu'r, ce que la re-orient~tion visuelle n'a pas 
, , I 

influe~ce. Ni la reprise magnetoscopique, ni la retroaction verbale n'ont 

' !nf1uence significativement les comportements de communicatton. La discussion 

porte sur les implications d'es resultats pour la therapie de couple behaviorale, 

- et pour l'etude,des differences d'attribution pour l'acteur et ~'observateur • 

• 
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Introduction " \• 

This thesis is concerned with the evaluation oJ the 

therapeutic techniques used in behavioral couple therapy: 

effects of two ) 

~ 
videotape play~k 

,and. instructional verbal feedback. Marital therapists frequently use both 
,. I \ 

I 

pr?cedlfies; however, the independent ef fee ts o~ video.tape playback and of 

instructional verbal feedback on couples' communication ~ehaviors have not 

• 
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 lfd some investigators to caution _potential 

users about possible deleterious consequences, 'l;he results of the present 

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

Although the measurement and modificat-ion 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, reseat'ch or 
'-. 

practice of behavioral marital therapy. '!he presertt study is cpncerned with 

both behavioral and c?gnitive changes; videotape playback was selected as one 

of the inte~n techniques to be evaluated partly because of the promise· 
'll ' -

it holds for the modification of both cognitions and behavior. 

Thus, a second objective of the present investigation is to study the 
I 

() 

effects of visual reorientation through videotape playback on distressed 

spouses' perceptions and attributions aboµt the causes of their own and their 

1 

partner's behaviors during conflictual interaction. The evidence- available in 
" ~ 

the social psychology literature suggests-that al~ering the focus of one's 

attention can change one' fi perceptions and attr:1:-butions. Therefore, vidEiotap*b 

playback may be useful in the modification of distorted-perceptions and cross

blaming attr;.ibutions ,,which often cha-racterize distressed spouses. 

" 
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Findings in the social psychology literature cannot be automatically 

generalized to a consideration of the nature and modification of 
, ( 

' 1\ 
distressed 

' " spousds' perceptions and a~tributions. Tiiere are many important diffetences 

between partners from a troubled relationship and the college students 

2 

' typically studied in so~;i.al psychological investigat'ions; these differences may 

affect the alterability of perceptions and attributions. For example, as spouse~ 
C 

I 

have known each other for a long time, their impressiq.ns of themselves and it' ,i~ 

I 
, 

their partner are likely to be stable and well establish.ed. Strongly held 

impre~sions, possibly biased by motivational factors, may_ not 'respond to the 

interventions which have been shown to be useful in changing college students' 

perceptions and attrib~tions about the behavior of hypothethical or unknown 

' , others. 

Another important difference is the nature of the actions evaluated by 

-
subjects. Married partners, when they rate their own and their spouse's 

~ I 

behaviors during conflictual interaction; are making inferences about relevant .. 
~ actions which have personal consequences; this is considerably different from 

the 0 heutral and personally irrelevant situations in which college students; 

evaluations have been studied, The strategies which are us·~ful in modif:ying 
/, 

perceptions and attributions about inconsequential actions may not be effective 

in changing cognitions about meaningful and salient events. 
" A 

Nevertheless, the 

findings in the abtribution. literature suggest that visual reorientation may 

alter the perceptions and ca~sal attributions of spouses. Al though it would 

0 

seem that such evaluation could have interesting implications for marital 

therapy, the effects of visual reorientation through videotape playback otf-""-

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

examined. 
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1/ 
ther~ ~re many reasons for believing that videotape playback to distresse~ 

couples might lead to behavioral and cognitiv~ changes and that instructionar , 1•.,. I' 

~ 

verbal feedback might lead to improvement in connnunication behaviors. In' the ,_" 
I 

,, ' 

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

' attribution theory principles may be used to explain why' videotape playback 
I 

could cause behavioral changes, the predictio~s testep are derived both from 

attribution theory a:nd fqi)ll the bel1c:11{i~rai .apj,roach to marital distress. 

Studies of marital therapy, videotape effects, social skill~ training, 
~ 

I f 
and interpers'onal perception.and attribution all pertain to the hypotheses 

in the present investigation. The following review of the literature 

summarizes• and integrates the relevant findings and theoretical formulations 

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

the cognitive and,behavio~al effects of videotape· and instructional verbal 
' . 

feedback in <listTessed couples is thus made apparent. 

Mari~al Conflict and Therapy 
I 

I 

A number of recent revi~ws of outcome studies indicate that marital . 
therapy in general (Beck, 1975; Gurma? & Kniskern, in press) and behavioral 

f ~ 

marital therapy in particular (Greer & d'Zurilla; 1975; Jacobson & Weiss, in 

press; Wright & Mathieu, 1977) have>demonstrated moderate effec~iv~ness. 

~ ' 
However, it- is not at all clear why and how these interventions produce change 

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

dfst~ess or what the goals of therapy should be. 
"' '/ 

Most cliniciqns, whatever their theore~ical persua~ion, tend to concep

~ualize,marital problems as.prima;ily causea by disturbed and ineffec~ive 

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

view ts consistent with the "self-reports of coup.les, since daJa indicate that 
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lack"of communication is the most coUllllon presenting complaint (Greene, 1970). 

However, the rubric "disturbed communication" has 1h"een used to describe a 

variety of different phenomena: poor interpersonal problem solving (Vincent, 

Weiss & Birchl~r, 1975), lack of empa-thy and support (Bienvenu, 1970; Ely, 

Guerney & Stover, 1973; Satir, 1964; Valle & Marirlelli, 1975;.Welis, ~igurel & 

McNamee, 1975), sending double messages.(S. Miller, Nunally & Wackman, 1976; 

Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson, 1967) ,- disagreement caused by ambigu~us rules 

and systems (Haley, 1971; Minuchin, 1974),~se of coercive tactic~ (Harrel & 

Guerney, 1976; P~t~~rson, Hops & Weiss, 1975), "c'rossed transactions" (Berne, 
,, . 

1964), and inappropriate assertion (Eisler, Miller, Hersen & Alford, 1974; 

Lehman-Olson, 1976). Precise aefinition and measurement of disturbed inter
' 

action and communication _were, until recently, 'extremely rare. 

. Another frequently cited cause of marital conflict is faulty interpersop.al 

and self perception; ·studies have shown that dis tressed spouses' perceptions of 

their marriage (Frank & Kupfer, 1976) and of each other (Laing, Phillipson & 

- (Jr 
Lee, 1966; Murstein & B'e'Ck, ,1972) appear to be- markedly dist.orted. ,Perceptual 

. 1 biases may partially, account for the poor reliability of spouses' reports 
~ 

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

distressed c?uples may be.especially poorly suited to make behavioral observa-. 

tions of their acts (Wetss & Margolin, 1977). ,• 

In addition to perceptual biases, trouble~ couples also may make faulty 

and non-symmetr:i!cal attributions c_9ncerning the causes of conflict and who is 

to blame (Thomas ... Walter & O'Flaherty, Notey 1). Hurvitz (1975) argues that in 

. \ . 
-the attempt ·ta understand behavior, distressed spouses make fewer instrumental 

,t '--!_ • 

hypotheses which tend to facilitate problem solving and more terminal hypotheses 

I 
which usually interfere with problem resoiution. "These latter hypotheses 

I 

_, 
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,lrequently take the form of attributing p,roblems to the· spouse's acts, 

dispositions and traits. For example, one of the typical ·claims of spouses 

seeking marital therapy is ~hat the problems are la1;7gely attributable to the 

oth~r person; this seems to be especially true of wives' complaints (Gurin, 
• l 

5 

Veroff & Feld, 1960). To the extept that such attributional biases are system-

atic and result in each sp~>Use believing that the other is responsible for 

conflict, these biases tend to interfere with both effectiv·e communication and 

with th7'1apy. Neither partner is willing to change since the other, is to 

blame. 
. ,: 

Marital therapists, like other clinie.ians, can be dichotomized into those 
• ¥:.'· ~ 
l.i'!j, 

whose primary goal is to change overt beha~iors and those who$e major g~al is 

to effect cognitive changes (blick & 'Gross, 1975). Procedures aimed at changing 

' '\_ ~ , I ' ( o ~ \ 

overt behavior (Azrin·, Nast\+ & Jones, ·1973; Pat~e..i;son.,,,,)t !;-•, 1975; St~art·, 

1975) have, to date, receive~ tJ:ie most attention 1 ~ .ehaviorally oriented 

the.rapists. However, such an\approach appears t~e'" nly partially adequate, 
\ 

as the perceived reality of a,, si~ation may a!so be ~mportant in ·underst;anding 

and altering behavior. Glic~ and ~oss (197j) an~ Olson (Note 2) convincingly 
1 • \.__. 

' '\ 
argue that'the integration qf self-reP,,ort data with information obtained 

' I - \ 

thr~ugh observational study is vital bo~ fo;r a better theoretical understanding, 

of discord as well a.
0

s for conducting succe~ul wari tal therapy, Indeed, Olson 
", 

s~ggests that couples in therapy h~ve su~h 
',, 

d i fl Ci<-('.!' ,m t 
' 

of the same behavior that ' ' training should be directed 
" 

views a'bout the causes 

toward making spouses 
'";'s: . . ., 

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

Recently, behavior therapists have broadened their approach to en~ompass 

cognitions, me;anings, percepti.ons and attributions (Goldfried & Davison, 1976; , 

_Kopel & Arkowitz, 1975; Mahoney & Arn~off, in press). Although behavioral 

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

in the,ir assessment packages (Jacobson & Weiss, in press; Wright & Mathieu, 
I 

19-77), they have no·t, as yet, incorporated cogniti~e l?.rocedures or goals ~ -
.. .., ,,. ... ~ 

th: therapy itself. There also has been an increasj.rtg interest'· in applying 

principles and methods from experimental-and social psychology to clinical-. . 
problems (Jacobson & Weiss, in- pr:ess), For example, principles from attribu-

6 

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

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

explanation and treatment of the disturbed communication, distorted perceptions 
t !' ,, 

and denial of responsibility. for discord frequently found in dis tressed couples 
I 

(GurmanJ)nudson, in press; Wright & Fichten, 1976): Because the hypotheses 

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

from the behavioral approach to marital therapy, these two areas w·111 be 

considered )d.-tt greater detail. 

Behavioral approach to marital therapy. Behavioral marital therapy is . 
' ~., ..- .... ' 

based loosely on socii~ learning theory (Band~ra, 1977), whie-h incorporates 

Mischel' s (1973)' situational view of the control of behavior. Marital confli~t 

ealso is conc~pt~alized in terms qf Thibaut and Kell~y' s (195'9) sociai exchange 

theory and it~ extension by Pa~terson, Weiss and their colleagues (e.g., 
\ 
', 
,, 

Patterson & Reid, 1970.) to include reciprocity ·and coerc,ion in social exchanges' 

between spouses.. Behavior therapists who work' with couples also have been 

influenced by communication systems theorists (e.g.'.Haley, 1971), and have 

.proposed that reliance on·coercive rather than positively reinforcing' tactics .. ' ' 

is partly due tntoE~-tonnnun-i:cation 
)", 

and problem solving sk~lls (Birchler, Weiss 

& Vin .Gattman..,: Notarius, Mark.man, Bank.& Yoppi, 1976; Vincent et al'., 

1975) •. \ 
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e m~st interesting b havioral approach to the problem of 

conceptualizing, defining, observing, and tr,eating disturbed marital interaction 

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

hav..e integrated previous formulations. \They start with .the assumption ~hat 

cori~lict in any marital relationship is 'nevitable, as couples have to 

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

Consequ~ntly, these mere presence of 
I 
\ conflict, but a couple's method of res~lving it, Qat leads them to seek 

' 
\ 

therapy. 

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

to ?chieve reciprocity, distressed spouses place excessive r~liance on aversive 

rather than positive control tactic,s. It is usually assumed that coe'rcion is 

maintained by the reinforcement schedules in the relationship (Vincent et al., 
• 't ' "' / 

. . • I 
1975), that is, punitive behaviors are used to influence the other because 

these lead to desired changes, at least"on a short term basis. A major 
I 

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

to change their relationship through positive rather than aversive meaDS, It ~ 

is expected that marital sa·tis~action ~ill improve as couples decrease their 

rate of negative ,and increase their rate of positive re1.nforcement (Stuprf, ·~ , ... 

1975). Consequently, behavioral intervention.programs typically include 

training in communication, problem solying, expression of affect, and negotia

tion 'in social exchange. Many methods are used to teach these skills, including: 

"'·, verbal instructions, vtdeotape playback, therapist feedback, self and spouse 

monitoring' modelling, role play' rehearsal, homework and contingency contracting 

\ (Wright & Mathieu, 1977). 
I 

' \ 
;> , 
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Outcome studies of beha~1oral marital therapy have recently been reviewed 

by Guil!U!n ~~d Kniskern (in press) and by Jacobson and Weiss (in press)~ The 
~;~,~ I o ' 

f ... I ~ 

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

'topics, Ne~ertheless, both reviews conclude that the behavioral approach has 

been demonstrated to be effective and that it seems a viable treatment alterfia-

tive for distressed couples. Once it has been shown that a treatment _is 

effective, the therapeutic components resp·onsible for positive,, outcomes should 

be identified (Jacobson, in press; Jacobson & Martin, 1976°). •Up until this 

" 
~ 

time, virt'ually all outcome studies used ti:aining packages which contained a ,. 

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

Sanders and Wallace (1976)' 1cOII~pared couples who received group· "interactional 

Counselling II and those WhO recei Ved, • alSO in gfOUpS t a behavioral intervention 

• • packqge whi'ch ~Hov~ded training in pinpointing specific behaviots, contingen'cy 

contracting and communication. 
' ' 

p 
A number of techniques were used to teach 

these skills, including: 

~ 
feedback and homework. 

r;;.r\ 
rehearsal, modelling, direct instructions, verbal 

I 

Jacobson (1977) comparea couples in a waiting list 

control group to tho~e who were administered a behavioral treatment which 
•, 

consisted of problem solving training ~nd cQntinge'ncy contracting; again, th'ese 

skills were ta~ght through modelling, verbal feedback, video playback abd 

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

press; Pafterson et al., 1975), the treatment packages consisted of a variety 

1 - of co!11ponents. Questions such as what .do couples need to learn, what are the' 

,t techniques best suited to teach the necessary skills, and perhaps~more important, 
I 
I 

what are the psycholo&ical.and social processes which underlie change, ,have 

received relatively little attention. The.absence of this information is 

- " ' lamented by a number of workers in the field (Jacobson & Martin, 1976; Mayadas 

I 

I 
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& Duehn, 1977). 
~ Q q 

It has been suggested that studies be carried out on "analogue" 

populations in order to isolate the skills and t~chniques ~hat contrib,ute to 

successful therapy (Bandura, in press; Eisler, Hersen &.Agras, 1973; Patterson 

et al., 1975; Wright &,Fichten, 1976). Jacobso~ (in press) suggests that ,, 

communication skills training may be the most effective component in behavioral . I 
~reatrnent packages and recommends that further attention be focused on the 

systematic evaluation of the import;n~~ of these skills. 

If studies of this kind are to be carried out, effective techniques for ... 

generating·conflict in th~ laboratory and, valid and reliable instruments to 

assess communication skills 'Must be used. Because asking spouses to discuRs 

their own marital problems is not always feasible or d;sirabl~, a variety of 
""'*I ' ' .. 

techniqe. hav~ been developed to create conflictual interaction (e.gp 1 Goodrich 

~ -----
& Boomer, 1963; Olson & ,Ryder, 1970; Olson & Straus, 1972; Raush, Barry, Hertel 

& Swain, 19'74; Strodtbeck, 1951). Some studies have shown that spouses' 

behaviors are re~ative~y consistent across a variety of laboratory tasks (Jacob 

& Davis, 1973). bther invest~gators· have found differences between happy an~ 

di~tressed touples only when the topics used to generate disagreement were 

related to the'couple's own concerns and problems (Gattman et al., 1976; 

Birchler & Webb, N~te 3). ' Olson·and Ryder's (1970) Inv£ntory of Marital 
• 

If Conflicts (IMC)., which requires spouses to resolve the mar.ital problems of ... 
hypothetical couples, appears to be the most promising technique for the 

' 
generat:f:on of conflict in the laboratory. Al~hough Birchler ahd Webb ,(Note 3) 

{J 

~ -'•, 

~oubd that the interaction,generated by the IMC is not wholly representative 

!, 
of ~ouples' behaviors during discussions o-'Jtheir own problems, other studies 

have·shown that the behaviors of_ happy and distressed cquples can be dist~nguish~ 
. 

ed when spouses~discuss the IMC topics (Birchler et al'.-,_ 19'75; Vincent et al., 

1975). 

I 
I 

,\ 
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A number of behavioral coding systems ha~,peen developed to evaluate 
I 

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

& O''Flaherty 's (1974) Verbal Problem Checklist}. The Oregon group's Marital 

Interactio~ Coding System (MICS) (Hops, Wills, Patterson & Weiss, Note 4), 

which bteaks communication into productive (e·:g., positive" solution, compromise 

solution) and counterproductive (e.g., denial o'f ,responsibility, excuses) , 

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

vely. For example,Weiss,Hops, and Patterson (1973) reported that coup1~s success

fully treate~ in a behavioral training program increabed their use of positive 
I 

and decreased their use of aversive problem solving behaviors, and that MICS 
I' 

score changes correlated wi~h' cha~es on self-report and· various behav'ioral 

measures. Couples in the Patterson ·~t al. (1975) and in the two Jacobson (1977, 

in.press) sbudies 

and on MICS scores. 

improved follm,.ring treatment both on self-report measures 1 

S~udies by airchler et al.(1975) and Vincent et al. (1975) provide evidence 

for t~e discriminative v·~lidity of the MICS coding system. Their examination of 

normal and distressed relationships innicates that troubled couples ~end to use 

aversive control more frequejltly and positive' control less frequently than 
• 

... 
happy couples, both in - th.e lab'ora tory · and in the home. For example, dis tressed 

, ~ \ 

spous~s were,shown to complain. criticize and interrupt more fr~quently ~pd to 

offer fewer posi~~ye and compromis~ soiutions in the laboratory, and-to engage 
, 

in more "displeasing;, ana° fewer "pleasing" behavlors 'at home.: 'Thus, the MICS 

.... appears to be 'sensitive to changes brought about by therapy and to differences 

between happy and distressed couples. In addition, MIGS scores seem to be 

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

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

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

cation behaviors df couples. The data of these investigators indicate . ', 
and distressed relat:i..Qnships were not distin-

' r 

strangers of the opposite sex, spouse~ from 

essed relationships used more negative and fewer positive problem solving 

behaviors with their own p~rtner than did spouses from nappy marriages. Vincent 

et ·al. concluded· ;hat problem solving skills are not a trait-like attribute of 

the individual, and that, "Distressed couples are capable of more facilitative~ 
\ 0 

problem solving, whic~est, that control tactics aris~ from a 

~reakdown in stimulus cont~ather m a behavioral deficit" (p, · 485), 

: If spouses from distressed relationships \ave the positive control tactics 
' -

available in tfieir repertoire, but are not using them when interacting with each 

I 

other-; then guidance as to when and how to apply positive contro'l may be 

sufficient ·eo-~hange a couples' style of conununication. Reiatively brief 

, interventions, su<;h as instructional v'erbal fe~dback and videotai,e plaxhack of 

conflictual interaction, may therefore be sufficient to'teach d\stressed couples 
\ 

to use positive control appropriately. 
,,, 

Videotape playback permits spouses to observe their own behavior an~ .• its 

consequences and may thus prompt more 'productive behavipr. Lasting changes 
- ' ; p l 

I • ;' 
pl' • ,, -::1" 

• would be expected when, maladaptive •cognitive "sets,, ·mainta.ined-4>artly by_ .,, 
distorted perceptions and'cross-blaming, also are altertd. 

/ 

Although videotape 

playback in couple .tfierapy has not been Jsbdied independently of other treat-
'4s '"-d , 

ment components, several lines of ,research 1suggest that this technique could 

"' be effective i-n altering maladaptive behaviors·as well as percept~ons and 

attributions. Videotape playback has been shown to enhance the effectiveness 
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f h Used i i '< ~ o ot er treatme~t components n mar tal therapy e.g.·, Mayadas & Duehn, 

1977). However, as videotape playback may also have deleterious consequences 

(Alkire & Brunse, 1974; Fuller & Manning: 1973'), its independent contribution 

to therapeutic\ehange needs further evaluation."'' 
-' 

Videotape and Instructional Verbal Feedback 

Case study reports'are almost urianlmous!y optimistic about th~ benefits 

. . 
of video playback; claimed beneficial effects are usually attributed to' 

enhanced "self-awareness" (Marks, Montgomery & Davis, 1975) or to "self

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

variety of settings to increase patients' knowledge of their own behavfor, 

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

artson & ~~~3; Holzman, 1969, Moore, Chernell 

Gottheil~Tausig & C~~llson, 1969; Kagan, _Note 5). 

& West, 1965; Parades, 

For example, Reivich ,.. 

and Geertsma (l968) found that after videotape self observation, the self 

ratings of a patient came to agree more with ·th9se of observers; Boyd and 

Sisney (1967) indicated that videotape altered a patient's distorted self 

' image; and Ivey (1973) credited video playback with changing the social skills 
I 

of a patient. Although the reports have been, for the·niost part, favorable, 

some investigators have found that self ,percept'ion may chaJge in ei,ther a 

' po$itive or negative direction" (Danet, 1968) and that videotape playback may 
" 

\ 
produce deterioration e pa~ients (Alkire & Brunse, 1974). Recent reviews 

1975), al though optimistic about' 
, " ' 

beneficial effects,~point to the lac~ of experimental rigor in studies of 

videotape effects a'hd caution pi:;ospective~users about possible negative 

ceinsequences. The authors of both reviews recommend that research be cariied 
( 

out to investigate the person and situation variables (Bergin, 19?1; Kiesler, 

"· 1966) which bring about changes produced by videot.ape viet.:ing. 

0 
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Social skills training. In the burgeoning field of social skills training, 

numerous Wi~l-controlled studies indicate that vid~o playback and instructional 

verbal feedback, when combined with other treatment components such as 

modelling and rehearsal, cause improvement in social behavior. This has been J 

shown to ~e true in a variety of populations (see Hersen & Bellack, 1976, 1977; 

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

analysis researchers are the Mississippi (Bellack, Eisler, Hersen, Miller and 

their colleagues) and Wisconsin (McFall and his ~olleagues) groups. Studies by 

these inv~stigators (e.g.,Eisler, Hersen &'"Miller, 1974; McFall & Twentyman, 

1973) and by others (Goldstein, 1973; Melnick, 1973) have documented the 
,5' 

independent effects of components such as modelling and rehearsal in 

studies of assertion and heterosexual dating skills. Both instructional verbal 

feedback and videotape playback have been cited as power~ul ingredieri;s in many 

social skills training programs because these techniques allow the therapist 
I 

to point out ,conc~ete instances of dysfunctional behavior and because vid~o 
,f 

\ playback allows couples to monitor-their behavior (Serber, 1972) •. 

However,, videotape playback an~ instructional verbal feedback have rarely 

been evaluated'independently of eacp other or of .other therapy components . . . 
Although a number of studie~ bav.e demonstrated the benefits of instr~ctions, 

either with or ~ithout feedback (Eisler, Hersen &'Miller, 1974; Hersen, Eisler, 

Miller, Johnson & finkston, 19(73; McFall & Twentyman, 1973), ~ome investigators 

have found that verbal feedback may not enhance the effec:tveness of other 

treatment components, such as,repeated practice {Christensen, Arkowitz & 

Angerson, !975). Videotap,e playback, when combined with other treatment 

- ingredients: appear_s' to have an additive effect. For example, in an attempt 

to improve subjects' dating skill,s, Helpick (1973) found that a combination of 
• 
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parj.icipant modeiling and video playback was superior to participant modelling 
st 

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

-<" 
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;th~r~d during problem solving, and Bailey, Deardorff and Nay . . 
) 

(1977), in an analogue study on training therapist skills, found modelling to 

be supe'rior to a combination of video playback and role play. Frankel (1971) 

. and Ba~ley et al. (1977) 

. ~ack; both investiga~ors 

examined the independent contribution of video play

reported that this technique is inconsistent,and 

erratic· in ·its effects. Rich and Schroeder (1976), in their review of the 

training li~,erature, concluded that altho>ugh "audio or video playback, 

coaching or group reinforcement, or mere personal reflection on one's 

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). 
i 
" Marital therapy. Tb-e findings ·on v~deo playback and instructional verpal 

feedback effects in the marital therapy literature "'are similar to those in the 

social skills training studies. Case study reports (Alger & Hogan, 1969, 1970; 
'-..._ 

Kagan, Krathwohl & Miller,; 1963) have indicated that marria&e partners are more 

willing to assume the blame for a poor relationship .1_fter seeing themselves on 
' 

,videotape. Indeed, Alger and Hogan credited videotape playback for th~ inter

ruption of blame patterns in couples. However, videotape playback was confounded 

with several other treatment variables io,these case studies. 

Hi~gins, Ivey and Uhlemann (1970), i; a controlled study, tried to change 

"mutual communication" in couples. They compared a group that received filmed 

and live models, a programmed t~t on effective communication, guided disc~ssion, 

) •, 
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rehearsal and videotape playback to a group which received ~nly the text, 

filmed models and rehearsal. Dependent measures consisted of ratings made by 

couples and by trained observers of the "effectiveness of ~he relationship". 

Although the group receiving videotape playback was superior on observers' 

ratings of "openness of communication'', no conclusion can be reached about 

the independent effects of videotape playback since this technique was utilized 
' 

ip conjunction with verbal feedback and guided discussion. Furthermore, 

the~e 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 p~nned couples and friends". Alkire 

and Brunse (1974) ~onducted a study of confrontative_ group therapy in which 

video playback was administered to coupl~s in which the husbands were 

psychiatric patients. They ,found that the.deterioration rate of subjects 

shoWJ! videotapes of interactions between themselves and their spouse was 

greater than.~hat of subjects who participated in a similar group, but who 
. 

were not shown"any videotapes. Thi,s study yiay be criticized on a variety 

of methodol~g:Lcal gtiounds (e.g., confounding video playliack with "f~dback" 
"" I 

given by other group members while the therapist was silent). BJcause of 

the design of this study, the reas?ns for the negative outcom~s can not be 

clearly established; it is possible that "feedback" from other group members 
u 

may have been 

a threatening 

~esp_onsible f~,r deter.oration.. Receiving such feedback may be 

experience for spouses and thus may increase defensiveness; or, 
\ 

it may be that feedback from other participants sufticiently increases acceptance ,,. 
}' ' 

of responsibility for conflict to generate hi,gh arousal and guilt. Nonetheless, 

the results suggest that, caution should be exe'rcised when videotape playback is 
r 

used. 
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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. 

observed negative behaviors. 

Dependent variables included changes in spouses' 
( f ' 

A combination of viqeo playback and modelling was 

found to be more effective than modelling alone. In this study,, as in ot'hers 
(' 

which have used behaviorally oriented treatment packages, video playback was 

confounded with another treatment technique, tn this case modelling. Therefore, 

no conclusions can be drawn about the independent effects of video playback. 

However 9 as their program did not confound training in communication with 

training in other skills; the results of :Hayadas .. and D'uehn do show that video 

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

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

sample of 12 couple,s, these investigators compared a) videotape playback alone, 
'1 

b) irrelevant television, c) v~deotape pl~s focused instructions and d) focused 

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

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

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

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

effect, instructions were more useful in increasing ''looking". A combination 
.,_ , I 

of videotape playback and instructions was not superior to instructions alone 

in increasing "looking'; but resulted in an increase in smiling. As the authors 

cautioned, in their study the dependent variables were simple non~verba~behav-
J 

iors, the intervention laste'd only 24 minutes, and couples were not .actively 

seeking to change their marriage. Videotape playback alone ~ay be valuable in 

the modification of more complex target behaviors such as compromising and 

accepting responsibility or blame; thi& possibility has yet to receive empirical 
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evarua tion. There is some evidence, however, that instructional verbal feedback 

can alter complex communication skills. Carter and Thomas" (1973) studied 
' - ' 

communication in nine couples and rep'orted on two "s:i-ngle couple experiments 11
• 

Th~y found that instructi<:mal feedback, when prese'nted in a written "Statement 

to Clients", had a favo,rable effect on couples' communication behav:i,ors. 

Studies ~uch as those
0

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 therapeutlc 

utility of these techniques in marital therapy is questionable. Most of this 

research· did not deal with nia·rried couples. Distressed spouses, in particular,. 

have rarely been studied. A number of methodological criticisms can be levied ., 

against the few studies whi~h 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 

~(Eisler et al,, 1973), while more complex targets, such as interperspnal 
I • 

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

which confound videotape effects by pursuing several therapeutic goals simul

taneously (Higgins et al., 1970; Jacobson, 1977, in press; Crowley & Ivey, Note . . 
6), while others have confounded the independent effects of video playback .~nd ,, 

' . 

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

& Du~hn, 1977). Discus~ions about the therapeutic effects of videotape playback, 

(Eisler & Hersen, 1973) and instructional feedback (Tho~as, 1977) have been , 

speculative,' relying more on logic than on evidence. Furthermore, as Bailey 

and Sowder (1970) indicated in thei~ comprehens~ve review, the vnderlying 

rationale regarding exactl.Y what is being changed'by videotape playback or why 
'l 
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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 

behavior favorably, its behavioral function is uncertain" (p. 95). Neverthd

less, both these techniques are used frequently in therapy. Because their 

effects are variable, at \imes even detrimental, and as their use is costly, 

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

verbal feedback in teaching communication skills to troubled couples nee.ds to 

be systematically evaluated., \ . 
Underlying processess. There are many reasons for believing that videotape 

playback to dist~essed couples might lead to·a variety~:£ behavioral and cogni

tive changes. By allowing couples to view their interact~?"• videotape may 

increase the benefits of self monitoring~ a technique which requires clie~ts 
. . 

to systematically note various aspects of their own behavior, Allthough still 

consider~d controversial when i~ is the sole therapeutic intervention (Lipinski 

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

sever.al types of target problems (Johnson & White, 1971; Kazdin, 1975; Thoresen 

' 
& Mahoney, 1974 ). It .has been hypothesized that self rnonitorin~may 

produce change by enabling clients to gather data on their own behavior by 

focusing attention on themselves; clients are thereby exposed t9 ~Rforrnation 

that wa~ not previously available. Presenting distt;essed couples with video-
! . ~ 

·~. 

tape playback of their own interaction might be facilitative for similar reasons. 
.... ~9 "" 

Another possible mechanism mediating videotape induced behavior changes may 
I ' 

be primarily cognitive i~ nature, since ther~. may be interactions between changes 
0 

in behavior ~nd changes in self perceptions and in attributions abqut the causes 

of behavior (Mahoney, 1977). An attribution theory explanation of video playback 
I 

' 

. \' 
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and self monitor,ing effect; may be particularly' rel~vant for marita:1. therapy; 
I 

I 

distressed couples not only use poor communication skills but also have dis-

torted perceptions of themselves and their partner and often ~lame each o~her 

·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 Attributi-0n - /' 

Attribution theory is concerned with how people come to, understand the 

causes and implications of events around them. Heider's (1958) original work 

' has been substantially ext~nded by Jones and Davis (1965), Jones and Nisbett 

(197ZJ-;-I<eiiey (1973) and Weiner (1974). These theorists have be
1

en concerned 

with two related aspects of 0 the task of a perceivgr: how people identify the 

cause of a particular effect and how they make inferences concerning the 

I I 

attributes of persons and of sit~ations in bringing about this effect. In 
.. 

spite of some conceptual difficulties (Kruglanski, 1975), investigations have 

generally fotused on the study of the internal-external (or dispositional-.. , 

situation~!) dichotomy. In doing so, researchers have studied how people 

make attributions to internal dispositions of persons (e.g., traits, abi1ities, 

motives, ·intentions) and to external ,situational asg,ects (e.g., t~sk difficulty, 

luc~, incentives, peer pres~ure) (Ross, i977~. The study of how people infer 

ca~sation for their own and for others' behaviors and how·causal attributions 

may be modified is highly relevant for ~n understandin~ of marital distress. 

In order to achieve therapeu~ic gains, the cross-blaming patterns of spouses 
,. . 

must be altet'ed. Behaviorally oriented marital therapists general!~ focus on 

improving couples' skills and expect cognitive changes to follow. Since , 

cognitive changes do not always accompany behavioral ones (Her.sen:& Bellack, 

1977; Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974), it may be preferable to alter·blaming pa~terns .. 

.. 
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directly by ro?difyi~g the faulty ~ognitions. As Jones and Nisbett's (1972) 

'- reasoning is most relev.ant to this~ issue, it will be' considered in detail. 

# 

Jones and Nisbett (1972) proposed that, while trying to make sense.of 

I 
events, actors and observers are likely to attribute causality for behavio~ 

differently. These author~ hypothesized that actors would tend to attribute 

their own behavior to situational requirements, but that observers of these 
I 

20 

same actions would refer t-~ stable inte~al dispositions of the actor. Such

actor-observer biases are expected to occur for two reasons: a) actors and 

observers process -informati,on differently because of their. visual perspective, 
. 

and b) different i~formation is available to each. Since they must be ready 
• I 

to respond co changing environmental conditions, actors are likely to focus on 

situational cues, including the behavior of others. Therefore, actors are more 

l~kely than obse'rvers to attribute their own behavior to situational require- -

ments. The foe~! of an observer's attentjon, on the other hand, is likely to "-

-
be the actor rather than the situation. Observers are, 'therefore, more likely 

than actors to infer dispositional causation for the actor's behavior. I~ is 
' I . 

assumed that the focus of one's attention is likely to be viewed as causing 

actions or events. Differences in attributional biases also are expected 
"-

because of the self/?ther discrepancy described by Bern (1972), since the infor-

mat!on avai~able to actors and observers differs. Actors' knowledge of their 

own behjlvior in oth~r situations should make them aware of "covariatj_on" 

between their behavior apft~situational variables, thu~1allowing them- to 

"discount" dispositional cause's (Kelley, 1973). Observers may assume that the 

behaviors they witness are typical of the actor. Actors, on the other hand, 

know more about the variability of their own past behavior and are therefore 
• 

less likely to see their acfions i~ dispositional terms. 

' . 

• 
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If the Jones and· Nisbett hypo the.sis ,i~· true, it has interesting 
I 

tions for behavioral marital therapy. Be·caus e, spouses are 

actors and obs~rvers of their partner's behaviors, they should ot' 

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

a,bout who is respqnsible for conflict and why disputes occur. Spouses would be . ' 
J 

o expected to attribute their partner's behavior, both good and bad, to his or 
I 
I f'i • 

her stable \ispo~itions, and their own to sit,uational demands. Should this be 

the case, betause of differences in visual perspective and available information, 
I 
I 

partners from a distressed relationship should be mote likely to attribute 

conflict and problems to their spouse's personality than to their own.° 
I 

Several lines of research suggest that the inferences made by distressed spouses 
\ 

about the causes of their o'J.n and th~ir partner's behaviors may be affected by ,,. 

actor-observer atlributional biase)' as well as by self-serving motivational 

distortions. The findin__gs of a number of studi~s, reviewed below, also indicate 

that such attributional biases may be modified b~ visual reorientation througq 

videotape playback. 

Self/other differences. Untii'very recently, investigations 1have concen

trated onty on the self/other c6!!!.e2.nent of the Jones and Nisbett ~ypothesis. 

The available data provide strong support for this aspect .of their proP.osition. 

For e~ample, Lay, Ziegler, Hershfield and Mil~er (1~74) found that subjects 

make more sit'uational attributions about the caus'es of their own actions, 

" ' I; 
while the friends and acquaintances of the subjects make more dispositional 

attributions about the subject's behavior. Similarly, Nisbett, Caputo, Legant 

a'(ld Marecek' s (1973)· data indicate that subdects are more likely to desc,rilbe 
1 

their own behavior in situational terms and to describe the actions of their 
ti 

friends in dispositional terms. They also found tha~ s~bjects tend to attriijute 

more personality traits to others than to themselves . 

• 
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Self-serving, biases.' Initially viewed as troublesome "noise 11 (Jones, 1976; 

Kelley, 1973h attributional'errors have recently become one of the most 
! 

researched topics in the attribution literature. Whether such errors are due pri-

marily to cognitive biases or to self-serving motivational ones through which 

subje~ts maintain 

interest (Ajzen & 

or enhance their se~-esteem is an issue of great theoretical 

Fispbein, 197~ey, 1978; D. Miller.~ Ross, 1975). None-

theless, the existence of these errors is now well established (Monson & 

Snyder, 1977; Ross, 1977), There is ample evidence in the literature on achievemen~ 

. ' 

motivation that actors make different attributions when· asked to infer the· 

causes of their own positive and negative behaviors (Weiner, 1974). Actors 

tend to attribute th~ir positive behaviors internally (e.g., own disposition, 
. , 

traits, abilities, effort) and 'their failures,externally (e.g., task difficulty, 

luck). Observers, mor~over, have been found to make dispositional attributiqns 

for actors' negative behaviors and. situational attributions for actors' positive, 

acts• (Stephan, 1975). Actors and observers 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 is· positive, whereas observers 
. 

attribute greater responsibility to actors when the consequences ate negative 

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

credit than observers give them for positive behaviors (e.g., Streufert & 

Streufert," 1969), and accept less responsibility than observers attribute to 

them for negative acts (e.g., Harvey, Harris & Barnes, 1975). An interesting 

qualification Co these conclusions is suggested by the data of D. Reg,an, Straus 

and Fazio (1974). These investigators fouhd that when observers rated indivi

duals whom they liked, they made dispositioqal attribu.~ions f.or go?d ,behaviors 

and situational attributions for negative acts. When these same observ~rs rated 

disliked persons, the reverse was true., 
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!he findings of such studies iridicate that factors such as the desire to 

maintain self-~pteem, to present oneself in a favorable light, or to denigrate 

or exonerate others, may sharply affe~t caus~l,attributione. The Jones and 

Nisbett proposition has not yet been ext~nded to incorporate these findings. 

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

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

there is a danger that such findings reflect only the causal attribution 
I I 

processes of students making i~feredces about unknown or hypothetical 

others in arbitrary an·d inconsequential situations (Taylor, 197 5). . When 

subjects have an "axe to grind", they seem to attribute c.ausat:Lon in a self

serving .manner. Indeed, a -0umber of studies have identified conditions in which 

actors make more dispositional attributions than do observers [see Mo,nson & 

Snyder (1977) and Ross (1977) for reviews]. Because motivational considerations 
1 

are assumed to be important ·in unhappy tnarriages (Stierlin, 1974), distressed . 
spouses I attributions about the causes of their own and their partner

01 
s positive 

' . 
•and negative behaviors are lfkely to reflect not only.actor-observer errors but 

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

evaluation. 

Other types of systematfc attribution errors also may exist. Jones and 

Davis (1965) proposed that behaviors of low social desirability, performed 
I 

in· spite of inhihi'tory eJCternal causes, ar~ 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 agreem~nt with this formula

tion,!· Mann and Taylor (1974) found that observers tend to make internal 

attributions for non-normf1tive behaviors. Jones and Davis (196°5) alsb suggested 

-
that behaviors directed toward or having personal consequences for observers 

~ 
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~re more likely to be att~ibuted to dispositions of the actor than are behaviors 

which do not personally affect ~e observer. This notion also has received 

some support from studies using th~ prisoners' dilemma g'ame (Miller & Norman, 

19-75). 

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 theor~t

ical formulations and empirical evidence reviewed above. These predictions 

are based on a) findings which support the existence of actor-observer and self

serving biases, b) differential attributions as a function of the social 

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

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

' .tions of an actor whioh correspond with those of his behavior produce i~terna; 

attributions, while inconsistent evaluatipns produ~e external attributions. In 

general, spouses would be expected to attribute c.onflict 1 to their partn~r ·and 

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

their spouse.- However, dist~essed spouses should also a) make disp(!sitional _ 

attributions for their owr;;i. positive ~ehaviors and for their ·p~rtner's negative

acts and b) be more l~kely to attribute their own°negative behaviors to their 

partner and to situational variab~s than to attribute their spouse's negative 

acts to themselves or to the environment. 

Visual perspective differences. The visual perspective aspect of the Jones 

and Nisbett 

self /other 

(1972~ proposftion has received more li~ited attention than the -/q 
11 

compo~ent. Although manipulation of one's focus o{ attention through 
' 

alteration of visual perspective is possible using videotape playback, relat~ve
o 

ly few studies have employed this technique in the study of causal attributions. 
' . 

Indeed[~in most attribution research the observers do not interact 'with or even 
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Ii 
view the actors.' Nevertheless, some studies have provided partial support for 

the visual perspe~tive aspect of the Jones aRd Nisbett proposttion. For 

example, Storms (1973), in an ingenious test of the importance of one's focus 

of attention, found, thaf r4ersing the visual perspectives of actors and 

observers through the use of videotape ca~sed mar,ked changes in actor-observer 

biases; his data indi~ate that self viewing actors make relatively more 
.-./" 

dispositional attributions about their own behavior than do observers. Storms 

argues that the therapeutic benefits of videotape playback may be ~ue to changes 

in the causal attributions made by clients after they have seen themselves from 

the visual pers~ective of an observer. With respect to maritaf,therapy, Storms 

believes that a spouse who sees himself or herself on videotape becomes aware 

of his or her own behavioral contributions to the marital conflict and, ~s a 

result, may be more willing to accept disposi tiohal blame. 

Addition~l support for the vi~ual perspective aspect of the Jones and 

Nisbett (1972) proposition is, provided. by the findings of T. Regan and totten 

(1975). These investigators, in an observ,er only design, manipulated empathy 

versus obseryer set; the subjects viewed a videotape of two persons engaged in 

a 5 minute "get-acquainted" conversation, and were in~tructed either to empa

thize with or to simply observe one ?f the two actors. The data, which the 

authors interpret as ,support for the ¥isual perspec~ive hypothesis, indicate 

~hat subjects instructed to empathize with an actor made relatively more 

Si tUational and leSS diSpOSftiOnal at tributiOnS about the C8.US'e; Of the actor IS 

behavior than did those given an observer se.t. Arkin 'ilnd Duval (1975) worked 

with an extension of Duval and Wicklund's (1972) "objective self-awareness" 

theory; they.found that when attention was focused on actors by directing a 

camera at th,em, actors made relatively less s"ituational attributions than did 
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observers. This pattern was fl reversal of attributions made by actors and 

observers in the absence of such "~eripheral focusing". Pryor and Kriss (1.9~7) 

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 w~ich observers were allowed to 
0 I_ t-

Al though no differences view only one of two part~cipants in interaction. 

were found in the dispositional and situational attributions made by these 

observers, there were large differences in attributions of control as a function 

of the person virewed. The data indicate that attending to a particular indivi

dual while he is eng~ed in social interaction increases that person's sal~ence 

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

/ 

are still in agreement '*'ith the Jones and Nisbett (1972~ prediction that it is ) 

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

(No'te 7) condu~ted two studies on\i:he effects of video self-viewing. In one 
V 

" 
study, using an actor only design, Biggs did not ftnd the changes reported by_ 

,, 
Storms (1973). The results of the second study, in which the actor not only , , 

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

indicate that subjects become more dispositional after viewing themselves, but 

only when they make attributions about their positive characteristics. These 

find!ngs lend only limited support to the visual pe-rspe~tive aspect of the Jones 

"r 
and Nisbett proposition, and suggest that.self-serving biases may affect attri-

butional changes brought ,lbout by alterin$ an i'ndividual 's focus of attention. 

Miller and Norman (1975) used· the "prfsoncr's' dilemma" game to generate 

confli~t 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 

/ 
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proposition. However, Miller and Nonnan found that participant observers are 
. 

more likely to at tribute personal responsibility to an actor and are' less likely 
..r 

to see the situational constraints than are passive observers. These .findings ' 

suggest that observer biases may be expecially strong when the observer is an 

active participant in a conflict. 

As is evident from the review above, i,t is difficult to specify exactly 

what kinds of attributions are affected by visu~erspective. It is clea·r, 
. 

however, th9 t focusing attention on an indivicual does affect the way in which 

inferences are made about the causes of his or her behavior. Observ.ers generally 

tend to attribute more dispositional causati~n, personal responsibility, and 

control ?ver interaction -to the person whom they are viewfng than the actors· 

themselves are willing to assume. When actors are turned into observers of -
their own behavior by focusing attention on themselves or by visual reorientation 

~ 
through videotape, some of their attributions come to resemble those made by 

observers. 

Perceptions. Attributions are inferences about the cau~es'of acts and 

events which 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 individual~ 

• !~" ;' 1 perceptions of behavior are affected by cognitive and motivatio~~ 
= / 

been well documented (e.g.,Hastorf & Cantril, 1954; Hastorf,,~chneider & (,,, 1 

- \_/ 
Polefka, 1970). However, the relationship between distorted perceptions and 

attributions has been infrequently studied. During th~ past decade, social 

psycholqgists have ignored the study of interpersonal perception, directing 

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

occurred for a variety of r~sons, including severe methodological difficulties 

.. 
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in the study of person perception (Cronbach, 1955; Triandis, 1977) and th~ 

lure of an exciting theory. In the study of attributional dis tort ions, the· 

influence of perceptual biases and errors has. typically been ignored. Newtson' s 

.,- , 
(1976) review suggests that the current findings of attributional bias may, in 

', 

fact, be reflections of distortion in the perceptual input process itself. J. 
t 

Mann_'~ (1976) study provides support for this view; his data indicate tha't 

perceptual distortio?s affect the causal attributions of observers. Subjects 

in Mann's study a) "perceived" non-,existent behaviors which were consistent 

with ethnic stereotypes and b) made more internal attributions f~r these 

"perceived" actions than for behaviors inconsistent with ethnic stereotypes 

which actors did, in fact, emit. Such findings indicat?e that perceptual biases 

can affect the process of causal attribution, Researchers may need to examine 

what is perceived before assessing how aubj ects infer causation for what they 

have seen. 

Spouses are likely to differ systematically in the ways in which they 

perceive their own· and t~eir partner's behaviors and in the attributions which 

-
each makes about the causes bf these behaviors. The variables associated with 

~c~ura~y, such as liking, similarity and familiarity (Triandis, 1977), are 

relevant to the perception of one's, spouse during i_nteraction, and should make 
I' 

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

involved in an intimate'"r1:;lationship, .,the observer's judgment can become highly 

distorted (Argyle, 1969; Orvis1,, Kelley & Butler, 19 76). When spouses are 

/

:Qlved in conflictual interaction, because 90th are emitters and observers of 

beh~~r ,' they are likely to have distorted· perceptions of. their own and their 

~ ~ , spouse,'s behaviors. Such perceptual distortions are especially likely in-

~ distressed c.es (Olson, 19 72). 

" 

;. 
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Modification of Spouses' Perceptions, Attributions and Behaviors Through Video

tape Viewing 

Results of studies in which the focus of sµbjects' attention is altered 

suggest that video playback of conflictual interaction, especially from the 

spouse's vJsual perspective, may prove to be beneficial in therapy with couples: . - . ~ 
Such self viewing may alter both the perceptual and cross-blamin,g biases of 

dis tressed couples, since spouses would be foe using at tent ion on themselves 

monitoring. Al though' the and would be exposed to new information through self 

use of videotape playback in the modification of the 
~ 

perceptual and attributit,na} 
\. 

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

that such evaluatym 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 inf~rences made 

by observers, T~ese findings can not automatically be generalized to a cons:id

eration of the causal attributions made by distressed spouses who are engaged 

in conflictual interaction. 

for the following reasons. 

' 

The ~eneralizabili t\ of these results is limited 

Only two of these studi-es (Storms, 1973; Biggs, 

"Note 7) actually reversed an ac,tor' s visual perspec·tive; the findings of these two 

investigato>rs are not wholly consistent. In experiments in which subjects were 

engaged in interaction, the sequence of events and the, outcomes ~re highly ,. 

,structured, leaving actoz.s little influence over the situation. Only Miller 

and Norman (1975) and Storms (1973) examined the attributions of active observers 

who inteiacte~ with actors; in both of these studies the interaction was with a 
{ 

strange1, In addition, Storms did not analyze his data separately for active 

and passive observers, Miller and Norman used a highly art1ficial interaction 

J ' 

situation (,the prisoner's dilenuna game) and the actors and observ~rs in their 
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study never directly viewed or even heard each other. Furthennore, Storms' 

study dif)'-ilot use a conflict situation, even though there is e'vidence ·that 

conflic.J can make actors under.estimate the influence of external causation 

:(a~;;:restimate the causal rel~ of the opponent (Miller & Norman, 1975). 

30 

{ Conflictual interaction between spouses from a dis tressed relationship probably 

"" cons,t.4,t;utes a special case of communication, interpersonal perception and 

\ 
attributi?n because such spouses a) are likely to use many coercive tactics 

I 
I 

when int;,eracting with each other (Vincent et al., 1975), b) are active 
'~ 

their :/ob~rvers of their par,tner's actions, c) have extensive information about / . 
( own and their sP ous e ' s behaviors in s_!mila r ci re urns ta nc es and be cause d) 

1 situasion is one of conflict, and e). motiva,tional variables are probably 

the 

very 

L. 
influential. 

Nevertheless, videotape playback of conflictual interaction between 

i 
spouses, especially from the visual perspective of the spduse, might prove 

valuable in 'arital therapy. This should be true not only because of the 
\_ 

opportunity videotape provides for the therapist_ to point out instances of 

faulty conununication and for clients to monitor' their progress, but.also 

because the change in visual perspective may allow a spouse to view himself or 

'/' 
herself, both lit~rally and figuratively, as does the partner. Videotape self-

/ 
viewing may reduce perceptual biases and, therefore, allow spouses to see their 

own behavioral contributions to the conflict which they are experiencing. 

Observers ate likely to,make more di~positional attributions about the causes 

of an actor's behavior than are actors themselves; focusing attention on actors 

' generally afters their attributions so that these become similar to attributions 

made by observers. Therefore, self observation th;ough videotape playback may 

alter both perceptual and 

sitional when attributitg 

I I 

' I 

attributional biases; spouses may become more ~ispo

causation for their own behavior and more situational 



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

e 
when inferring the causes of their partner's actions. Altering their causal 

I 

attributions may. make spouses more likely to, accept their share. the blame 

for confHct and might make them more amenable to tl~rapy which requires that 

... 
both partners make changes in their behavior. Shouldering more of the blame 

for conflict also may make sp'ouses see each other :in a more favorable light, 

thus reducing some of the strain in their relationship. 

The present study ~ttemp.t:s to explore these po'ssibili ties by examining 
l 

connnunication behaviors, perceptions and attrjbutions about one's own and one's 

spouse~ behaviors before 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 therapy ,.can also 

be assessed. Knowing t~e extent to which changes in one domain mediate changes 

in the other i$ important for behavioral marital therapy since c·lients rarely 

present problems in solely behavioral or solely cognitive terms, Marital 

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

appra_;i.sals, or by both of these factors. The goal of marital therapy is to 

produce lasting and generalized changes in both behaviors and satisfaction. 

The e~fects of behavioral train~ng do not always transfer to the client's own 

environment; when this does occur, changes are often not maintainel:I' (Hersen / 

& Be11ack, 19 76; _Kazdin & Bootzin, 19p). Induced changes in cognidons woulr 

not be expected to last whe,;,. behavioral defidts also exist. Behavioral , / 

changes may not endure when the new behaviors are incons;lstent with clients'/ 
I 

cognitions. Indeed, one of the conclusions of Hersen and Bellack (1977), iri' 
,, 

their review qf the sociai skills training literature, is that altHbugh sue~ 

tralning'has been shown to be effective ~n altering behaviors, changes in self 

perception do not generally covary fith behavioral improvements. 
I 
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±hat at1tributions about the causes of both one's own acts and those of 

others are related to behavioral and.affective consequences has been well 
I;)' 

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 qn this subjec~, reviewed a. number of 
' • I 

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

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

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 tpe case, there is ample 
I 

evidence to show that the opposite can also be true·, that is, .changes in 

attributions can occur before behavioral changes and even in the absence of 
I 

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 mediat s changes in attributions and perceptions, b) whether the 

reverse ~s. true, or Y"whether behavio'I'al and cognitive changes occur indepen-

dently of one anothe. 
, 

As is evident fro the abov€ summary of the literature, many questions 

remain unanswered. Nev rtheless, empiTical support for the theoretical 

rationale proposed by Jones and Nisbett (1972), combined with co,nc,lusions which 

may be drawn from the social skills training literature and from videotape 

studies, do strongly suggest that videotape self observation of conflictual 
' . 

I 

interaction should result in beneficial behavforal and cognitive changes in 

distressed couples. I11 the mod.ificatfon of communication between spouses, 

fnstructionai verbal feedback and video~p1ayback could be expe~ted to have both 
I 

' / 
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separate and additive effects. The P!esent study was designed to .ass·ess the 

effects of videotape playback u~ conflictual interaction on spouses' communica

tion skil1s, perceptions and attributions about the causes of their own and' 

their spouse's positiv~and negative behaviors, and to elucidat,e the mecp.anisms 

by· which changes may occur. Dis tressed couples, having engaged in conflictual 
' . 

~ 

discussion, received either a no vide@ placebo treatmen~, or video playback from 

their own, their spouse's or, an observer's visual perspective. All subjects 

completed perception and attribution questionnaires- before ~nd after the video 

playback intervention. Half of the subjects in each condition also received 
.,., -;, 

'oral" and writter( instructional feedback. In order to permit the assessment of 

the separate and additive effec,ts of the two treatment techniques, all couples 

engaged in a second conflictual discussion. The following hypotheses were 

tested. /' 

Hypothesis 1 (Communication Behaviors) 

a) 
j ( 

Subjects who receive instructional verbal feedback will· improve thei 

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

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

than tho~e who view only their spouse. 

c) Spouses who view themselves as a couple will improve their, communica-. \ 

d .. ~ • ~ ' 
tion behaviors more than those in the no video placebd corldition, 

I ' 
/ 

d) The effects of video playback and instructional verbal feedback will be 

.. 
addit,ive; 

Hypothesis 2 (Percep,tions) 

o/' 
a) Subjects wip perceive their spouse's behaviors m9re negatively than . 

their own. 
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b) Video playback from any isu;al perspective wi,1,1 reduce this dis-

crepancy. 

c) The greatest reduction in 'hi crepancy between self and spous~ percep- ~ 
tions will occur in the self-viewing condition, and the discrepancy will be 

smaller for spouses who view themselves as a cotq>le 

who view only their spouse. 

Hypothes.is 3 (Attributions) 

than for 
I 

supj ec ts 

a) Subjects will use more socially -desirable traits to describe their own 
I 

positive characteristics than to describe tho'se of their pa:rtner. Spouses will 

also use more undesirable traits when describing' their partner's negati-ve 

characteristics than when describing their own. 

b) In general, subjects will make relatively 'more internal attributions 

concerning the causes of their spouse's behaviors and more external attributions 

concernini the causes· of their own actions. However J these ac tori~bserver 

attributional bias~s will be affected by the valence of the behaviors; subjects 

will make re}-atively more internal (dispositional) attributions for their 

spouse's negative and their own positive behaviors and they will make more -
' ' 

external (situational) attributions for their spouse's positive and their own 

negative actions. 
\
) 

c) Self-viewing subjects will ~ake more dispositional and less situational • 
'\ 

attributions about their own behavior, and less dispositional and .;nore situational 

'attributions concerning the causes of their spouse's actions when c:ompared to, 
" l t, I 

subjects in- the other three video conditions. The reverse will b,e true for 

subjects in the spouse-viewing condition. 
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" ' d) All subjects who view only one of the participants will attribute more 

control over the ton~ of the interaction to that person: 

e) In an indirect test of attributions;· as used by Sicoly and Ross (19}7), 

subjects will judge fe~a~k concerning their own facilitative and their spouse's 

disruptive behaviors' to be more accurate than feedback about their own dis

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

least evident in self-viewing subjects. 

; 
I 

• 

I I 

. /' 

I 

! 
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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 1/2 hour laboratory session. During the orientation phase 
, . 

of the study, couples were briefly interviewed, shown a videotape of themselves 

in conversation with the experimenter, 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 

I 
and attempt to resolve one of the problems which they had previously igentified 

as troublesome in their relationship. These discussions, which lasted 10 

minutes, were videotaped, and behavioral rat~ngs of the interaction were ml,)de 

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

by completing the Self and Spouse R?tings of Discussion questionnaires; This 
~ 

was followe'd by the administration of the videotape playback intervention; 

there were four video conditions. In the No Video Placebo condition, subjects 

spent 10 minutes reflecting,on the previous discussion and writing down their 
I•, 

impressions "of their own and their spouse_' s behaV'iors. Subjects ih the three 

other video conditions saw and heard a videotape of the discussiop. All heard 

both sides of the conversation. However, each spouse in the Video Self conai-

\ tion saw a visual image of himself or herself only, in,,the Video Spouse condi
"---.-

tion, subjects saw their. spouse ,only, while "those in the V~ Both condition 

saw the couple together. Whil~ subjects again completed ~e Self and Spouse 

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

th~ observers' ratings of the discussion, was prepar~d for eac~ subject. 
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Half of the couples .in each video.tape condition received instructional 

verbal feedback concerning the communication strengt~ and weaknessess of each 

~ -
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 receive feedback. 

During the next 10 minutes, all couples tried to resolve a se\ond 

problem. Spouses were told to make use of any insights about communication 

which they had acquire9 since the first discussion. Subjects then completed 

the Self and Spouse Ratings of Discussion questionnaires with reference to 
. 

the se,cond discussion. At the end of the session, couples were extensively 

debriefed. If requested, information on social service agencies providing 

marital therapy was furnished. A set of follow-up questionnaires was mailed 

~o couples 6 months after testing., Behavioral ratings of all videotapes were 

made by trained observers using the Modified Ma.ital Interaction Coding System 

(MMICS). 

Subjects 

Subjects were 48 English speaking married couples of average to extre~ely 

poor m~rital.adjustment. Eight couples were referred from clinical sources. 

The others wer selected from those who volunteered in re~ponse to media 

publicity Abou research on marriage at McGill University. Publicity cofisisted 

of newspaper, adio and television interviews in which the proje~t was de

~cribed as a study of communication styles in married couples. In inviting, 

volunteers, the following points wer~ made: a) couples of all ranges of marital 1
• 

adjustment were needed, b) couples would be seen only once for a 3 1/2 hour 

"labora~ory session, c) partic~pation,in the study was not a substitute for' 
I{ 

marital thera~y, and therapy would not be offered, and d) participating couples 
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would have the opportunity of seeing themselves on' videotape and of discussing 

marriage with a professional. Interested couples were mailed a packet of 

questionnaires which included, among other measures', the Marital Adjustment 

Scale (MAS) (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and Navran's (196 7) shortQned "version of 

the Primary Connnunication Inventory (PCI). 

Sixty-nine of the 112 interested couples and all eight referred from 

clinical sources returned completed questionnaires. .Of these, the 51 

with couple-mean scores of 106 or less on the MAS and llO or less on the PCI 

we,re selected j!S subjects. These scores are close t? __ .the standard cut-off scores 

of 100 recommended by Burgess, Locke and Thomes (1971) for t~e MAS, and of 110 

recomm~rided by Narvan (1967) for the PCI. All 51 couples selected agreed to 

participate in the study. However, three couples had to be dropped from the 

sample: one because of hospitalization, one because a subject·did not bring 

his eye glasses, and pne because of equipment failure. The 40 remaining 

voluntee1 ~couples were randomly assigned to the eight experimental conditions. 

The eight couples referrea from clinical sources were also randomly assigned, 

one to each condition. Thus, th~re were 12 subjects (6 couples) in each 

condition. • 

The mean ~~ , score for the 96 subjects was 82°.5 (SD = 22.6); couple-means 

ranged from 31 to 106. 'l}le m~cJn PCI score was 87. 8 (SD = 12. 3) and _couple-means_ 

ranged from 67 to 110. Subjects, ranged in age from"21 to 61; the mean was 37 

years for.husbands and 35 for wives. Subjects had an average of 13 years of ,. 

education (range 8 to 20 years). Couples had been marrie~ between .5 and 31 
" 

years, with a mean duration of 11.6 years' (SD = 8.·3); they had an average of 

2 children. Forty-eight perce~t of couples had received marital tberapy. 
.. 
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There were nofi8nificant differences among· the eight experimental'groups on 

any of these measures. 

~pparatus 'and Physic~l Setting 

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

circuit 1/2 inch (i°.27 cm) videotape systems wer~ used to record dyadic 

' interaction, A Sony model 650 mike mixer was used to -record dialogue 

onto.the two videotapes viewed py 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 oscillat·or generated the tone. Timing was regulated by a modified Hunter 

model lllB Series D decade interval timer. 

Two adjacent experimental rooms were used. The couples' room was 

0 • 
comfortably furnished with two armchairs located at 60 to ~ach other~ 

coffee tables, magazines, and plants. It contained a microphone, an intercom, 

. three video camera$, and two 21 inch (SJ .5 cm) Marconi television monitors. 

Each television monitor was connected to Radio Shack mQdel SF 20 headphones 
; 

(see Figure 1). The experimenter's room contained additional equipment, 

including a Sony 12 inch (30.5 c~) television monitor. This arrangement 

enabled e;,ich subject to complete questionnaires, engage,_ in p.roblem solving 
. . 

discussions, <.:ommunicate wi.th the experimenter through an intercom, and view 

and hear his or her own television monitor, all in "the si:}me room. The 

experimenter and her assistant were allowed continual visual and auditory 

monitoring of the' couple and were able to hear the interval signals on their 

television monitor; this was necessary for videotape coding during the . ' 

discussion sessiorfu. 

,,-

f · 
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Al1 videotapes showed the 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 coulq be located to enable spouses,to wear headphones and to sit 

back-to-back while viewing only one of the two teievision monitors from a 

distance of 4 feet (122 cm) (see Figure 3). All spouses_heard both sides of 

the conversation. 

Selection Measures and Initial Mailing Questionnaires (Appendix A) 

One copy of the Cover Letter an,d 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 

to provide instructions for questionnaire completion. 

Background Information Sheet. ·This form ~as designed to obtain informa

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

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

as one of the two screening instruments.-- lt is a 15 item self-report inventori 

' 
which requires that each spouse evaluate ~arious aspects of married life, The 

test has demonstrated good test-retest reliability (Kimmel & Van der Veen, 1974) 
. ~ 

and good discriminative validity (Locke & Wallace~ 1959; Navran, 1967). It 

also is the most frequently reported measure of marital satisfaction (Burgess 

et al., 1971; Weiss et al., 1973; Wills, Weiss & Patterson, 1974), and, t?us, ~ 
provides a basis for comparison with other studies. 

Primary Connnunication Inventory (PCI), Navran's (1967) shortened version 

(25 items) of the PCI was included as a questionnaire measure of communi~ation 

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

~ 
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guish happy from distressed couples (Navran, 1967), it provides an additional 

index of marital satisfaction. 

Communication Rating Scale. This questionnaire was designed to assess 

\ 
frequency of problematic interaction and perceived responsibility for diffi-

culties in connnunication., It contains 10 questions constructed in 8-point 

Likert-type format. Only six~ ~l, 2, 4, 5, 

rest are fillers. Comparisons betw~ happy and 

7 and 10) are scored; the 

troubled couples who volun-

. 
in the present study indicate that the scored items 

these two groups. 

Chee of Personalit Traits Influencin Ar uments. Two adjective 

checklists were compiled to assess subjects' trait attributions to themselves 

and to their spouse. Each ~h~cklist consists of 87 adjectives. Subjects 
' 

completed four checklists:, Own Traits Causing Arguments, Spouse's Trai'ts 

Causing Arguments, Own Traits Preventing Arguments, and Spouse's Traits 

' ' Preventing Arguments. The checklists consist of Anderson's (1968) list of 

_adjecti~es high in meaningfulness. The checklist of Traits Preventing 

_Arguments includes adjectives"high in social d~sfrability '(social d~~irability 

ratings range from a low ~f 336 for "bold" to a high of 555 for "hone
0

st"), while 
0 

the checklist of Tr·aits Causing Arguments ,contains adjectives low in social 
"-

desirability (social de,sirability ratings range from a low of 72 for "greedy" 
. 

to a high of 254 for "dependent")'" I Subjects were instructed to indicate all 

appTicable adjectives and to select the five most important ones on each 

checklist. The purpose of this instrument was to assess wheth~r subjects 

differed in the number and social desirability of traits attributed to them

selves and to their spouse for causing and preventing argu~~nts. 
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• Areas·of Disagreement. This questionn~ire is a modified version of Weiss 

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

common areas of disagreement b.etween 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 (orms were completeQ by e&ch subject 

during the laboratory phase of the study._ 

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

to specif~ in an open-ended format, those aspects of their spouse's behavior 

which 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 identified by both spouses as mildly or moderately problematic on 

the Areas of Disagreement questionnaire. 

Self ~nd Spouse Rating Scales. 
I 

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 

'\:.I 
discussions, and c) their attributions abQut the dispositional and situatipnal 

causes of these behaviors. ---, 

. ------------ . } . 
a) Pe~ce

0

ption~~.-items~ere designed to assess subjects'. 

perceptions of the frequency of occurrci:ice of the eight positive and eight 

negative behaviors·evaluated by observers during the videotaping phase of the 
I • 

study (these behaviors are further described later). · Items were cons,=ructed 

in 10-point Like~t-type format and were 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 qu'estionnaires were identical, except for 

I 

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 Ratfn_g and Spouse Rating Scale sc~res were each sunnned after reversing 
/ 

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

b) Attributions of control,' After respQnding to a question concerning 

t~e atmosphere during typical disagreements, subje~ts rated the importance 

of their own and their spouse's role in determininp the tone of such discussions 

on the ~elf Rating and Spouse Rating Sca~es, respectively. The items were 

ad~pted,from questions used by Taylor and\ Fiske (1975) to assess attributions 
• I ., I 

of. .control, and were phrased in 10-point Lik,ert-type format. 
" ' ' 

c) Causal attributions. Th~ee items were designed to evaluate the 

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

personality and 'the nature_of ,the discussion topic in determining their own 

and their partne~'s behavi6rs. These questions were 10-point Likert-type 

adapt~tions of items used by Storms (1973) to assess causal attributions. 

The three causal attribution questions were included 16 times on both the Self 

Rating and Spouse Rating pcale~, immediately after each perception i'\em. On 

the Self R~ting Sca~e, the order of the three,items was: self, spouse, topic, 

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

I 1 
In order to examine the possibility that salf-s~rving biases influence 

the.attribution process (Bra~ley, 1978; D. Miller & Ross, 1975), subjects• 

inferences ,about the caus~s of their own and their spouse's Facilitative 

and Disruptive behaviors were considered separately; this was done by co1.,

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

/ 
I 

i 
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~are negative behaviors were both considered to be Facilitative. Conversely, 

' ' • J 
frequent negative and•rare positive behaviors were both considered to be 

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

items following all Facilitative ratings were averaged, and ~onstituteq the 

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

behaviors. Causal att'ribution scores for Disruptive behaviors were computed 

in a similar manner. 

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

identical to the Self Rating a~d Spouse Rati~g Scales described above, 

except for modifications necessary to allow subjects to respond in terms 

ot behaviors during discussions in the laboratory. 
' i 

Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Communicc1tion Ski.!.!~:/ These two/ 

forms were designed to a) g;lve subjects verbal feedback,in w~n form,/ 

concerning the conununication s~rengths and weaknessess of each spouse, b} 
" 

provide in~tructions for improvement and, irr an indirect .test of attributions, 

as Ysed (y Sicoly and Ross (1977), c) provid~ a measure of subjects' 

judgments concerning the accuracy of feedback g~ven- them. 

-

Instructional verbal feedback concerning communication strengths and 

weaknessess wis i~ividualized for each subject. Feedback was prepared by 

two trained observers, one of whom was the author, after they had viewed 

and rated th.ii behavio.rs of both spouses during the first discussion session. 
' ____ ._ 

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

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 categories: Facilitative and Disruptive. 

Two kinds of "Facilitatiye"feedback were given.: Positive Behaviors Frequent 
~ ~1 

and Negativ_e ~eh4viors Rare. Subjects were instructed to maintain these rates. . \' \ 
<,) 

;, 
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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 
I 

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

47 

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

wife, as was the number of Disruptive items. Provision was made for ~s many as 
/ 

five behaviors in each of the four f~edback divisions. 

Each subject received the feedback evaluation of both the husband and the 

wife. In order to indicate their judgments of ac~uracy, spouses evaluated 

each feedback item on a 10-point scale (1 = veny i~accurate, 10 = very accurate). 

\:; 
Thus, all subjects rated the accuracy of both their own and their spouse's 

''!acili ta ti ve "and ''Disrup,ti ve "f eeaback i terns • 

Follow-Up Measures (Appendix C) 

One copy of the Cover Letter and two of all uther measures listed below 
. 

were mail'ed to participatin& subjects 6 months after testing in the laboratory. 
' ' 

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

questionnaires and to provide instructions for their c·ompletion. 

,, 
~ 

Relationship Inforni~tion Sh~t. -~is form was designed to obtain infor-

mation about changes in tfie marital relationship since the time of testing. 

Subjects also were asked for their evaluation, of the effects of partic'ipation 

in the stu~y on their relationship. 

Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS), The MAS (see Selection Measures and 
J 

Initial Mailing 1uestionnaires for description) was includ~d to provide a 

measure of marital satisfaction. 

, Self and Spouse Rat,ings at Follow-Up. These two questionnaires are 

identical to the 'previous.ly described Self and Spouse Rating S'cales, °1','Tith the 
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brevity, 

Behavioral Measures (Appendtx D) 
' l 
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/ 
The instruments listed below were used by trained observers to make beha-

vioral ratings of spouses' communication behaviors. 

Modifieg Marital Interaction Coding System (MMICS). The MMICS is a ·~ 

behavioral coding system,which was,used by trained observers -to categorize 
' ' 

vid•otaped 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 dyad~c interaction by indicating the frequency with whi~h each 

spouse emits certain.classes of behavior. These 29 codes include both ve;ba~ 

·and non-verbal behaviors and may be broken down into d~scriptive statements 

and into positive and negative problem solving and support statements. 

Behavior is goded by observers trained to a minimum criterion of 707. 1nter-
; 

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

aa rate per minute or as proportion scores (Vincent, 1973);\, 

For the purposes of the pres~nt 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 studied by Vincent (1973)because 

the behaviors grouped into these codes, when expressed as ~~roportions, have 
. 

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

include three positive codes: A.:ceptance of Fesponsibility (AR), Compromise 
" I 

SJlution (CS), and Positive Solution (PS), and seven negative ones: 
• /1 
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'\ ' Complaint (CP), Gri~rcism (~R),Disagreement (DG), Denial of Responsibility 
I 

(DR), Excus~ (EX), Interrupt (IN) and Put-I)Own (PU). As it is considered to 

be'easier to positiv~ly reinforce the occurrence of behavior than its absence 

(Weiss~ Birchler, & Vincent, 1974), and since the technology available for 

accelerating behavior is 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 

from the' MIGS. These were: Agreement (AG), Approval (AP) , Humor /Tension 

Release (HU), and Verbal Affection (VA). In addition, as all of these codes 

are verbal, two non-verbal codes from th~ MIGS also were added: a positive 

one, Physical Affection (PA)and a negative one, Turn-Off (TO),which includes 

ge:5ures such as frowns and exasperated sighs. A 17th code, Activity (AC) 

also was added; this 7ode was used for neutral behaviors and for behaviors 

~hich did n1t~ fit any of the other code definitions. AC was used~ 

,the same mabner as the equiv~lent code in the Oregon group's system .. In 
I -. . 

· order to effectively use 17 instead of 29 codes, the MICS code definitions were 

slightly modified (see MMICS Coding Manual in App~ndix D). 

Thus, the coding system employed in the study consisted of·three-categeries: 

a) Neutral (consisting of one code), b) Productive (consisting of eight 

positive codes: s~ven verbal and one non-verbal) and c) Counterproductive' 

{~onsisting of eight negative codes:, seven verbal and on~ non-verbal). The 

composition of these categories is ~imilar to the groupings made 

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

and is detailed in Table 1. 

I 
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Table 1 

MMICS Categories and todes 

·category 

Neutral Productive Counterproductive 

AC Activi~ AG Ag11eement CP Complaint 
AP ~pproval CR Criticism .. AR Acceptance of Responsibility DG Disagreement 
CS Compromise Solution DR Denial of Responsibility 
HU Humor/Tension Release EX Excuse a PA Physical Affection IN Interrupt 
PS Positive Solution PU Put-Down 
VA Verbal Affection 8 TO Turn-Off , 

a 
Non-verbal codes. , 

I 

. ' 
The recording system itself also was modified. The Oregon MICS uses 

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

As it''bas been shown ~pat the joint usage of time· and event saTIVpling frequently 

yields more extensive information than eitherA~hnique alone (R. Mann, 1976; 

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

,~hich any pf the 16 coded behaviors'was rated as either having occurred or not 
- I , 

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 

time unit in which behaviors could be reliably)discriminated during co.der 

training. Videotapes of interaction were coded for each member of the dy~d in -
'1 

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

recorded on the MMICS Coding Sheet. This method yielded inde~endent frequencies 

) 
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per minute for the husband and for the wife. Thus, the infonnation obtaine~, 

although still expressed as rate per minute or as proportion scores, reflects 

the use of both time and event sampling. 

The 48 videotapes of interaction between spouses were coded according to 

the MMICS by seven undergraduate observers who had been trained to a m'inimum 

criterion of 77% inter-rater agreement, averaged over codes. Percentage 

agreements are based on interval-by-interval computation. Reliability of 

coding was determined for e.a·ch 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, 

2 x Number of Agreements 

·(~oder 1 Agreements+ Disagreements)+ (Coder/2 Agreements+ Disagreements) 

The average inter-rater reliability after training for the seven coders 

was 79% (range == 77% to 82~). ,, ~pproximately\35 hours of t.faining were required 

to reach t,his criterion. As suggested by Johnson and Bolstad (1973),'periodic 
~ 

booster sessions were held throughout the study t~ keep reliability at a 

satisfactory level. Coders were informed that their performance would, be 

' monitored (~eid, 1970), and random covert spot-checks of reliability were made 

thro~ghout the study (Romanczyk, Kent, Diament & O'Leary, 1973; Tfplin & Reid, 

1973); 16 of the 48 videotapes were coded by at least two trained observers.· 

Only one coder's reliability ~lipped below 70%. All tapes coded'by this 

observer·were re-coded by another trained rater. The averag~ interval-by

interval spot-check reliab.ility of the remaining six coders was 717., (range = 

70% to 73%). 
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Table 2 sUilllllarizes both the interval-by-interval and the code-by-code 
• 

percentage agreements after training.and during random spot-checks, The 

median percentage agreements (Kent & Foster, 1977) for the Productive and 

Counterproductive categories were 87% and 86%,respectively, after training 
' 

and 78% and 77% ,respectively,,during spot-checks, Code-~-code medians were 
. . 

70% both after training and during spot-checks. These reliabilities compare 

favorably with those reported 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). 

Table 2 

Coder Reliabilities: Percentage Agreements 

52 

Un~ of analysis 
Post-training 

a 
Random spot-check 

Interval-by-interval 
, All codes 

Supe~ordinate categories 
Productive 
Countergroductive 

Code-by-code IJ' 

AC Activity 
AG Agreement 
AP, Approval 
AR Acceptance of Responsibility 

~i -~~!~!~!~=~ &,lutJrl: 
DG Disagre,ement 
DR Denial of Responsib11 

w EX Excuse 
nu Humor /Tension Release 
IN Interrupt 
PA Phys±cal Affection 
PS Positive Solution ' 
PU Put-Ibwn 
TO Turn-Off / 
VA Verbal Affection 

-. ' 

Note. All numbers are percentages, 

79 71 

87 78 
86 ~ 77 .;, 

(70) ( 70) 
91 85 
66 

,· 
64 

78 74 
61 59 
48 6 
87 80 
64 89 

64 
57 

55 48 
78 82 
8] 75 

100 94 
74 70 
67 60 
64 45 

· 100 89 

. 
aBased on eleven 20 Einute tafeS. The tapes of the one observer whose'interval
by-interval reliability during random spot-checks slipped below 707. we~e re-coded. 

bNumbers in brackets are medians. 
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-Although they were aware of the hypotheses of the study, coders were 

blind to the experiment~l condition of the couples whose videot~pes they rated 

(Rosenthal, 1966). Coders did not rate the videotapes of couples whom they 

had observed during testing. As an additiohal 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 discussio.ns o~curred. 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, Note 8; Dixon, ~ichten & Wright, Note 9). It was used 

by trained coders during their initial viewing of a videotape to record the 

·, . 
frequency of each behavior. Coders w.ere instructed to record every observed 

occurrence of each of the 16 behavioral codes (AC was excluded,) for the husband 

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

recording purpos~s the intervals were ignored. As the purpose of this 

of trained observers in determining 

~uencies in a simulated in-vivo situation, the coders were 
' -.,., 0 

permitted~~ single continuous viewing of each videotaped discussion. 

Average intra-rater code-b~-code reliabilities between the MMICS and the 

Marital Interaction Checklist were ~ound to be high (ave-rage Pearson p,roduct

moment ..r. (7?) = +,756) and correlations with~n each behavioral code were 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 coder~ after they had completed the 

Marital Interaction Checklist. This instrument approximates the inferential 

assessment technique employed by Carter and Thomas (1973) and Thomas et al. 

(1974) in their investigations of marital interaction. 
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The scale consists of the same 16 perception items used in the Self and 

Spouse Rating Scales, except for modifications necessary to enable the coders 

to answer the questions concerning the husband's and the wife's behaviors. 

The items are worded in~ 10- point Likert-typ~ format, and consist of the 16 

codes included in the MMICS. 

Intra-rater reliabilities between the M?-IICS and the MIRS codes were 

c~lculated; the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients ranged from 

+.496 to +.949. with an average Pearson.!. value of +. 739. The correlation 

coefficients within each behavioral code are significantly different from 

chance at the .001 level (df• 78) (Dixon et al., Note 9}. 

E?S,Perimental Design 
~ 

• 

The present study incorporated gender, videotape playback and instructional 

verbal feedback as its main independent variables. This resulted in a 2 x 4 x 2 
{ . 

factorial design which included 3 between-groups variables: 2 levels of gender 

(Males, Females), 4 levels of videotape playback (Video S~lf, Video Spouse, 

Video Both, No Video Placebo) and 2 levels of instructional verbal feedback 
\. 

(Feedback Yes; Feedback No). A number of a~alyses also included repeated 

measures,wpich also were completely crossed. Repeated measures inciuded 
! 

levels of each of the following: discussion (Pre-test, Post-test), object of 

rating (Self, Spouse), perception of behavior (Facilitative, Disruptive), 

influencing arguments (Causing, Preventing), attribution of control (Self, 

Spouse) and feedback accuracy (Facilitative, Disruptive), and 3 levels of 

causal attribution (to the Emitter of ' behavior, to the Other person, to the 
. 

natur~ of the·Topic). Questionnaire completion order was counterbalanced in 

each cell of the design. 

I 
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Procedure 

After the initial telephone contact, all intere~ted couples were randomly 

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

Spouse, Spo4se-Self) and were mailed the previously described Selection Measures 

and Initial Mailing Questionnaires. 

Couples who met the screening criteria were rqndornly assigned to one of 

the ~ight experimental conditions and were each seen for one 3 1/2 hour 

laboratory session, Upon arrival, subjects were shown into the comfortably 

furnished couples' room. Th~ purpose of the project, described as a study.of , 

conununication and problem solv'ing, in marriage ,was explained to subjects and 

a brief outline of the nat~re 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 ~igned 
' 

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

whi.ch allowed connnunication with the experimenter next door and were asked to 

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 9f oneself ano of one's 

spouse followed t~is sequence). 

responses wf~h each other. They 

Spouses fere as~ed not,to discuss their 

were informed_ that, with the exception of 

their answers on the Description of Problem Areas forin, which they would be 
". , 

requ~red to complete later, their questionnaire responses would not be disclosed 
. . ' 

to each other. the Self and ,Spou~e Rating Scales required approximately 25 

minures to co~plete • Durirlg this time c~uples were served coffee ~nct· snacks. 

, I 

,-

o· 
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In an attempt to .equate subjects' experience ·wA th videotape, a,11 couples were 
I 

videotaped during a 10 minute unstructured intervikw concerning various 

'--
'relatively neut~! aspects of their relationship; spouses were asked, for 7- .fl 

example, how they met and how long tJ:iey had dated J?rior to marriage. Subjects 

were told that since the initial /xperie~ce of seeing oneself on videotape is 

usually engrossing and as people tend to focus on t,heir physical attributes, 

they would be shown the video-tape of the interview so that later, when viewing 

videotapes of problem solving discussions, they would be better able to attend 
I 

to what was being said and how it was said. 

Having been informed that their responses on the Description of Problem 

Areas form would be used to structure the videotaped discussions, couples 

completed this form. Four topic areas. were specified;' these were s-elected 

from those items on the Areas o-f Disagreement· questionnaire which both spouses 

had previously indicated as problematic in their relationship. Severe 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 com~ite' this form, co_µples were shown the 

videotape of their interview; both husband and wife were visible on the 

' screen and the voice of all three participants could be heard. Spouses stayed 

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

were viewing themselves., the ~xperimenter and her assistant s-elected the two 

problem areas to .be used ih the discussion sessions. 

' 
.. 
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" changes requli!s!=ed and to the compatibility of requests; 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 resolv'e one 

of the problems which they had described eai::lier' (on the Description of P~lem 

Areas sheet). Spouses ~ere told tha~ they would be v_ideotaped and that the 

experimenter would inform tqem 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~cussing the problem. Tp.e experimenter left 

the room and used the intercom 
0

to tell the couple which problem area they should 

discuss and what behavior changes had been requested by each. 

0 

The discussion was monitored and coded on the mncs Feedback Coding Sheet" by 
' . 

the experimenter and her trained coder assistant in tbe adjoining room, At 

this time, both were blind to the experimental condition of the couple. The 
• C 

experimenter's televisien monitor displayed -a visual image of both husband 

" 
l}.nd wife. The audio portion of the output included both the dialogue between 

. "' spouses as well as the interval, ,signal tone every 6 seconds. , After 10 minutest 
I • 

the couple was int
0

errupt.ed on the Jnte,rcom. / lnunediately after they stoppe<!l 

talking, spouses completed the Self and 

I 
naires~ 

e 

I 
Sp~Use Ratings °\'.'.i~cussion questio,;i-

I 
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j Videotape playback conditions. After they had co~~leted the Self and Spo
1
use 

Rat ngs of Discussion questionnaires, all couples were infonned that the next 

task consisted of reflectin
0

g on the previous disc1,1ssion for 10 minutes. 

Subjects were told that spouses in therapy usually indicate that reflection H; 

very helpful in learning about communication between themselves. Couples ,in 

the No Video Placebo condition w,ere told to do., this by spending 10 minutes· 

thinking about and writing down their impressions of the discussion and ~f the 

salient aspects· of their own and their spouse's bej1aviors. Couples in the 

other three video conditions wer.:e told thatr ttould 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, themsehres only, those in the Video 

Spouse condition saw their spouse only, while those ip the Video ]30th condition 

saw themselves a~ a couple. The visual image included one or' both subject,s 

from the knees up. The rationale given to all subjects was the same. They 

we.re all told that couples in therapy ind}cate that such reflection is partic.u- , 

larly helpful in learning about marital cOl1lITlunication. Spouses in all 
r. 

conditions were re'quested not to discuss their feelings and impressions with 
I 

each other, informed about what their partner woulcj, be viewing and told that 

in order to avoid distractioh, they would be sitting back-to-back· and weadng 

headphones. Each spouse heard both sides of the conversation in all t~ree 

video condi·tions, 

After the 10 minutes of "refleqtion", all couples were again asked to 
I 

complet~ the Self and Spouse Ratings of Discussiqn questionnaires, basing their 

responses on the same discussion. 'In givin~ a rationale for this second 

questionnaire completion session, the need for quantitive informat'ion concerning 

1 
what couples .. leamed through such reflection was stressed. Completion of 
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I 
these questionnaires was followed by the instructional verbal feedback inter-

vention. 

Feedback conditions. While couples were discussing the fj rst problem 

area, "tjhe experimenter and her trained coder assistant, both· blind to the 

experimental c(jndition of the couple, rated spouses' behaviors during the 10 minute 

\ 
interaction according tp the MMICS. Instructional verbal feedback information 

was compiled while couples were completing the first post-discussion question-
/J / 

naires. Both obseorvers independently evaluated th~ husband's and the wife's 

communication skills in each of the four feedba,ck divisions (Facilitative, 

behaviors: Positive Behaviors Frequent, Negative Behaviors Rare, and·Disruptive 
~ 

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

rtems l'eported to couples were arrived at by consensus between the two observers. 

Three Ml;1ICS 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 was specified (see MMICS 

"" Feedback Coding Sheet in Appendix~D for wording of feedback items). Evaluations 
' # 

of Husband's and Wife's Communication S<ills were prepared for all subjects 
I • , • 

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

,. 

When giving couples instructional verbal feedback, behavioral marital therapists 
~ 

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

, Mathieu, 1977). Hence, the nUfllber of Ffcilitative items were equated for 

husband and wife, as were the ntm1ber of \~sruptiveJ' ems. 

Subjects were presented with the evaluations o,f th the husb~nd's and 

the wif~ 's communication skills • The Evalua t io,ns of Husband's and Wife's Commu-

. 
nication Skills forms contair:~d individualized. feedback for each spous

1
e, instruc-

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

,, 

I, 

' 
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accuracy of each feedback item. Having, been informed that the feedback evalu

ations were based on :heir behavior duzing the 10 mi,nute'discussion .sessfon, 

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 obs,ervers are ,highly accurate in coding interaction 

when allowed 1 hour to complete the ratings, it i,s important to evaluate how 

accurate coders are when they are rating behaviors as these are occurring. 
,,J 

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 since training in skills 
;' 

acq~isit,ion was not provided. Subjects were asked to evaluate the accuracy 

of each feedback item on a 10-point scal'e ~nd /'ere asked not to discuss thei'r 

ratings with ea~h other. 

Once _the feedback- accurau rat~ngs were cornpl~ted by both of them, 

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

All coupl~s were told to make use of whatever insight or info,rmaqon they had 

gained about their communication strengths and weakness-es. 
;I 

This discussion 

was also videQtaped and couples again completed the Self and Spouse Ratings of . . 
Discussi?n questionnaires, this time basing their answers on the second problem 

solving session. This task concluded the1•experimental phase of the.study and 

couples were debriefed. 

Debriefing. This pbase lasted between 15 and 60 minutes, and consisted 

of discussions ~bout the purpose of the stu4y and subjects' feelings about 

participation. Spouses in the No Video Placebo condition were shown one of 

the videotapes of th~mselves during a probl~m solving session. All couples 
I 

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

-
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During debriefing, the value of the information furnished by subjects in 
'l 

advancing ,scientific knowledge and in improving couple t:herapy was emphasized. 

Subjects who asked question~ about their own or their spouse's performance 

were told that the information available ·was instlfficient for such e,valuation. 

Typically, a general discussion of connnon cominunic;ation strengths and weaknesses 

'----.J 
ensued, and good problem solving an·q communication strategies were extensively 

discussed. At no time did the expex;:imente:r: comment on the communication 

' deficits of spouses, nor did she, take sides in any dispute. Couples .interested 

in therapy were furnished with a list of reputable, social service and hospital 

marital therapy agepcies in the city. l 
I 

Follow-up. Six months after their participation in the $tudy ,, all couples 

were mailed the fol~ow-up questionnaires 'described previously. If completed 

questionnaires were not received within one 'month of malling, couples were 

telephoned as a reminder. No other attempt to obtain follow-up information 

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

I 

couples and 1 wife,) • 

. ' 

. I 

--

II 
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Results 

Sample Characteristics 

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

comparisons of the means of the demographic variables showed no significant 

I 

pdifferences betw~en the 16 experimental groups in a) length of marri~ge, b) 

number of children_, c) age, d) education, e) Marital Adjustment Scale 

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

of Areas of Disagreement. The means and s tand4rd deviations of each of these 

I 

variables are P.resented in Table E .1 and the res,ults of the analyses in Table 

E. 2 (Appendix 
1
,~ • 

No significant di~ferenc~s were found between groups on the MMics· Produc

tive and Counterproductive category fr~quencies during the pre.Ltest discussion 

/ 
session. These freque1:1cies are expressed as 10 x rate per minute~ and are 

comprised of ·the sums of all behaviors observed in the eight codes defined a 

priori as Productive and of the eight defined as Co
0

unterproductive. (The 

composition of these categories is de'tailed in Table 1). Means and ~tc;mdard 

deviations of the Productive-and Counterproductive category behaviors appear 
•' '-

in Table E. 3 and the results of the two ANOVA cmnpa ri~ons a re presented in 

Table E.4. 

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

Rating and d) Spouse J:lating Scale scores, e) any of the Commu.nication Rating Scale 

i terns, or f) the number of Areas of· Di~agreement. Al thpugh, no sex difference 
I 

was found in MM:tCS Productive category behaviors, females emitted. sigmifi-

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

ii, ' 
[!(94) = 3.021, .£. (,01]. In order to better understand 

ce, t tests were performed on all individual codeJ. Category 
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.. 
and code-by-code pre-test frequencies as well .as t values are detai{ed in 

Table 3. When individual codes were examined, the only significant differences 

'\.. 
found between males and fema~s were that wives Complained (CP) [_!(94) =3 .669, 

.E.. (.001] and Criticized (CR) [_!(94)=2.642, .e. (.05] more than their husbands 
J , 

and they Accept~d Responsibility (AR) less often [_! (94)=2. 214, .E.. { ,05 J • There 

was also a tendency for wives to Agree (AG) with their husbands less frequently 

[_!(94)=1.890, .2.< ,07]., As these are a posteriori comparisons, and the o<.level 

is. affected by the number of tests done, caution should be exercised in i.nter

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 means and standard deviations of the 

experimental groups are presented in Table E.5. Pre- and post-test scores 
' 

~ I 

are expressed as 10 x rate per minute. A positive value on the ~hange scores 

indicates improvement in the Productive category whil~ a negative value 
' 

indicates improvement in the Counterpr?ductive category. 

As no pre-test group differences were found, further analyses were 

performed on change scores (post-test minus pre-test) to facilitate inter-
0 

pretation. Three-way [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Feedback)] between-groups 

ANOVA comparison~ were made on the Productive and on the Counterproductive 

category change scores. The results o,f these- comparisons, shown in Tabl~ E. 6, 
" 

indicate no significant main effects or :Interactions. 

), 
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Table 3 2. 

Means, Standard De~iations and t Values for Sex Differences in MMICS Categories and Codes 

Categories and Codes 

Productive-category 

-
) AG (Agreement) 

AP (Approvar} 
AR (Aceeptance of responsibility) 
CS (Compromise soluti~) 
HU (Humor/tension release} 
PA (Physical affection) 
PS (Positiva solution) -
VA (Verbal affection) 

Counterproductive category 

CP (Gomplaint) 
CR (Criticism.) 
DG (Disagreement) 
DR (Denial of responsibility) 
EX (Excuse) 
IN (Interrupt) 
PU (Put-down) 
TO (Turn-off) 

\ 

a 
Males 

M 

17.25 

3.81 
0.86 
3-52 
0.15 
0.46 
0.15 
8.25 
0.04 

32.73 

4.04 
9.17 
1.90 
5.96 
2.02 
8.79 
0.46 
0 .40 

SD -
9.21 

2.61 -.,-., ... 
..L•..LL 

3.25 
0.46 
0.80 
O.ttS 
6.83 
0.20 

14 .. 89 

3.44 
6.49 
2.36 
9 •. 56 
2.74 
5.26 
o. 87 
0.77 

Note •. Scores are expressed as 10 x rate per minute. 
a 

n =48 for each group. 
b - . . 

2 tailed t test.. df •94. 
12. <>07. - -
*.2. (,05. 

**.E. ( .01. 
***.E. "-. 001 . 

Females a 

M 

14.96 

2.92 
1.08 
2.27 
0.04 
0. 56 
0.65 
7.35 
0.08 

• 42. 94 

·7_94 
13.40 

1.96 
5.50 

~l. 77 
11.00 
0.96 
0.42 

10.26 

2. 36 
1.67 
2.17 
0.20 
o-.87 
3.76 
6.12 
0.40 

17.54 

6.39 
8.70 
2.25 
4. 57 
3.69 
6.96 
2.17 
i.07 

b 
t 

1.151 

1. 890.t 
o. 772 
2.214* 
1.431 
0.620 
0.917 
0.656 
0.,.632 

3.021** 

3.669*** 
2.642* 
0.134 
0. 296 
0.391 
1. 726 
1.-480 
0.110 

Sample 

M 

16.10 

3.37 
0.98 
2.90 
0.09 
0.51 
0.40 
7.80 
o· .. 06 

37.83 

5.99 
11. 28· 
1. 93 
5. 7'3 
1. 90 
9.90 
0.71 
0.41 

SD 

9. 76· 

2.51 
1.42 

' 2. 82 
0,36 
0.83 
2.70 
6.47 
0.32 

16 .98 

5.47 
7 .. 92 
2. 30 
7.46 
3 .. 24 
6.24 
1.6 7 
0.92 
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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 cafegory scores .. Three-way [2 (Gender) 'x 4 (Video) x 2 
I 

(Feedback)] bet~een groups ANOVA comparisons ~ere performed on post~test minus 
~ 

p~e-test.log scores. As is evident from Table E.7, which shows the means and 

standard deviations of these change scores, the log tr~nsfonnation reduced 

' the heterogeneity of cell variances. Nevertheless, there were no significant 
; 

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

Specifjc hypotheses were made concerning differences between self-viewfng 

and spouse-viewing subjects, as well as between those viewing themselves as a 

touple and those receiving the No Video Placebo treatment. Two separate ANOVA 

1 
tests comparing two video groups at a time were made; no significant.differences 

were }ound on these tests. 

Weinrott (1976)makes a stro·ng case for cumulating frequency data from 

observational codes only after the frequencies have been transformed to 
~ 

I 

standard(;_) scores. He argues, that the addition ~f frequencies bas~d on 

cpdes with different means and standard deviations is inappropriate, especially 

as some low freq~ency.positive (e.g. Compromise Solution) and n~gative behaviors 

"(e.g. Put-Down) may be especially impoftant. In accordance with his recommen

dations, standard (~) sco~e Producti~ and Counterproductive category totals, 
~ 

were computed by surraning the.! scores (calculated separately for each discussion) 

9f 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 
I 

and Counterproductive category~ scores. 1 Again, no significant main effects or 

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

E.9~ 
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Vincent (1973) found significant differences between happy and troubled 

couples when he used proportions in data analysis, while he did not find 

significant· differences when he e:i:camined rate per minute scores. In convert

ing rates per minute to proportions, ·both Jacobson (1977) and Vincent divided 

the frequency of each code by the total of all code frequencies. As the total 

includes a) the code which. is being proportioned and b) both positive and 

" negative codes, it may be both more leg:J-.timate and clinically meaningful 

to examine Productive : Counterproductive or Counterproductive 

proportions. 

Productive 

Two types of proportiops were, therefore, calculated. Following Vincent's 

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

comput~d. In addition, Productive : Counterproductive and Counterproductive 

~roductive proportions were also obtained. A~ there was no conceptual or 
"' 

empirical basis for selecting one or thr other of these two latter proportions, 
I 

both were examined in post hoc tests. 
I 

Post-test minus pre-test '"change scores were used in 3-way [ 2 (Gender) x 4 

(Video)· x 2 (Feeqback) l between-'groups ANOVA compariso~s on each of' these 

proportions. As indicated by the results in Tables E.10 and E.11, no signifi

cant main effects oir interactions were found on any of these four tests. 

In summary, the results reviewed above indicate that fln spite of the large 

variety .of ways in which the"tlata were analyzed, video and instructional verbal 

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

produc~ive category behaviors. , 

Effects of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each 

code. It was possible that videotape and feedback had differential ef~s 

on behav1ors in different codes, especially on non-verbal behaviors 

et al., 1973}, 

l 

and that pooling codes into super~rdinate categories 

(Ei~le.r~ 

may have 

I 



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

\ 

. ~ -•~-rj ': -- J. 

·1 

.. 
67 

cancelled out existing differences. Therefore, the effe-cts of video and of 

instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each of the 16 'individual cod~s 

were t=!xamined separa t·ely. Change scores based on natural log transformed 

frequencies ~ere 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 fot those codes in 

which significant differences were found. Table 4 shows the means and standard 

deviations and Table 5 presents the ANOVA results for t,he three negative codes 

•7 
(CR, EX, PU) ,'While Tables 6 and 7 contain this 1nfortn~tion for the two positive 

codes (AP, HU) . 

" 
A significant C (Feedback) main effect" was found in the PU (Put-Down) code; 

those who received verbal feedback improved more than those who did not receive 

it[!_(l,80)=6.255, .E..(.05]. Although no ot):ler significant ~ain effect~ wer~ 

found, significant A x B x C (Gender x Video x Fee9back) interactions were 

found in the CR (Critic ism) , EX (Exctiile), AP (Approval) , a~d HU (Humor /Tension 

Release) codes. Tests of simple effects were performed on the A x C (Gender 

:x Feedback~ means in each level of :6 (Video). 

In the CR code, tests of simple effect's showed a significant difference in 

B2 (Video Both) [f(l,80)=4.418, .£.(,05] a11d in B
4 

(No Video Placebo) [E(l,80)= 

5.872, .£.,(.05]. These interactions' are depicted in Figur~ 4. A further 

" . 
breakdown.of these in'teractions shows a significant C (Feedback) effect 'only 

for females (A2) in B4 (No Video P\~cebo), indicating that females who did not 

' 
receive feedback improved more than those who did [!.(l,80)=4. 766, .E. (.05) . 
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Table 4 
~ 

Means and Standard Deviations of Log 

Negative Code Change Scores 

/) 
(/ 

Code ,.;( 0 .,...,>-

CR (Criticism) EX (Excuse) PU (Put-Downt 

a 
Group M SD M SD M SD 

Males 

Video self 
Feedback yes -0. 42 2 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 -0.18\ 0. 627 
Feedback no -0.435 0. 784 -0.615 0 .64 7 0.414 0. 477 

Video both 
Feedback yes 0.023 0.827 -0. 305 0.86'9 -0.183 0.627 
Feedback no -0.348 0.678 o. 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 o. 742 0.414 0.648 

Females 

Video self 
~0.116 r Feedback yes 0.103 0.629 -0.048 0.656 o .·522 

Feedback no 0.333 0.386 -1.038 1.115 0.394 0.480 

"'0 Video spouse 
Feedback yes -0.43~ 0.622 ll..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 ·-9~320 0.783 0 .209 0.-99-7 -0.421 1.142 .,. 
Feedback no -0.145 0.442 -0. 440 0.996 0.078 0.995 

No video pla(::ebo 
Feedback yes, 0.551 0.697 -0 .116 0.522 0.183 0.298 

· Feedback no -0.432 0:404 -0.183 0.977 o. 231' . '0.896 

Note,. Negative" scores in~icate improvement. CodP frequencies were trans-

formed to- natural los~,cores bef~r~ difference scores were calculated. 
a C ' ' 

!!. = 6 for each group. 

\ e 
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e Table 5 

Analyses of Variance on Log Neg4tive Code c.hange Scores 

Source ~ DE MS I 

CR (Criticism) 

A (Gender) 0.8763 i . 0.8763 1. 4378 
B (Video) 0.2148 3 o.0716 0.1175 
C (Feedback) 0.06~ 1 0.0642 0.1053 
A x B 1.8224 3 0.6075 0 .996 7 
AxC 0.0846 1 0.0846 0.1388 
B x C 0,4448 3 0.1483 0.2433 

'~ 
A X B X C 6.6589 3 2.2196 3.641~* 
Error . 48. 7593 80 0.6095 

A .x C (Bl) .I 0.0265 )- 0.0265 0.0435 
A x C (B2) 2.6926 1 2 .69 26 4.4178* 

) A x C ()3 3) 0.4471 1 IO, 44 7 7 o. 734i 
' .,A x C (B 

4
) 3.5790 1 3 .5 790 5.872 * 

C (A B ) 1.6023 1 1.6023 2 .6'290 
C (A1B2 ) 1.nis 1 ],.1125 1. 8254 

,c (A 2B2) 0 .94.29 1 0.9429 1.5471 
; ..,oc (A1B4) 2.9050 l 2.9050 4.7662* 

2 4 48. 7S9,3 80 0.6095 
I 
\ Error /" 
' l 

\ 

EX (Excuse) 
.... 

A (Gender) 2.0924 1 2.0924 2.6337 
B (Video) 1.1242 3 0. 374 7 0.4717 
C (Feedback) 1.0389 l 1.0389 1. 3077 

\J Ax B 1.5959 3 0.5320 0.6696 
A x C tt,' 0.0183 1 0.0183 0.0210 
B ~ c'. ·) 1.2239 3 0.4080 0.5135 

I: ' 
Ax Bx C 8.2951 3 2.7650 3.4803* 

--~~~r-ror .. 63.5590 80 o. 7945 

~ ' ) A x C .('B
1

) 0.9564 1 0.9564 1.2038 " .. ~Tilt2) 
5 .0784 1 5.0784 6.3920* 

A x (B
3

) 2.2773 / 1 2.2773 , 2.8664 
A x C B

4
) 0.0014 1 • 0:0014 0.0017 

C (A
1

B
2

) 3.4777 1 3.4777 4.3772N 

C ~A2B2) 1. 7480 1 1. 7480 2. 2002 

~ f 
63 • .5590 80 o. 7945 

PU (Put-Down) 

A .(Gender) 0.0777 1 0¥0777 0.1721 
'( a. •(Video) , 1.0644 3 0.3548 · o. 7858 

C (nedback) 2. 8.239 1 2.8239 • c;,6.i!546* 

"' A X B 1-.0943 3 0.3648 0.8079 
\.. A .x C 0.1033 1 0.1033 0.2288 

B·1: <: 1.0190 3 0.339.7 0. 7524 
AallxC 2.71¥, 3 0.9045 2.~35 
lrror 36,1190 80 - ,_,) 0.4.515 ,-

' 
0 

* .2.<,0). 

'' j e= ,, 
Q 

,, 
.. J' i 

-·,. t - ~ I' ~ 

"" 
., 

.,,, ,:: ,/., . 
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Group 8 

Males 

Video, self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
;Feedback yes 

- Ft!edback no 

Video both 
,, 

, Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Table'6 

Means and Standard Deviations uf Log 

Positive Code Change Scores 

Code 

'AP (Approval) 

M SD 

HU (Humor) 

M 

., 

-0.462 1.043 
-0 .048 0.'454 

0.153 0.576 
-0.068 0,666 

-0.090 ' 0~843 
o_.)47 0,580 

\ 

" 

-0.048 
0.000 

-0.116 
-0.04,8•' 

-0 .116 ,. 
.J ~ .. 

0.567.' 

,No video placebo 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

)\ -
0.299 

-0.347 
0.825 
0.580 

0.048 
-0.414 

Females 

_Vi~eo self I I 
• 

Feedback yes 0.482 1.034 0.000 
Feedback no -0.105 0.848 o.~16 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
, Feedb.ack yes 

\ 
0".'116 0.681 -0-r 0.183 0.449 0.1 3 

.:.0.163 0.284 Q.1$3 
: Feedback no -0.183 o. 756 ·----0.211 

~ ~o video pla;ebo 
Feedback -y,es -0.376 1.145 -0.414 
Feedback no Ii 0.414 0.981 -0.116 

" 

70 

0.789 !ii 
·o .,438~ \ 

0.283 
0.117 

0.28_3 
1.052 

0.355 
0.477 

0.4;38 
0.283 

0.439 
0.44? 

0.448 
1.020, 

0.477 
0.283 

., 
" 

Note. Positive scores indicate improvement. Code frequenci~s were trQns-

for111ed to natural log ·scores before difference scores were calculated, , 
a 

n~ = 6 for each g~oup. 
,/ 

·. 
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Tnble 7 I ,e 
Analyses of Variance on Log Positive Code Change Scores I 

., 

: '! 

Source ss DF MS F -- C 

AP (Approva,l) 

A (Gender) 0.1228 1 0.1278 0. 2248 

B (Video) 0.2508 3 0.0836 0.1471, 

C (Feedback)' 0.0208 1 0.0208 0 .036 7 
Ax -B 1.67,73 3 0.5591 0.9835 
A x C 0.0265 1 0.0265 0.0466 
B x C 0.3503 3 '0 .1168 ~.2054 
A x B x C i-0006 3 1.6669 2.9322* • 
Error 4 .4778 80 0 :56.85 

A x C (Bl) 1. 5039 1 1. 5039 2.6454 
A x C (B2) 'o .1249 1 0.1249 0. 2196 
Ax C (B ) , 0.3121 1 0. 3121 0 .5491 

3 3 .0882 -1 3.0882 Qs. 4324* Ax C (B
4
). 

C (A
1

B 
4

) 1. 24S7 1 1. 2487 2 .196 7 
C (A2B) l!. 8707 1 "-.. 1. 8707 3. 2908 

Error 45.4778 80 0.5685 

HU (Humor) 

A (Gender) 0 .03.JO ,1 0.0330 ' O .1131 
B (Video) ,,J. 3976 3 0.4659 1. 5968 
C (Feedback) 0.1850'<( ,1 0.1850 0.6340 
AX B 0.4427,,, 3 0.1476 0. 5058 
A x C 0.0.003 1 0.0001 0.0012 
B x C 0.2769 3 0.0923 · 0. 3164 
Ax B x°C 2.7304 3 0.9101 - 3.1194* 

0 

23.3409 80 
l 

Errc;,r r 0.2918 
"' ---

Ax C (Bl) 0 ' 0.0069 1 0.0069 0.0235 
kxC (B2) Q,1166 1 0.1166 ()'. 399 7 
A x C (B

3
) .1. 7393 1 1. 7393 5.9616* 

Ax C (Jl
4

) 2.0085 1 2.0085 6.8841* 
C (A

1
B

3
) 1.3974 1 1. 3974 4. 7..896* 

C (A
2

_B
3

) 0.4665 , 
(J 1 0.4665 1.5989 

C (Al B4) 0.6403 1 0.6403 2.1947 
C (A

2
B

4
) o·. 2676 1 0.2676 0.9172 ,, 

Error 23.3409 80 -0.2918 e 
*£. ( .05. ' 

(. 
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I Ml\ LES ~-----, • 
fEMALES 0 o 

FEEDBACK YES FEEDBACK NO 

VIDEO SPOUSE 

I 
I 

l 

• 

----------.-f
FEEDBACK' ·YES FEEDBACK NO 

NO VIDEO PLACEBO 

" 

Fi~u~~ ·4. Gender-x Vipe~x Feedback interaction in natural 1 l?g CR (Criticism) 

code change scores. Neg~ti.ve scores ind
1

icate improvement. 
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In the EX code~ a significant Ax C interaction was found only in B
2 

(Video Spouse) [f(l,80)=6.392, .E_(.05]. The-means of this interaction are' 

presented in Figure 5. Simple effects were tested in each level of A (Gender); 

results i~dicat~ that males not given feedback improved more than those ~ho 1 

were given feedback [!_(l,80)=4.377, .E. (.05]. 

In the~ code, the Ax, C interaction was significant only in n
4 

(No 

Video Placebo) [!_(l,80)=5.432, .E. ~.05]. Males who were given feedback improv~d 

relative to thos~ who were not, while females who did not receive feedback 

improved relative to thos# 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 e
3 

JVideb Both) [!(1,80)= 

5.962, .E. <.05] and ·B
4 

(No Video Placebo)[!_(l,80)=6.884; .E_('.05]. The Ax Ginter-
' I 

action means are presented in 'Figure 7. In the Video0 Both '(B
3

) condit.ion, 

tests of simple effects in'A
1 

(Males) and A
2 

(Females) indicate that mal~s who 

did not receive feedback improved more than those who did [f(l,86)=4.790, 

£.<,05J, while no sigttificant different~ was found f0r fe~~les. Breaking down 

the Ax C interaction by gender in B4 (No Video Placebo) "revealed no significant 

differ enc es. 

The results detailed above indicate that on,ly one significant main effect 

was found in the 16 code-by-code comparisons. This main effect showed that 

subj,ects give~. instructional verbal feedb~ck decreased the number of Put-Downs 

they emitted compared tq subjects'not given feedback. .Siwit'icant 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 test~ and their~ 

posteriori nature, it is probably safe to conclude that, in general, video and 
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NO V1 DEO PLACEBO . 

Gender,x Video lt Feedback inter.irction in natural log EX (Excuse) 
' 

code change scores. Negative. scores indj ca te\ improvement. 
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.-------• 
0 0 

'0.. 

FEEDBACK YES FEEDBACK NO 

VIDEO. SPOUSE 

' FEEDBACK YES FEEDBACK NO 

NO VIDEO·PLA~EBO 

Figure 6. Gender x Video x Feedback interaction in n\tural log AP (Approval) 

code change scores. Positive scores indicate improvement. 
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i 
instructional verbal feedback do not have significant effects on either verbal 

o~ on non-verbal behaviors? 

Effects of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors targeted 

for treatment. In previous analyses, no differentia~ion was made between 

those behaviors of each subject which were targeted for treatment and those 

w~ich were not. As instructional verbal feedback concerning the specific 

communication strengths and weaknessess of each subject was prepared, the 
I 

effects of videotape ~nd of feedback on changes in these behaviors also were 

examined. 

~ Instructional verbal feedback in two categories (facilitative, Disruptive) 

was prepared for all subjects. However, only 50% 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 those who did,not receive feedback. 

The two feedback cat~gories (Facilitative and Disruptive) were each com-
1 

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

Skills, Appendix B). The Facilit~tive category included a) Positive Behaviors 

Frequent and b) Negative Behaviors Rare divisions; the Disruptive categ?ry was 

composed of c) Negative Behav~ors 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 behavioral codes in which feedback was given was equated for 

husband and wife in bot~ the Facilitative as well as in the Disruptive 

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

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

~" • iors than on infrequent ones, 4-way (3 between-groups, 1 repeated measure) ANOVA 
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comparisons [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Feedbac~) x 2 (~re/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 prov id~ feedback. The
1 

Ns 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 presented in 

Tables 8 and 9 and the results in Tables 10 and 11. Only interactions with 

the D (Pre/Post) fac~or pertain to the hypotheses. 

In the four,comparisons, only one significant interaction containing 
I· 

78 

the D factor was found. This was a D x C (Pre/Post x Fe~dback) interaction in 

the Positive Behaviors Rare division of the Disruptive category; subjects who 

were not given feedback improved relative to those who were giv~n feedback 

[!_(1,56)=4.t,96, £_(,05] ,' Test of simple effects were performed on the D means 

in each level of C. ~esults in c
1 

(Feedba.ck ·Yes) w_ere not significant while . 

th~se in c
2 

(Feedback No) show a significant improvement [f(l,56)=10,541, J::.( 

.011 • 

A significant A (Gender) main effect was also found in the Negative 
' . 

I 

Behaviors Frequent division [!_(1,72)=4.924, £_(,05]; females e~itted more 

negative behaviors than males. Significant D (Pre/Post) main effects were , 

found in the Negative Behaviors Rare, [f(l,56)=4.685, _E.(.05], Negative Behaviors 

Frequent [!_(1, 72)=5.662, £_(.05] and in the Positive Behaviors' Rare divisions 

[f(l,56)11::4,421, £_ (.OS]. J:'hes~ may reflect a regre~sion toward ,the mean, as 

rare 1behaviors. both negative and positive, increased from pre- to post-
1 
I 

testing while high fr~quency negative behaviors decreased. 

i, 



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

e 

e 

.;, 

79 
Tahle 8 

Means and Standard Deviations of Facilitative Category Belwvlors 

/ 

Facilitative Category 

a Positive Behaviors Frequent 
' b 

Negative Behaviofs Rare 

Group 

Males 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spous.e 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 

n 

6 
4 

5' 
3 

M 

10. 33 
10.50 

I 

15.40 
19.00 

Pre 

• 3 .391 

10.50 

15.60 
8.19 

" M 

6.50 
4.50 

8.00 
11.67 

3. 78 - 5 
2.38 4 

6.33 
7.37 

4 
6 

Feec;ll,ack yes 
Feedback no 

5 10.40 9.81 10.80 13.85 5 
6 10 • 6,7 6 .15 8. 6 7 7. 89 ,, 4 

No video placebo 
_Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Females 

Video self 
, Feedback yes 
Feedb,ack no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

3 
5 

6 
3 

4 
4 

4 
6 

No video placebo~ 
Feedback yes ~ 6 
Feedback no 6 

10. 33 
12.20 

23.17 
5.33 

11.25 
8.25 

6.50 
12 .oo 

13.50 
'7 .50 

3.79 
5.40 

35.52 
2.52 

10.40 
5.91 

8.58 
8.03 

9.31 
8.19 

11.00 
8.80 

12.33 
4.67 

16.75 
5.50 

10.50 
. 6. 50 

10.tn 
7.17 

7.81 
8.08 

14.95 
2.52 

12.26 
4.80 

7.94 
2 .95 

7 .31 
7.68 

5 
5 

4 
5 

4 
.s 

5 
4 

2 
5 

Pr,e Post 

M 

0.80 
5.25 

M 

1. 30 1.60 
3.40 4.25 

3.50 4.04 8.00 
2.33 3.83 3.67 

0. 89 
2. 22 

8.91 
7.55 

1. 80 J,...:1-9--~ •• 21 
2.00 2.83 2.50 3.11 

.6°. 80 6 . 30 , 7 . 60 
1.80 2.45 3.40 

2.00 
7.40 

4.25 
1.60 

1.60 
2.25 

4.00 
8.02 

2.06 
2.30 

3.58 
2.63 

2.75 
7 .60 

7.25 
4.60 

3.40 
2.50 

o.oo o~oo o.oo 
1.20 1.30 2.20 

6: 73 
1.95 

3.59 
6. 73 

10. 63 
5 .55 

6 .so 
3.32 

0.00 
2.6.8 

Note. The Ns are slightly different, as some subJec~s were given feedback in 

.only one of the,two divisions. Values are sums of 10 x rate per miri~te 

• sc'qres • 

. ImprovemPnt is indicated by higher post than pre values. 

b . ' 
Improvement is indicated ~y lower post than pre values. 
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,. Means and Stan1ard Deviatiorts of Disruptive Category Behaviors 

Disruptive Category 

Negative Behaviors Frequenta, 

Pre Post 

b 
Positive Behavior~ Rare 

Pre Post 

\ 

Group n M SD M SD n M M SD I 

Malrs 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Fe'.edback no 

Video· both 

, .. 

6 
6 

19.83 11.34 17.16 
11.67 7 .39 lo'.66 

9 .91 4 
9 .• 56 5 

2.75 
2.20 

5.50 
3.90 

4 18:75 6.85 17.00 15.19 ~ 0.40 -0.89 
4 27.25 8.26 20~50 17.79 6 1.83 1.94 

2.50 
5.40 

5.00 
5.27 

1.60 1.82 
3.17 4.40 

Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

6 27.33 25.07 16.00 20,96 5 
5 22.20 11.28 22.60 15.14 5 

3. 9 4 3. 60 4. 10 
1. 34·· 1 1. 40 1.6 7 

No video placebo 
Feedback ye~ , 6 
Feedback no 5 

14.17 12~95 12.83 
20.00 8.49 1~~60 

12.56 4 ' 2.25 
10.21 5 0.80 

4. so 1 2.50 
1.10 1.40 

3.79 
1.52 

Females 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

6 24 .so 
6 26.67 

19. 49 1"8. 66 
11.27 33.50 

10.09 5 3.00 
10,41 5 ; 1.20 

4.12 
1.30 

6 25.67 20.40 14.33 
6 34.50 25.85 33.83 

14.00 4 
22,. 76 4 

6 34.33 22.58 29.33 1.S.29 4 
1 24.17 13.35 21.00 13.97 4 

•, ',) 
4 15.25 7.93 22.75 17.67 _4 
6 2"~3'. 00 16. 31 18. 00 12. 41 3 

2. 25 3.·30 
2 .oo '2:'45 

1. 75 
3.50 

2.)6 
3.70 

1.50 3.00 
0.66 1.16 

"' / ' 

Note. Xne _!!s are slightly different, as some subjects were given • 

feedback in ,only one of the two divisions. Values are sums of 10 

x rate per minute score~._ 

a Improvement is indicated by lower post than pre values" 

b Improvement is indicated by higher post than pre values~ 

( 

, 

3.80 
3.20 

~.38 
4.32 

2. 75 5. ~o 
2.50 5 .oo 

0.50 0.58 
4.00 4. 97 

0 .so 1.00 
1.67 · 2 •. 89 
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Taple 10 r 
Analyses of Variance on' Facilitative Category Behaviors 

Source 

A (Gender) 
B (Video) 
C "(Feedback) 
AxB. 
A x C 
B x C 
AoXBX!= 
Error 

D (Pre/Post) 
D x A 
D x B 
D x C 
DxAxB> 

"DxAxC 
D x B x C 
DxAxBxC 
Error r--

I 
A QGender) 
B (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
A'x B' 
Axe 
B x C 
AxBxC 
Error 

D (Pre/Post) 
P,x A 
D x B 
D x C 
Dx-AxB 
D x A -x C 
DX B x C 
DxAxBxC: 

' Error 

* .e, (.OS. 

ss DF 

Positive behaviors frequent 

3.4922 
113.8750 

"302. 6-758 
185.0664 
392. 3438 
~01.1211 
235.8438 

8180.8398 

2•70. 7227 
25.8750 
96. 7109 
19.3906 

134:7148 
3.9258 

110.2930 
15,2. 2695 

6359.4297 

1 
3 
1 
3 ' 
1 
3 
3 

60 

1 
.1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
3 
3 

60'' 

Negative behaviors rare 

7.0737 
96.4678 

0.0476 ' 
151. 2266 
32. 3040 

249.6069 
52. 2212 

1929. 9424 

' 49.6160 
0.0588 

, 39.6467 
4.1133 
1.8296 
1.5044 
7 .0139 
5.8Z25 

~593.0103 

1 
,_' ~ 3 

1 
3 
1 
3 
3 ' 

56 

1 
1 
3 
1 
3 

,1 
3 
3 

56 
~ 

MS 

3,.4922 
37.9583 

302 .6758 
61.6888' 

392. 3438 
67 .0404 
78.6146 

136.3473 

27--0.7227 
25.8750 
32.2370 
19. 3906 
44.9049 

, ~.9258 
36 .,7.643 
50. 7565 

105 .9905 

7~0737 
32d559 

0.0476 
so·.4oss 
32.3040 
83,.2023 
17 .4071 
14.4633 

49. 6160 
0.€1588 

13.2156 
4 .1133 
0.6099 
1.5044 
2. 3380 
1.9408 

10.5895 

\ 
\ 

F 

0.0256 
0.2?84 
2. 2199 
0.4524 
2.8775 
0. 4917 
0.5766 

2.5542 
0.2441 
0.3042 
0.1830 
0.4237 
o. 0370 
p.3469 
0.4789 

/' 0 .2053 
0.93'31 
0.0014 
1. 4627 
o. 9373 
2.4142 
0~'5051 

4. 6854*. 
0.0056 
l.248'0 
0.3884 
o.q576 
0.1421 
0.2208 
0.1833 

81 

( 

• 
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,e \, Table 11 

Analyses of Variance on Disruptive Category Behaviors 

" 

Source ss DF MS F 

Nega,t:ive behaviors frequent 

A (Gen~er) 2025.422 ,, 1 ,/ 2025.422 4.924* 
B (Video) 1107 .629 

J 

·3 369.209 CO ,898 • 
C (Feedback) 313. 262 \ 1 313. 262 0. 762 
A X B 272.938 3 90.979 0 .221 
A x C 117 .102 1 117.102 0 .285 
B :x C 1153.500 3 384.500 0 .935 
Ax Bx C 1075 .047 ~· 3 358.349 0.871 
Er;or 29618.~90 72 411. 369 

" 

D (Pre/Post) 410. 652 1 410.652 5.662* 
~ 

' 
D xA 6.371 1 6. 371 ,b O .088 
D X B 159 .184 3 53.0.6lr o. 732 
D X C 

,I( 32. 848 1 32.848 ~ 0 .453 
D x AX B 23. 793 3 7.931 ' . 0 .109 
D xAxC 0. 29 7 · 1 0.297 0.004 
D X .BX C 501,504 C 3 167 .,168 2 .305 
D xAxB x C 45g. 855 3 153.285, 2 .114 

' E.rror 5221.930 72 72.527. 

P~sitive behaviors rare 

A (Gender) 0.,358 1 o.a5s 0.017 
B (Video) '45,653 3 15. 2i8 o. 714 
C . (Feedback) 0·.002 1 0.002 0.000 
Ax B 8.303 3 2 ... 768 _o .130 ~ 

·AX C 4.119 1 4.119 0.193 
• B x C 6.043 3 2.014 0 .094 , . 

,A x BX C , 

1

86.673 3 28.891 1.355 
1Error 1194.049 56 ,21. 3~2 

D (Pre/Post) 13 .111 .1 . o 13.1,11 4. 421* r 
DX A 1.ss·a 1 .1.~58 0.627 '.\_ 
D x B 12.652 · 3 4.217 1.422., 

' 0 

D :x C 
I> 13.928 1 13.928 4.-696* 

DxAxB 0.598_ 3- 0.199 0.067 
~ 

DxAxC o.oos" 1 0.005 - 0.002 
D x B x· C 6•.071 3 2.014 0.682 
D x ~x B X C 4.434 3 1.478 0.498 " 

\\, 

lh016 
1

o 

.P 

e D (C
1

) o._016 1 0.005 
D (C

2
) 31.265 1 .ai. }i6s. 10.541*! ·-Error 166~092 56 '2. 66 , 

' ' 

* E. (.OS." 0 J 

JI' 

"· ** E.(.01. 
..o.---

\ .. \ "' 
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As in the previous analyses frequencies witb,difJer~nt m~ns and 

standard deviatiors.were summe~ in e,ach division,. the same four ANOVA. compari

sons also were made using standard (_;) scores. Only significant D (Pre/Post) 

main effects were found: one in the Positive Behaviors Frequent division 

[!(1·,60)=4.185, £.<,05), indicating that subjects emitted few~r positivi behaviors 
• I 

on the post-test than on the pre-test, and one:in the Negative Behaviors 
II 

Frequent division [!(1,72)=4,136, £.<·~51., also indicating lower frequencies· 

at post-testing t~an at pre-testing. No other significant main effects or 

interactions were found using the !. score
1
'dat~. 

Only one pertinent significant relationship was found in the above analyses 
f> I' w ' ,,... !Sdf"1' 

on behaviors targeted for treatment, and even this one disappeared wh~n a z 

score transformation was made; all other significant main effects concerned 

means which were $untmed over experimental group~. These result~ suggest that 

video playback ~hd instructional verbal feedback were not effective ,in altering 

behaviors targeted for treatment. 
, 

Relationships between Productive and Counterproductive behaviors. Correla-

' ' I 
tions between hubands'.and wives' pre-,andpost-test Productive and Counter-, 

I 

productive c~te'gory r_ate -Per minute scores wer!:!, computed. Inspection of the l'ea!'.son 

product-moment correlation coefficients in Table 12 indicates that the strongest 

rebtionship, obtained are those between pr~~ and post-test Producti1?e behaviors 

an~ those between pre-and post-test ~ounterproductive behaviors. The Productive 

behaviors of husbands and wives are also highly correlated, as are their 

Counterproductive ~nes. 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. 

f I 

1-

i 
I 

l 

I 
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' Table 12 
, i,. I 

Pearson Produ .. -·M>ment Correlation Coefficients: ,Rela;tio,nships 

Between Producttve and Counterproductive Category Behaviors 

( 

Males Females 

Pre Post Pre Post 

0 

'Variables Prod. Counter. Prod0
, Counter. Prod. Counter. Prod. 

Males 

Pre-test 

Productive 
Counterproductive/ 

Post-test 

-.087 +·.479*** +,051 +.2291- -.1n +.273*. 
+,075 +.641*** +.106 +.497**~ +.048 

. 84 

Counter. 

-.091 
+.489*** 

" Productive 
Counterproductive 

-.070 +.182 
-.022 

-.069 +.471*** -,181 
+,46i***'+,129 +.532*** 

Females 

Pre-test I 
Productive I -.212-1 +,306* - .109 · 
Counterproductive 

! 
-.039 +, 715*** 

'· 

Post-test 

Productive -.23lf J 

Counterprodu_ctive "\ 

• ~· df -= 94. Correlations are based on fate per minute scores. 

, f ~ (.,10 

** 

*** 

.2. (.05 

.2. (.01 

.2. (,001 

,! 

,, ' 

-r 

I 

1 · 
I 

' l 
' 

i ' 
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Perceptions 

Own and spouse's typical behaviors.- To assess differences between percep-
. . 

tions of the typical behaviors of ~neself and one's spouse, subjects'' Self 

Rating Scale and Spouse Rating Scale scores were eaeh summed, Negative items 

were reversed so that a higher sum indicates a more favorable evaluation, 

Preliminary analyses revealed no significant sex-differences, so the scores 
) 

were analyzed using a 1-way (repeated mea~ures) ANOVA comparison (2 (Self/ 

Spouse) J •• •lfhe means and atandard devi~tions for this analysis are presented 

in Table 13 and the results in Table 14 • I 

Table 13 .. 
Means and Standard Deviations of Self and Spouse Perceptions 

,. 
During ~ypical Disagreements 

Object of Rating 

,. 

' ' 

a Group 

Whole sample 

' Self 

M 

76.521 

Spouse· 

SD _, M 

15.038 63.594 22.497 

~· The higher 'the value, the more positive the evalu;tion, 144 is the 

·highest possible score. 
a 

.!1 = 96 for the whole sample. 

' ...... 

f. . 
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Table 14. 
~ 

\ 
Analysis of Variance orl Self and Spouse Perceptions 

Source · 

A (Self/Spouse) 
Error 

Ir .J!. ( .001. 

During Typical Disagreements 

ss 

8021.0977 
20013.0859 

DF 

1 
95 

MS 

8021.0977 
· 210.6641 

F 

38.0753* 

Subjects perceive.d their sp-ouse as significantly less skilled tpan them-· . 

selves at communication during typical disagreements [!_(l,95)=38.075, .E. < .001). 

Furthermo.re?- the Self Rating scores Qf 69 subjects (72%) were higher than theit 

Spouse Rating scores. Only 24 subjects (25%) evaluated themselves less 

favorably than they evaluated their partner, while 3 (37.i rated themselves and 

their partner as being equally skilled. When the three subtects whose Self 

Rating and Spouse Rating Scale scores were equal are excluded from consideration, 
• ,<Jl ... ,, -

• onlY. 50% of the remaining subjects would be expected to evaluate themselves 

mo~e favorab~y than their spouse. 
2 AX test of goodness-of-fit indicates that 

the observed fr,equencies are significan1:ly different from those expected by 

. 2( chance [! l)a21. 77, .E. < .,001). 

Effects of video viewing on self and spouse perceptions. It was _hypoth

esized that vide? viewing would affect percepti~ns 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 be~ween

groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 

lelf/Spouse) x 2 (Before/After) I was made. Means· a~d standard deviations 

used in'this analysis are presented in Table 15,and the results in Table 16 . 
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Table 15 

( Means and Standard Deviat!ons of Self and Spouse Perceptions 
,/ 

Before and After Video Viewing 

Obj~ct of Rating 
1 
i 
! 

" $ Self Spouse 

1 ' i Before After- Before After t, • 
,_ 

~- a 
f Group !! SD " M SD M SD M _SD 

I 

Video'self 

Males , 83.67 18.25 85.92 18.47 79.08 26.29 75.75 25.57 
Females 77 .17 19.35 72.92 18.53 74,92- 27.65 75.17 25.04 

.Video spouse 

• Males 72. 25 18.60 74.83 22.10 71.83 15. 74 63.08 14.78 I c 
' Females ',(11 19.40 70.58 17.~9 64.50 24.67 64. 33 24.54 t 
r, 

I 
! 

Video both ,, 
f 

l Males 85.08 14.95 85.00 17 .06 75.50 26. 36 69.50 26.06 
Females 17, 33 12.95 79 ,'58 15.76 73.25 23.99 73.92 25.06 . 

No video placebo 

~les 82.50 18.29 84.'17 17.73 75.33 24.80 78.25 25.23 
Females 77.'83 20.43 I 75,00 21.52 75.17 25 .47 72 .67 26.53 

~· The higher the score the more favorable the evaluation. Maximum score is 

144. 
a 12 Jor each group • .!!. = 

I 
I 

' r 
I 
i 

' { 

l 
l • I 
j 

,() I 

• 
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Table 16 

Analysis of Variance on Self a?d Spouse Perceptions, 

Before and After ,Video Viewing 

Source ..§.[, . JJ'l , MS 

, . -:----.... _7-
A (Gender) ;1746.6875 1 1746.6875 

, B (Video) 5689.3750 3 1896.,4583 
A,x B 162.0000 3 54.0000 
Error 123904.937 88 1408,0105 

C (Self/Spouse) 3088.2930 1 3088.2930 
C x A 582.6133 1 582.6133 
C x B 347.8047 3 115.9349 
C X AX B 196. 7266 3 65.5755 
Error 29662.5742 88 337.0747 

D (Before/After) 72.6250 1 72.6250 
DxA 4.8125 1 4.8125 
D x B 18.21·34 3 6.0912 
D x Ax B 359.4531 3 119.8177 
Error 5731.0078 88 65.1251 

C x D 148.7500 1 148.7500 
C X D x A ·202.7070 " 1 202.7070 
C x D x B 191.3945 3 63. 7982 
CxDxAxB 121. 8164 3 40~6055 
Error 5455 .5039 88 61.994~ 

, 

* .E. ,<. .01. 
,, 

I 

.r 

1. 2405 
l.'3469 
0.038/+ 

9.1620* 
h 7284 
0.3439 ,, 
0.1945 

1,1152 
0.0739 
0.0935 
1.8398 

2. 3994 
~ 3·.2698 

1.0291 
0.6550 

, 

88 

/!I,, 

• 

: 
I I . 
r 

' . ' 

' ' 

' 
l 
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Only a significait C (Self/Spouse) main effect was found [f(l,88)=9.162, 
' ! 

£. <.O'l], indicating that subjects evaluated their own behiviors during the 

disc~ssions more favorably than those ~f their partner. this finding replicates, 

in a different contexti the results found when perceptibns of typical disagree-, 

ments were examined • 

Specific hypotheses were made concerning differences between self-viewing 

and spouse-viewing subjec~s. as well as between those who viewed themselves 

as,a couple and those who received the No Video Placebo treatment. Post hoc 

tests comparing two video groups at a time were made; no significant main 
~) 

( 
t 

I -

effects or interactions were found. 

Effects of video viewing on perceptual ac~uracy. In order to assess the 

effects of video viewing on perceptual accuracy, subjects' before and after 

video Self Rating of Discussion and Spouse Rating of Discussion questionnaire 
! 

' scores were subtracted from their own and their partner's Marital Interaction 

Rating Scale (MIRS) scores. (The MIRS was completed by trained observers 

and is identical to. the questionnaires completed by the subjects, except 

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 measure~) ANOVA 
! 

comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Se~f/Spouse) x 2 (Before/After)J. The -/means and standard deviations of these diffe~ence scores ~re presented in 
I 

Table 17 and the results of the analysis in Table 18. 
J 

There were no significant interactions. Only a significant C (Self/Spouse) 

main effect ~aS found (!{l,88)c:8,265 1 .£ <':.,Ql] I indicating that SUbjeCtS rated. 

their partner's connnunication 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 
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Table 17 

Means and Standard Deviations of Perceptual Accuracy Scores 

Before and After Video Viewing 

Object of Rating 

'Self Spouse 

90 

a B~fg;ce /if tet ~dQili: Att~a; 
R • Group M fil!, M ,S.12, M fill SD 

Video self 

-,Males -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 

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 .so 16.90 - 6.42 24.19 - 9. 33 24.83 
Females - 8,92 18.12 - 6.08 20.09 - 8.5b 25.22 - 6 .oo 26 .83 . 

Note. Scores are the diff'erence between observers' and subjects:;' ratings 

of communication effectivenesg, The smaller the absolute discrepan~y, the 

higher the accuracy. A negative sign i~dicates that subjects' ratings 
' 

.. 
were more favorable than obse(vers' f while a positive sign indicates 

that, observers' 'rat.ings were 'more' f~vorable. 
a !!. R 12 for each group. 

,e 

i ,, 
j 

• 

1 
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Table 18 91 , 

C Analysie of Vpriance on Perceptual Accuracy Scores I">' 

Before .and After Video Viewing 

Source ss DF MS 
·f 

F 

A (Gender) '1908.1250 1 1906.1250 1.5798 
B (~deo) 3811.1250 3 1270.3750 1.0518 
Ax B 211.5625 3 70.5208 0.0584 
Error '' '"l.t 

106291.000 88 1207.8521 

C (Self /Spouse) 3185.4375 ' 1 3185.4375 8.2653* 
C x A 536. 7578 1 536. 7578 1.3927 
C x B 259.1875 3 86.3958 0.2242 
C x Ax B 1879 .6602 3 ,. 626.5532 1.6257' 
Error 33915.1250 88 385.3989 

D (Before/After) 108.3711 1 108.3711 1.6554 
DxA 16.6641 1 16 .6641 0.2546 
D x B 36.0820 3 12.0273 0,1837 
DX AX B 351.3672 3 117 ,1224 1. 7891 • 
Error 5760.9141 88 65.4649 

v . 
C x D 184.2578 1 - . 184. 25 78 2.6650 
C x DX A 243.8398 1 243,8398 3. 5267 

\ CxDxB ~ 297 .8516 3 99.2838 1.4360 
CxDxAxB ll0.0234 3 36.6745 0.5304 
Error 6084.3945 ·88 69,)408 

* ~ (.01. 

I 
I 

, ' 

i 

() 
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C observers were generaxly lower than those made·by subjects, while su~jects' 

ratings of theil spouse were also generally less favorable than their evalua-
1 • ,, 

tions of themselves. The ~ffects of gender, video and feedback on perceptual 

accuracy after the,second discussion also were examined. Again, only a 

~ignificant Self/Spouse main effect was found [!_(1,80)=7. 739, .E. I... .OlJ. 

Relationships between perceptions anct 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 Discussion),,b) 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 Mt-lICS coding syst~m. As 

is evident from Table 19, the highest correlations were found between observers' 

ratings on two different measures. Observer ratings based on the MIRS 

correlate positively with Productive catfgory MMIC5 scores ,(Males: .£(94)= 

+,564, E. (.001; _females: .E_(94)=.t54l3, · .E. ( .001) and negatively with Counter-

' 
productive 'category MMICS scores ~[Hales: £(94)=-.612, £.

1

,(.001; Females: £(94)= 

-.687, .E. < .001). These significant correlations indicate that the single 

i,~1 value obtained on the 'MlRS is closelr related to both the Productive and the 

Counterproductive MMICS·ca~egory scores, 

Although these relationships are somewhat weaker, the ratings of one's 

own communication skills and the ratings of these skills by one's spouse 

are also significantl~ correlated (Males: .E_(94)=+.305, 12. z,05; Females: .E_(94)= 

+.333, .E. (.01]. Subjects' and observers' ratings of the same behaviors appear 

to be independent. 

----------------== ... :.::-;,.;_· .:..:.:·' -:.=~~ -· ,. -- . ..._ _ __...._._._____~~ 

l 
l 

l 
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Table 19 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients: 

Relationships Between Perceptions and Behaviors 

a 
Ratings 

macs 

93 

. " a· 
R,atihgs 
' 

By Spouses By Observers Productive ,Counterproductive 

4 Ratings of Self 
by 

Males 
Females 

Ratings by Spouses 
of 

Males 
•Females 

RatingstbY Observers 
of 

Males 
Females 

+.305* 
+.333** 

+.230 
+.079 

+.153 
·+.062 

+.258* 
-.085 

+,197 
+,152 

<~I 

+,564*** 
+.548*** 

rfl 

+,029 
+.055 

+.054 
-.045 

-.612*** 
-.687*** 

Note. df•94, All scores used in computing correlation coefficients 

were based on the 'first discussion. 

'\ralues used in computing correlat,j.on coeffi,cien.ts were 10 x rate , 

per minute for the MMICS,and summ'd Self Rating, Spouse Rating,and Marital 

Interaction Rating Seal~ scores. 

~ .2. ( .05. 

** .2. < .01. 

*** .E. ,.001. 

, 
' ·~ I 

I 
I 

f 
i' 

I 

-~, r-· -~-- --- _ _._. ~ -~--
- _.._._____ 

l 
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Relationships between self and spouse perceptions. 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 , 

laboratory. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients indicate that 

self perceptions [!,_(190)•+.305, 1< .01] and spouse perceptions [!_(190)-=+.493, 

.e, < .001] a,re significantly correlated. The relationships between subjects' 

ratings of behaviors during typical disagreements 6 months apart also were 

examined. Subjects' perceptions of _their own communicatiot). skills,obtained 

during the orientation phase of the study' (Self Rating Scale) ,correlate 

significantly with their percep~ions 6 months later (Self Rating at Fol,low-Up) 

[!,(96)=+,429, .E..< .001]; this is also true of subjects' perceptions of their 

, spouse's skills, which appear to be even more consistent across time [_!:(96)= 

+.679, .E.< .001). 

Attributd.ons 

Trait attributions. In order to test predictions concerning self/other 

'and self-serving biases in trait attributions, the number and. so~ial desirability 

of traits assigped to oneself and to one's spouse on the Checklists of Person~l

ity Traits Influencing Arguments were analyzed using 3-way (1 between-groups, 

2 repeated measures) ANOVA comparisons (2 (Gender) x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2 ,, 

(Causing/Preventing arguments) J • 
. 

Table E.12 (Appendix E) presents the means and standard deviations of the 

number of favorable and unfavorable traits assigned to oneself and to one's 

" 
partner, while Table E .13 details the results of the analysis, Although there 

was a tendency for subjects to choose m'ore traits which 'prevent arguments 

' '' 

\ 

1 

6 



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

8 

I 

fl 

. ~ 
95 , 

than traits which cause the!D (f(l,94)a:3,863, .E. (.06), there were no signifi

cant main effects or interactions in this comparison. 
I 

The sums of the soc:l.,al desirability ratings of those five. traits which 

subjects· judged to be most ~mportant on each of the four checklists (Own.Traits 
,, ' 

Causing, 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 (19~8) findings, and are detailed ·in 

Appendix A. Thirte~ subjects had to be dropped from this analysis due to 

missing data. 
. ~ 

The means and standard deviations of the social desirability. 

rat~ngs appear in Table 20 and the test results in Table 21. Pooled error 

terms and a Satterthwaite approximation to the degrees of freedom were. used 

when testing simple effects (Win~r, 1971). 

Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviations of Social Dea_irability 

Ratings of Traits Influencing Arguments 

Object of Rating 

Causing Prev0iJ1ting Causing Preventing 

Group 
a 

M SD M SD M SD n 

Males 40 900. 78 97 .16 2280.}D 139. 9 7 883.98 119. 69 2337.35 167.75 
l, 

Females 43 898.5'1. 101.93 p36 .4o 150 .19 840. 77 100 .97 2330.58 153-.45 
' 9 

Note. Values are based on the sum of the five traits rated most important J.n each .. 
category. The larger the score, the more socially desirable the trait. 

8
The ns are sligntly different as some sub.jccts had to be dropped due t11 missing 

data. 

;' 
) 

,___./ 

') 

f 
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Table 21 

of'Variance on Soclal Desirability Ratings of 

• 

\ , _______ .___~T.;;.ra;;;.:i_t;;.;;s~~~nf;;;.,;1;;...u;;_e_n_c __ in_,g...__A.....;r...,.g.__\lll\_e_n_t_s_-_________ ---.-
, ' ,. / .. ,/ 

-
Source . ss 

~ (Gender) 61.000 
Error 13'90829 .ooo 

B (Own/Spouse's) 2911.000 
BX~-. 5S398 .ooo 
Error · 1274551.000 

-
C (Cause/Prevent) 171943408.000 
C x A ,-.)46164.000 
'Error n43967 .ooo 

' ' ' 

Bx C 81441.938 
Bx C x A 

,f'' 

~C?J9.b63 
Error 784078.187 

B (C
1

) 59963~9QO 

B (~'f • 24483.300 
Erro ' 

__ , 
I 

--

DF 

1 
1 C 

,, 81 
'; 

61.000 
17170~ 7-,27 

" 
2911.000' 

55398.000 
15735,195 

1 171943408.000' 
1 46164.000 

81 r, ~4'68. 121 

1 
1 

81 

1 
1 

153 

81441.938 
2399.06l 

,9679.977 

59%3.900 
24483.300 

,iz.707 .588 

0,004 

0.185, 
3.521 I 

/ ,,,, 

6496, 09 4*** 
1. 744 

8.413** 
0,248 , 

f 

'" 
' 

4. 719* --, 
1.927 

96 

... ,f' 0 

'Note. 'Pooled e:_ror. terms' and a S~tt~rthwait,e apprqdt!?ation to t~e degrees of 

freedom were used when testing simple effects (Winer, 1971), 

'•!{ 
\ ' 

I 0 ) ,.. .. -;. . .,. _...-

* .E. ..(. 05 • ! 1
, ;.'. 

** £.L..,01. 

*** 1'£. .(. .001. 

~-
. 

'·,· f 
,,., 

As expected; the traits 'which pr~verit arguments are more socially deUrable 
, . . - /! ' -

tha,?"those·which cause them [!(1,81)•6496.094, ·..2.lOOlJ. A ~ignificam: Bx C 

' 
l(Own/Spou'se's) x (Cause/Prevent)]. interaction also was· found [F(l,81)•8,413,·. 

' -:,:,' f1 - ' .. ' 
..e. (.01); this interaction can be seen clearly in F~gure 8, Tests of simple 

. ~ "' 0 .... 

'effects pel:formed on the B factor in each level of C showed a significant, 

~ifference only in c
1 

(Cause). The means indicate that one's own negative 

tr~its ,a're-more soci;hy ~esii:able ·than·Ol!-~'s: spouse's· negative trait~ 

[!_( 1 ,153)11:4. 719, £. (.O~J. 

'' I 
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Figure 8. Social desit:ability ratings of own and spouse's traits influencing 
' '/ 

arguments. The larger the score, t::he · mor~ socially desirable 

the, trait. 

, · Causal attributions for own and spouse'.s behaviors. To tes.t- tlie self/other 
,1' 

aspect· of the Jones and Nisb'et.t (1972) hypothesis,_ subjects' attributions about 
\j G { • 

the causes of their own and their spouse's behaviors during typical disagree-
-;:., 

ment~ were 'examined.'. 'Xhe importance-of three types of causal attributions were 

evaluated by subjects: a) personality of the Emitter of the behavior, b) 
,, 

perso~ality Qf the Other person (spouse of ~he emitter) and c) nature of the' 

Topic, 

i I 
• I 
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In order to examine the possibility of self-serving l:iias (Bradley, 1978; 

I 
D. Miller & Ross, 1975), subjects' attributions concerning th'e causes of 

their own and their spouse's. FacilitativE! and Disruptive behaviors were . 

considered separately; this was done by collapsing each iO-point perception 

1 of behavior item on the Self and Spouse Rating Scales irtto binary form. 
~ ~ ' 

{.}_ /, 

'Frequent positive behaviors and rare negative ones were both' considered to be ,,. ,i' 

Facilitative. Conversely, frequent negative and rare positive behaviors 

were ,both considered to be Disruptive. The importance ratings oC each of the 

three causal attribution items following all Facil.itative ratings were'averaged 

on the Self and on the Spouse Rating Scales, and constituted the three causal 

attribut;ion scores for one's own and for one's 'Spouse's Facilitative behaviors. 

Causal attribution scor~s for Disruptj.ve behaviors were computed 'in the same 

way. The means anp. standard deviations of these causal attribution scores 
I 

are· presented in '.J;'ab1e 22. The higher the score, the greater the importance 

,of the causal attribution i]dicated. 

A 4-way (1 between-gro ps, 3 repeated measµres) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) 

x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2 (Fae litative/Disruptive) x 3 (Attribution)] was made on 
< 

these scores, , The results of this an~lysis are presented in Table 23. Conser

vative dE?grees of freedom were used in reporting .E. values when~ver a within-cell 

source of.variation was tested (Winer, 1971). 

A significant A (-Gender) main effect [!.(1, 93)=6 .104.,- .2. ( .OS] indic~tes sex 

differences in response bias, with femal(;!s making higher rat:f:_ngs than males. A 

significant D (Attribution) main effect also v1-as found '[£.(conservative 1, 93)= 

71. 305, ..2. ( .001}. The Tukey hsd test was used to examine differences between 

the means of attributions to the Emitter of b~havior, the Other person;· and the 

' 0 
nature of the Topic • .Q. values (!"'3, df-=186) can be found in Table 24. Test 

V I 
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Table 22 

Means and Standard Deviations of Causal Attributions 

' L , -
0 .Behaviors 

Own Spouse's 

Facili tat!Y-L __ Disruptive Facilitative Disruptive 
' 

Attributions to M SD M '"'\' SD 
"""'-

M SD M 

Personality of Emitter 
by (-" • Males b 6,96 1.26 6.93 1.32 . 6.98 1. 24 7.31 

Females 7.16. 1.17 7.02 1.62 7.16 1.28 7.49 

Per,sonality of Other 
by 

Males 5.66 J.63 5.57 1. 77 4.89 1.97 5.38 
Females 6,22 1. 33 6.14 1.56 6.02 1.57 5,97 

Nature of Topic 
by. 

Males 4,59 2. --14 4. 77 1.99 4.87 2.16 4.49 
Females 5.07 1.96 5.51 2.06' 4.94 1.82 ,4,92 

__, 

Note. The higher the score the greater the import:ance of the attribution. 

score = 9. 
. a 

n = 47. One subject was d_ropped due to missing data, 
'b-. 

n .. 48. 

; J 

~"' ... ~ ,. 
~~; .~~ 

' . 

, ' 

SD 

1.16 
1.16 -

tti'• 
' : 

1.45 
1.57 

2.14 
2.19 

" 
Maximun 

" 

\ 
': 
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tl' e Table 2J 

'r:, Analyah of Vartance on Causal Attributions ' .,.,_"f, 

i ! 
.itl 
•t 

Source ss £!. ~ F 

1 ~ 

A (Gend~r) 53,694 1 53.694 6 .1041, 
h' ,Error 818,126 93 8. 797 i ~\.1.- .~ :i:· B (Own/Spouse's) ,2.722 l 2. 722 l,. 473 

,i,ti,.'7 

' ~ 
1 ... ,t Bx A 0.009 1 0.009 0.005 ,1 ~« 
t5~ Euor 171.910 9.3 1.848 -,., 
;l,; C (Facil. /D1arupt.) 1.802 l 1.802 1.517. 
,. C x A 0.006 l 0.000 0.000 .. 
. \ Errot 110,506 93 1,186 ')~ -~ (> 

BX C 0.346 l 0.346 0 .J42 ~;n 
Bx C x A 0.270 1 0,270 0.267 
Error 94,038 93 1.011 " 

I D' ("',ttribution) 965.606 2 482. 803 71. 305"'"* 
D X A 14.327 2 7.164 1.058 
Error 1259 .398 186 6. 771 . 

Bx D 15,331 2 7,666 4. 381• ,: 

B X DX A 5.216 2 2.608 1:490 
Error 325,480 186 1. 750 

C x D 0.259 2 0.130 0 .123 
C X D x A 3,905 2 1.953 1.855 
Error. 19S.793 1.86 LOSJ 

BxCxD 12.117 2 6.058 5.911),\ 
B x C x D xA 1.668 2 0.834 J o:a1J 
Error 190 .678 186 1.025 

' 
~ B (D1) 4.514 1 4.514 2. 532 
'!Jn B (D

2
) 10. 4 72 l 0" 10. 472 5. 873• ..... ~ 

• 
B (Di 3.042 . 1 3.042 1. 706 
Erro 279 1. 783 

4 .o6A• 
• I 

B x C (D
1

) 4,150 1 4.150 
B X C (D

2
) 2.109 l 2.109 2.068 

B x C CD3) 6.177 l 6.177 6 .056• 
Error\ 27J ' ,.1.020 

B (Cl 01) 0.004 1 0.004 0.003 
B {C2Dl) 8.66i 1 8.661 6.662*' 
B (C~3}. o'.274 1 0.274 o. 211 
B (C2 J) 8.947 1 8.947 6.'882** , 
Enor, 256 1.300 * 
~. Conservative degrees of freedom were 'u8ed in reporting E_ values 

whenever a vith,tn-Ci!ll source of variation was tested (Winer, 19 71) • 

* l?. (.05. -
. __, 

** l?. {,01. 

*** l?. <.001. 

·., 

I 
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results show that &ttributions to the Emitter are higher than to the Other 
} 

(,E. (,01), which, in turn, is- higher than attributions fo the Topic (£. ( •. 05), 

Table 24 

_q Values for Object of Attribut1ion' Comparison 

Object of Attribution 

Topic 
Other 

-

Note. df = 186. 

* p_<,OS. 
** .E. < .01. 

I 

Object of Attributions 

Other 

3.143* 

Emitter 

8. 353** 
5.210** 

Significant B x D {(Own/Spouse's) x (Attrihution)] [!_(conservative 1, 93)= 

4.381, £.( .05] and Bx C x D [(Own/ Spouse's) x (Faciiitative/Disruptive) x 
'. ,' 

(Attribution)] [!_(conservative 1, 93) .. 5. 910, .P_ ( ~05] interactions were found 

as w~ll-. The means for these are presented in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. 

Inspection o.f the B x D interaction means in Figure 9 suggests that sub-

I 

,,, 
'I 
,, 
(. ,, 
', 

,: 

•, .. 
\ 
I 

'· 

!/ 

' 
< I 
' ,' 

jects are relatively more likely to make ('.Xternal attributions [caused by the ~
1 

spouse's personality (Other) and the nature of the Topic] for their own 

behaviors and internal attributions [cause~ by the spouse's P:_rsonality 

(Emitter)] for their partper's behaviors._ .Tests of simple effec·ts'wer~ per

formed on this interaction; examination of the B (Own/Spouse's) means in eac~ 

level of D (A~tribution) shows a significant difference only 'in D
2 

(Attribution 

to, Other) ,[!.(1,279)•5.873, 2. (.05]. This difference indicate( that subjects . /; 
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Figure 9. Causal attributions as a Figure 10." Causal' attributions as a 

function of own and spouse's , 

Facilitative and Disruptive 

behaviors. 

.function of own and 

spouse's behaviors. 
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are more likely to attribut~ their own behavior to the personality of thel; 
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mate than they are to attrib1te their spouse's behavior to their own personal
\ 

~ty. 

The significant 3-way interaction of B x C x D, presented in Figure 10, 

was broken down into simple interac~ions. Tests on the B x C means in each 
",, ' 

level of D were made. Results in; the 1st and 3rd level of () show significant 

differences. In D1 (Attribution t:o ',Emitter), inspection of the significant B x 

C interaction [f(l,273)=4.068, £.<,05) means suggests'that subjects were, 

relatively more likely to make Emitter attributions for their spouse's Disrup-' 

tive behaviors and their pwn Facilitative ones. Tests of simple effects on this 

2-way interaction show_ a significant difference between Emitter attributions· 

for Disrptive behaviors only [f( 1,256)=6.662, .E_<:,05), with subjects making 

more Emitter attributions for their spouse's Disruptive behaviors than for thetr 

own. In the 3rd level of D (Attribution to Topic), inspection of the signifi

cant Bx C interaction [f(l,273)=6.056, .E..< .OS] means suggests that subjects 
0 

were relatively more likely to 'make external Topic attributions for their own 

Disruptive and their spouse's_ Facilitative behaviors. Tests of simple 

effects on this interactiq,ll. show a significant difference between subjects' 

Topic attributions for Disrtlptive behaviors only, with subjects 'making more 

Topic attributions for thf:ir own Disruptive behaviors than for those of their 

spouse (f (l, 256)"'?. 882 , . .I:.< .go11 . 

One of the questions this study attempt\'<l to answer concerns the relative 

importance of internal and external attributions for 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 

and Disruptive behaviors: these are Emitter : Topic and Emitter Other.• 

'• 
/· 
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Each of these two sets of .proportions was anafyzed in 3-way (1 between

groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA ·comparisons [2 (Gender) x 2 (Own/Spouse's) 

x 2 (Facilitative/Disruptive)].: The 'means and standard deviations of the 

Emitter : Topic attribution propor.tions are presented in Table 25, f e results 

of the analysis in Table 26. 

' 

Attribution ·for 

Own behaviors 
by a 

Males b 
Females 

Spouse's beha..;iors 
by 

Males 
Females 

' 1 ' 'Table 25 

Means and Standard Deviations of 

Emitter:Topic Attribution Proportions 

Behaviors 

Facilitative Disruptive 

M 

(1. 710) 

1. 846 
1.577 

( 1. 618) 

1. 700 
1.538 

'1. 565 
0.903 

• 

1. Z,59 
o.'69 7\ 

M 

(1.530) 

1.658 
1.406 

(1.834) 

'1.915 
1. 756 

1.091 
0.664 

1.312 
1.093 

'I• 

' 

Note. The higher the score the more internal the attribution. Numbers in brackets 

" 

~I; -~ 
'•i' 
'li 

( ' I
~ 
\f 

' \i-~ 

' 

-rii -,. 
·1 

J" 
' { 
~~ 

-,~, 

~ 

·"' .r 
* 1t 
i 

;<-"' 

., 

are group means. / 

47. One subject was dropped due to missing pata. a 
!l = 

48-:-
b 

!l = 

• I 

~-----------...1--------------------··- . j ---·--···-·' ~-,~·-·. 



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

' ., 

G 

~ ' 
I' 
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Anal7sis of Variance on Emitter:Topic 
\ 

Attriblltio'n Proportions 

Source 

. 
A (Gender) 
Error 

B (Own/Spouse's) 
B ~ A 
Error 

C (Facil./Disrupt,) 
C x A 
Error 

B x C 
B X C X A 
Error 

1- £.t. .io. 
* .£. < .05. 

** .2. < .01. 

ss 

4.209 
306 .11e 

1.057 
-0.237 

65.106 

0.032 
0,002 I 

,_41. 748 

3. 727 
0.001 

• 44,466 

1.539 
2,215 

DF 

1 
93 

1 
1 

93 

1 
1 

93 

'ii 
1 / 
1 

93 

1 
1 

186 

MS 

4. 209 
3.292 

1.057 
0.237 
o. 700 

0.032 
0.002 

11' 0.449 

3. 727 
0.001 
0.478 

1. 539 
2.215 
0.4~4 

F 

1.279 

1.510 
0.339. 

0.072 
0.005 

3.317t 
4. 774* 

• 

105 

The ANOVA results for the Emitter : Topic attribution P!oporti~ns show a 

significant Bx C (Own/Spouse's x Facilitative/Disruptive) interaction [K_(l,93)~ 

7.794, _p_.(.01). The means of this interaction, graphed in 'Figure 11, show 

that s~l,ljects made relatively mor~ internal attributions for their own Facili

tative and their spouse's Disruptive behaviors. Tests of simpl~ effects per

formed ?n the C means in each level of B show th~t in B2 (Spouse's behavior) 

subjects made significantly'more intern~l attrib~tions for their spouse's Dis-

ruptive behaviors than ~hey did for their spouse's Facilitative ones {!.(1,186)= 

,j 

!A 
' 
l 

l 

l 
l 
· 1 

\ 
. I 
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• 
-4,774, ..e.<,05). In B

1 
(Own behavior) there was a tendency for subjects to make 

I 

" 
more internal 'attributions for their ~wn Facilitative behaviors than for their 

Disruptive ones [!,{1,186)A3,317, £.(,10). 

,, 

FACILITATIVE• • 
DISRUPT}NE o -0 

l • 

1.9 
, 

z 'I 

0 ..... 
I-
:::, 

1.8 a:l ..... 
c:: 
I-
I-
~ 

u 
1. 7 ..... 

0.. 
0 
I-.. 
c:: 
w 
I-

1.6 I-• ...... 
,ffi 

1.5 

t OWN SPOUSE Is ' 

BEHAVI-ORS 

Figure 11, Emitter Topic attribution proportions as a fun,ct;Lon of own and 
. ' 

spouse's Fac'iMtative and Disruptive behaviors. The higher the 

f ' ~ a 
value, the more internal the attribution. 

When the Emitter : Other proportions were examined (Table 27), the ANOVA 
" 

test results presented in Table 28 show significant A (Gender) [!_.{l,93)=6.901, 

.e. < .05) and B (Own/Spouse's) [!_(1,93)=5.0jl,, .e. (.05) main effects,,· Inspection 

1 
of the means in Table 27 indicates that males made. more internal attributions 

· than females and that subjects in general made more internal attribut~ons 

" 

• 

':'-, 

I 

. i 

t . " 
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Table 27 

\Means and Standa;d Deviations of 

Ernt\ter:Other Attribution Proportion~ u . 

Attribution 

' 
Own behaviors 
by u-1 a 

na es b 
Female~ 

for 

. 
Spouse's behaviors 
by 

Males 
Females 

\ \ 

Facilitatiye 

M 

·c1. 230.) 

1.292 
0 1.170 

(1. 435) 

1,669 
1.205 

0.503 
0.310 

1.408 
0.273 

Behaviors 

M 

(1.256) 

1.332 
1.181 

(l. 333) 

.1. 378 
1.289 

' Disruptive 

SD 

o.,so 
0.387 

0.413 
0.407 

Note, The higher the score the more internal the attribution. Numbers in,. 

brackets,are group means, 

a 
n: 47. One flUbject was dropped due to missing data, 

b-
n: 48. 

Table 28 
' I ' 

Analysis of ~ariance on Emitter:Other Attribution Proportions 

Source 

A (Gender) 
Error 

B (Own/Spouse's) 
B X t:,. ' 
Error 

ss 

4.04178 
51,46553 

1.90115 
0.46901 

34.99892 

C (Facil./Disrupt.) 0.14438 
C xA 0.70474 
Error 30.24355 

..., 

B ~ C 
B x C x A 
Error 

* £.{,05. 

·o.39561 
0.96783 

29 .23700 

·- . .I 

DF 

1· 
93 

1 
1 

.93 

1 
}. 1 

93 ° 

1 
1 

93 

MS 

4 .04178 
0.58565 

1.90115 
0 .46901 · 
0.37633 

-0.14438 
0.70474 
0.32520 

o. 395~1 
0,96783 
0.31438 

F 

6.90134* 

5 •
1
05179* 

1. 24626 

o.·44397 
2 .16711 

1. 25841 
3.07859' 

107 
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concerning their spouse I s behaviors than they made coi,cerning thei~ own. No 

other significant differences were found. 

In, summary, the results of the three analyses on causal attributions 

provide support both for the self /other aspect of the Jones and ,Nisbett 

, hypothesis as well as tor the proposition that self-serving bip~es affect 

the attribution process. The first analysis indicated that subjects tend ~- " ~ 

, to make relatively more external (Other, Topitc) attrib~tions for their own 

behavior and relatively more inter~al one~ (Emitter) for their spouse's 

behavior. Subjects also were shown to make relatively more internal attribu

,J:ions for their· spouse',s Disruptive behaviors and for their own Facilitativ.e 

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, 

In the thira a~alysis, subjects were shown to be more external (Emitter : 
I 

Other) when considering their, own behaviors (i.e., likely to attribute their 

own bE:haviors tp their spouse's personality) than when considering 'their 

spouse's actions , (i.e., to att;ribute their mate's behavior to their own' 
; 

, persQnality). 

Effects of video viewing on causal attributions. In order to examine 

the effects of videotape on causal attri'butions, subjects' inferences about 

the causes of their own and their spouse's Facilitative and Disruptive 

I 

behaviors during t~e first discussion were asse~se<l b~fore and after video 

I
' 

' } ' ,' -
; 

i 
' '' 
1 

viewfng. Attributions concerning Facilitative and D;isruptive behaviors were •i 

calculated as described earl~er. Subjects' pre-video attribution scores were 1r _, 
subtracted from their post-vid~o scores. A 5-way (2 between-groups,· 3 repea'ted 

measures) ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) ,x 4 (Video) x 2 (Own, Spouse's) x 2 

\, 

,, 
•' 

. ' 

4. 
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"' 
(Facilitative-/Disrupthe) x 3 (Attributions) J was ~ade on these change scores. 

" Conservative degree&, -of freedom were µeed in reporting .E. values whenever a 

within-cell source of ~ariation was tested. The means and standard deviations 

used in this analysis are.presented in Table E.14. There were no significant 

differences (Table E~lS). .. 
As separate pr~~ictions were made concerning a) the effects of .vide<Jtape on 

Q 

self- and on spous~-viewing subjects and b) the effects of videotape on those who 

viewed themselves as a ciuple and on those wbo received the No Video Placebo 
' \, 

treatment, two ANOVA co_piP,arisons were made on attribution change scores'. No 

significant main effect{ or inter.ctions we:e found.,in either comparison. 

Storms (1973) .found ·'$ignificant Videotape ~ffect.s when he used a difference 
\.:· d --. , 

score he called "disposition-situation index". in data ana'.lysis; ,while he found 

s no significant differences when, he examined dis-positional or situational 

. ~ 
attributions •. Therefore, the effects of vid~otape on the two attribution 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 

comp~risons (2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 (Own/Spouse's) x 2 (Facilitative/ 

Disrupt'ive) J were made using thang~.scores. No s:fgnificant main effects or 
" 

interactions including the Video (B) factor ,were found in either analysis. ·> .. 
Effects of video viewing on attributions of control. In order to a~sess ,changes 

... ,., ~ 1 

caused by videotape in attributions concerning one's own and one's spouse'i ·~ 
' ' 

rol~ in determining the atinos;her;e during tlie first discussion,' subjeC'ts' attri-

butions of control _to thents~lves and to their partne-r were measured be~ore and 
- ~ ~ 

~ ' 11• ..... .. 

after the videocape in;ervention. A 4-way (2 betw"~n-groups, 2 repeated measures) 

'ANOVA comparison [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x :2 (Self/Spouse) :tt 2 (Pre/Post' Video) J 
~· 0 

was made. The meana ind standard deviations used in this analysis appear in 

-----------....:_-..:..:::: ·-----=· ~- - .. 

,,o 

' J. 
l 
I 

J ,, 
I 
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Table 29 a.nd the results in Table 30. · .Only a significant C (Self /Spouse) main 
' .. 

effect \T~s found; this indicate~ that o~e's spouse was seen as more controlling 

than oneself [.!_(1,88)•9.665, £.< .01). 

-.. 
-.. ~ - ,, 
:-~z,.< 

Table-~ 

Means and Standard Deviations of Attributions of Control 

Self Spouse 
. "' 

Pre Post Pre Post 

Group 
a 

M SD M SD M SD 
- > -, 

~ J 

Males 

Video self 5.750 1. 712 4.917 2.644 6.583 2.644 
Video spouse 

~ 

7.167 1.403 6.667 2,309 7.333 1.231 
Video b6th 6.333 1. 723 6.833 0.937 ::; .333 1.614 
No video placebQ -. 6.583 1.564 6.000 1.53i' 7.250 1.765 

~ I :!- , -

Females .. 
l 

Video self 6.667 2.535 6.667 2.309 6. 750' 2. 768 
Video spouse 6.917 1.443, 6-.250 2,261 8,167 0.835 
Video both 6.667 2.146 7.7~, 1.357 7.500. 1.508 
No video placeoo 6.500 2.611 7.25-0 1. 765 7.250 2.667 

Note. -- The higher the value, 
0 • 

the' greater the attribution of 
O~completely~unimportant, 9=very important. 

a 
!!_. = 12 for each· group • 

.. . .: 

J• 

M 

7 .250 
7.250 
7 .667 
6.583 

;,t' 

. 
5.833 
6.66 7 
7 .66 7 
7 .667 

control. 

' ' 

SD 

1.357 
·2.051_ 
0.985 
2.314 

"'-

3.157 
2.060 
1.231 
1.670 

~ 

., 

J 
't ,, 
,, I 

..,, I 

j 

l 
I 

·! 
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T?ble 30 
' J, 

Analysis of Variance'on Attributions of Control 

Source ss DF MS 

"" 
A (Gender) 8.1665 1 8.1665 1. 2165 
B (Video) 45.8320 3 1s:2n3 2.2758 
A X B t 5. 7078 3 1.9026 0.2834 
Error 590 .7441 88 6. 7130 

C (Self/Spouse) 36 .2600· 0 1 36.2600 ~9.6646* 
C x A '6,5100 1 6.5100 i. 7352 
CxB, 0.0310 "'3 0.0103 0.0028 
C x' A x B 1-9, 5305 3 6.5102 1. 7352 
Error 330.1626 88 3. 7519 

D (P.re/Post} I. 2604, 1 f. 2604 0. 4694 
D x A 0,0937 1 0.0937 0.0349 
D x B 18. 3643 3 6. 1214 ' 2. 2801 
D x A x B 13.5311 3 4.5104 1.6800 
Error 236.2479 88 2.6846 

0 .6667 1 0.666 7 o. 2825 
xA 8.1665 1 8.1665 3.4606 
X, B 2.1250 3 o'. 7083 0. 3002 

X D x A x·B • 3.8749- 3 1.2916 0.5473 
207.6662 88 2. 359 8 

* £. {.01. 

Since specific in attributions of 

control in the Video Self and in the Video $pouse conditions; the data for', 

these two .groups were analyzed separately. Again, there were no.significant 

differences, 

Effects,of video viewing on feedback accuracy judgments. It was hypoth

esized that video viewing would affect subjects' _judgments concerning the 

accuracy of verbal feedback given t~;m. To test· this hypothesis., subjects' 

assessments of accuracy on the Evaluations of Husband's and Wife's Communication 
' ' 

Skills were averaged across codes in each of the four ~edback divisions. Sub

~ 

~ 

< 

" 

I 
I 
I 
''I 
~ 

l 

·1 
I 
~ 

i 

' i f 

1 

i 
! 
I 
! 
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jects' judgments concerning the accuracy of the feedback given to ~hem and 

their spouse were computed sepaiately. As some subjects·received feedback 

in only two or three of the four feedback divisions, four 3-way (2 between

groups, 1 repeated measure)
0 

ANOVA comparisons [2 (Gender) x 4 (Video) x 2 

(Self/Spouse)] were made. No significant main effects or interactions were 

found on any of these comparisons. 

In.order to make comparisons between the Facilitative and Disruptive 
' 

, feedback.categories, the two divisions. of each category were combined. As 

all subjects received feedback in both these categories, and since no sex 

differe_nces ':-'ere found in the previous analyses, .one 3-way (1 between-groups, 

2 repeated measures) JANOVA comparis~n [~ (Video) x 2 (Self/Spouse) x 2 

(Facilitative/Disr~ptive)] was made on category means. Tables 31 and 32 
, 

present the means and the results, respectively • 
. . 

A significant C (Facilitative/Disruptive) main effect [£:(l,44)=8.305, 

indicates that subjects judged Facilitative feedback items to be 

~ore accurate than Disruptive feedback items. The Ax C (Video x Facllitative/ ~ 

Disruptive) interaction,illustraied in Figure 12, was also significant [!,(3,44)= 

3 • 654 , .£. { • 0 5 J • Tests of simple effects were performed on this ifnteraction 

in each level of A (Video). Results of these tests indicate that Facilitative 

f·eedback items were judged more accurate than Disruptive fe~dback .it~ms in A1 

(Video Self) [!,(1,44)=11.938, .E. (.001) and in \ (No Video Placebo) [!(1,44)= 

4.912, ~ (.05], while no significant differenc~were found in any other level 

of A, 

J 

}-

; 

l 
I 
i 
j· 
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Means and Standard Deviations of Feedback Accuracy Judgments 
' ~~ . ..-

-~"P Category 

Facilitative Disruptive 

a SD 0 M SD G~oup M .-

Video self. 

· Self- 8.500 1.025 6 .979 1. 737 
Spouse 8.486 1,808 6.882 1.858 . 

Video spouse 

Self 7.942 1.962 8.035 Cc 1. 790 
Spouse 7.625 2.385 8.500 1.706 

Video both 

Self 8.431 1.302 7.462 1. 85,8 
Spouse s.014· 1.624 7.897 1.805 

No video placebo 

Self 8.528 1.396 7 .681 2.123 
Spouse 8.736 1.143 . 7.611 2.080 

Note. The larger the number the higher the accuracy rating~ 1 = very 

inac~urate 10 = very accurate. 

n • 
u 

6 for' each group. a 
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Table 32 

.,Analysis of Variance on Fe~dback Accuracy Judgments ;:--

~ .. . ' .. t..·~ Source ~ DF MS F ' 4. 
" 

A (Video) 4.699 3 1.566 0.234 
Q 

Error 294.998 44 1 6. 705 

B (Self/Spouse) O.Q28 1 0.028 0.018 
Bx A 0.134 3 0.045 0,028 
Error 70.109 44 1.593 

C (Facil.(Q.isrupt.)20.393 1 20.393 8.305** 
0 

C x A 26.918 3 8.973 3.654*' 
Error 1013.048 44 2.456 

B·x C 1.214 1 1.214 0.741 
B x C x A 3 .0'47 3 1.016 0.620 
Error 72.094 44 1.638 

~A) 29.316 1 '29. 316 11.938** 
. C (A;> 2.812 1 2.812 ~1.145 · 

C ,(A
3

) 3.538 1 3.538 • 1.568 
. C (A

4
) 11.082 1 11.082 4. 912* 

Error 108.048 44 2.456 

* E.. < .os. 
** E.. < .01, 

'i' 

i ,4 
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FACILITATIVE•---~~~__..•· 
DISRUPTIVE o,-...~~~--io 

:: "' 

6.5 

VIDEO SELF VIDEO SPOUSE· VIDEO BOTH NO VIDEO PLACEBO 

CONDITION 

Figure 12. Video x Facilitative/Disruptive interaction means for judginer;its: 

of feedback accuracy. The higher the value, the ~reater the accuracy. 

The results of these tests on accuracy scores in the four feedback divi

sions and in the two feedback categories suggest tHat video viewin~ does not 

have consistent effectij on subjects' evaluations of feedback accuracy. 

, ,, 

I •' 

~ ' 
'.) 

I 
I 



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

I 

) 

0 

j 

116 .'¥ 

Follow-U2 

Sample characteristics. Fif/y-one subjects (53%) (25 couples and 1 wife)· 

returned follow-up ques~·::?~nairtf; their average pre-test MAS score was 8'2.24, 
/ 

which is very similar to the mean MAS score of the whole samplQ (82.51). 

In respo~se to ( 5-point question (on the Relati

0

onship Information Sheet) 
' 

concerning the effects of participation in the.study on couples' marital rela-

tionships, two (4%) subjects indicated that participation resulted in sub

stantial improvement, 19 (38%) s·tated that participation res~lted in some 

improvement, while 29 (58%) reported no changes. One subject did not answer 

the questionnaire. None of the subject~ indicated that participation in the' 

• I l study caused deterioration. Six couples started in marital therapy after 

they were seen in the laboratory: 

During debriefing, some subjects saw additional videotapes of themselves. 

This makes comparisons among the different video conditions at follow-up 

inappropriate. As no additional instructional verbal feedback was given to 

c~uples, the effects of feedback were examined at follow-up. Some subjects 

'did no_t complete all the ·follow-up measures, thi'.is, the B_s in various comparisons 

differ slightly. 

Eff~cts of instructional verbal feedback on marital satisfaction" Changes 
J' 

in MAS scores were examined in a 3-way (2 between-groups, 1 repea~~~·measure) 

AN-OVA com~arison [2; (Gender) x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Pre/Post). J. • ifhe in~ans-" and 

standard deviations, of these scores can be found in Table E .16 and the results 
j't 

of the analysis in Table E.17. Only a .. significant B (Feed,bf~~~ main' effec't 
I ,. 1' 

was foun~ [!,(1,46)=4.3?0, .£. {,05); means indicate that th'e MAS scores of 

subjects returning completed follow-up questionnaires who had been given 

instructional verbal feedback were signififantly higher at both testing times 

l 
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than the scores of those not given feedback. Significant interactiops were 

not found. 

Effects of instructional verbal feedback on perceptions. The Self and 

Spouse Rating Scale scores before intervention and at follow-up were use~ in . 

• a 4-way (2 between-groups, 2 repeated'measures) Ji.JlOVA comparison (2 (Gender) 

·x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Sel;/Spouse) ~ 2 (Pre/Post)]. The only significant finding 1 

was a Self/Spouse main effect !f(l,45)=18.126,_ ..e. < .001], Means indicate that 

subjects evaluated themselve.s more favorably than, they did their spouse; this 

difference replicates similar findings at other testing tim~s. 
I 

Effects of instructional verbal feedback on attributions of control. 

Attributions of control before participation and at follow-up also were 

examined in a.4-way (2 between-groups, 2 repeated measures) ANOVA comparison 

----------- ' [2 (Gender) x 2 (Feedback) x 2 (Self/Spouse) x 2 (Pre/Post)}. Only the Self/ 
I 

Spouse main effeGt was significant [!_(l,39)=5.798, E_<,05]; this finding 
• I 

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 thernsel ves. 

f 

" 

• 
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Discussion 

Communication Behaviors 

Effects of video and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors. 

results•of the present study do not support any part of Hypothesis 1, in which 

it was predicted that video playback and instructional verbal feedback would 

h~ve separate and additive effect~_on behavioral im~rovement. In spite of the 
~ ' 

1 ' 
large variety of ways in which the <lat~ were analyzed, neither video playback 

nor instruc~~onal verbal feedback effected any significant changes in either 
I 

I 
the Productive or Counterproductive behaviors of couples. When the effects of 

these tv10 variables on changes in behaviors targeted for trea,tment wez:e examined, 

the only pertinent finding, an.increase in rare positive behaviors by those who 

did not receive feedback. w~.s no longrr significa~t when frequencies transformed 

to standard sco~es were used in data analysis. Except for the finding.that 

wives emitted more Counterproductive behaviors than, husbands, all significant 
• 

results may be best explained by a regression toward the mean, since rar,e" • 

behaviors, both positive and negative, increased in frequency while common 

behaviors decr'eased. 

Only one of the 16 tests carried out to assess the impact of vid~o play

back and instructional verbal feedback on behaviors in each code revealed a 

significant main· effect; subjects administered instructional verb'al feedback 
~,. ' 

' '---, decreased the number of Put-Downs they 'emitted•, re] at i ve to those who were 

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 

appear· that video p'!ayback 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 

in the literature suggested that both video·playback and instructional verbal 

feedback should b~ useful in altering couples' communication ski~ls. Several 
' 

possible explanatl~s can be proposed for the unartticipated results. 

First, the standard deviations i,n the present study are quite large, 

ind,icating hfgh variability between subjects. Of co~rse, this _dimi,nishes 

tlre likelihood of finding significant differences.. However, the large standard 

deviations cannot account for all of the negative results. A variety of 

· statistical techniques were used to increase the power of the tests. For 

example, repea~ed measure~ we~e included in the design and nurner~us transforma

tions were carried out in order to make variances more homogeneous. Furth€r

more, standard deviations in some of the analyses were relatively small, and 

yet tests revealed no significant differences. 

Another possible source of the negative findings may be the brevity of the 

intervention in the present study; the total procedure, inc~uding the orientation 

session, lasted only 3 1/2 hours and couples ~ere seen for only one session. 

Other investigators have demonstrated positive outcomes using interventions 

of less than 3 hours. For example, many componept analysis studies which 

report significant findings in the social skills training litera~ure (e.g., 

Arnkoff & Stewart, 1975; Bailey et al,., 1977; Hersen et al., 197'.3; McFall & 

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. 

Nonetheless! ~ lengthier treatment which includes many repetitions may be 

necessary. to achieve changes in comrounic,a tion behaviors. There can be impor

tant interactions between treatment length and other variables; some of these 

are described below. 

75 ?l"TE1f7 73 

J~ 
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The motivation of volunteer couple~ deJerves consideration. Altrough some 

couples may have volunteered in order to, make a contrib~tion to science, it is . ' 
~ 

possible that others participated because they wanted an opportunity to argue 

in front of an outsider, thereby attemptin~ either to demonstrate the spouse's 

"pathology" or to solicit a professional' s alliance in a dispute. Defensiveness 

could have prevent~d behavioral changes since spouses may have ne~ded to hold on. 

to their current beliefs and behaviors in the absence of therapeutic su.pport. 

On the other hand, spouses ma~have been motivated to-make changes, as some ~f 
' ( I) 

.them volunteered in order to learn something which would help them to improve 

their relationship. "' Certainly a number of couples mentioned this reason during 

debriefing. Two lines of evidence sug,gest that a desire to improve their 

~elatio~ship may have motiyated at least some participants. Of the 48 couples 

seen, eight were referred by their marital therapist while almost ha~f 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 

,after they were seen in the laboratory. It should be noted that none of the 
' / 

participants indicated that their inv~lvement in the study,caused any deterior
/ 

ation in their relationship. 

The nature of the problems used to generate dise,ussion might have made 

significant changes unlikely. It,was decided to use couples' own marital 
( 

difficulties because several studies whi~h used contrived problems to generate 

interaction have shown that distressed and non-distressed spouses may not 

differ in their communication styfes when the topics discussed are not relevant 

to the partic~pants' own disputes and concetns (Gattman et al., 1976; Birchler 

& Webb, Note 3): Since couples in the,present study discussed problems in their 

' ' 

') 

{{ 

' 

'j 
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own relationship, th~ importance ?f resolving issues may have_stimulated spouses 

to use their most potent aversive tactics. 'Thereby, changes in communication 

behavior may have been precluded. However, because only mildly or moderately 

problematic issues were used to generate interactio~, it is unlikely that this 

' factor was responsible for all of the present ~~gative results. Furthermore, 

other investigators (e.g., Carter & Thomas, 1973) have reported cha~ges after 

brief interventions when couples' own problems were used to generate interaction. 

Another, factor which should be conside·red is the sequencing of the video 

playback and instructional verbal feedback interventions. The design of this 

study required that spouses be administered video playback before instructional 

verbal feedback: This order of presentation was necessary because perceptions 

and attributions had to be assessed before subjects received' objective 
. ' 

evaluations of' their performance. Although tfiere is no direct evidence on· the 
. ~ 

importance of the sequencing of treatment components, tt is possible that had 

instructional verbal feedback been provided prior to video,tape viewing, subJects 

might have focused on those specific behaviors which were targeted for treatment 

and, therefore, may have made changes in these behaviors. As the behavioral 

effects of videotape playback and instructional verbal feedback have rarely been 

investigated independently of ~ne another or of other treatment components in 

controlled studies, this possibility has yet to be investigated. Indeed, most 
,, 

investigators who report that 'the addition of video pl.ayback to another treat-

, ment compodent 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 m~ny studies which demonstrated' the. value of adding 

) 

verbal feedbackJto another therapeutic component (e.g.,Hersen et al., 1973; ~~/-
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" Mc'Fall & Twentyman,, 1973). However, the ,,;equencing of the two techniques 

dpes not explain the absence of separ~te main effects. It may be true, as 

Thomas (1977) suggests, that videotape and instructional verbal feedback, "should 
, ' \. 

,;,gl\!erally be augmented with other methods of modifi'cation to ensure a better 

chance of success" (p. 95) ,and that these two treatment components, in° the 

absence of modelling, r.,ehearsal,, J:t:aining in pi!1pointing specific behaviors and 

other commonly used ingredients :t~, ~a~iage programs, a-~e not effective in 
,:; 

altering complex interpersonal behaf'ior. What feedba~k to give, how to give it, 
" 

at what point in, therapy to provide it, and how much f~dback to administer at 
1, J:' ~ 

any one time are questions which have yet to be answe~ed.-

It is also possible that the behavioral changes request~d in the instruc

tional verbal feedback intervention were too d:r'fficult for som~ couples to 

execute, Wright and Fichten (1976). speculated that troubled spouses, possibly 

the most highly dis tressed, -may not have the appropriate skills available in , 

their re:pertoire; feedb,ack of any sort may then be insufficient in the absence 

of a skills acquisition program. This notion receives some empirical? support 
' ' 

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 th~n are' people w~o have many intimate friends. These findings 

could mean that some distressed spouses are deficient in the behaviors which 

1lelp to maintain intimate relationships. Constructive dialogue between strangers 

may require skills different from those needed during interaction between close 

friends and marriage partners (Altman, 1974). Indeed, in the assertion training 

literature, sever~! investigators (Eisler, Hersen, Miller & Blanchard, 1975; 

Zeichner, Wright & Herman, 1977) have found that effective interpersonal behavior 

varies as a function of social context, 

----

,, 
' '. 

: 

-1 
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A skills deficit vit!w of d!_sturbed' communication differs from the 

" position of Vincent et al. . (1975). In a study of probl,em solving between 
\ 

spouses an~ strangers from distressed' and, non-d~stressed 'relationships' the~e , 

;nvestigators found that troubled couples colJUllunicated less effectively than ( 

, ' happy couples. Spouses from these two groups were not shown to differ ,, 

appreciably during interaction wi t,h a strange~, The authors interpreted 

their findings 'lis support for a "situational .inhibition" rather than a skills-. 

. . 

deficit view of disturbed communication. However, it should be noted that in . 
\ 

their study the differences between. happy and troubled coup1es were small and 

only marginally significant ~nd that subjects qiscussed contrived problems 
) 

' ~ 

· . ..,\.)Olson & Ryder's (1970)' Inventory of Marf'tal Conflicts _.{IMC)! which may not have 

... ' 0 

been personally relevant. Furthermore, Birchler and Webb (Note 3), who also 
I 

used the IMC, failed 
0

to replicate the differences which Vincent et al. 'I.found 

between happy and distressed couples and found that there were s~gnificant 

diffe:i:ences in the behaviors of spouses when they discussed their own problems 

and when they discussed the IMC top Us. 
• 0 

" A skills de~.icit explanation of the present negative results may be re

conciled, with the Vincent et al. findings "when one considers the type of 

e ' i 
commuri'ication studied. Renne' s (19 70) and Birchle~ and Webb's (Note 3) 'data 

,, 

suggest that had Vincent et al. examined "intimate" communication, per-haps 

between friends, and had they use~ personal~y relevant topics to generate 
,. 

~nt~raction, spQ;uses from distresse~ nnd happy relationships may have diHered 

when interacting with persons other tpan t~eir spouse. Although Vincent et 

al. 's interpre,tation of their data s'.uggests that since the requisite communica

tion skills are available in their repertoire, distressed spouses should be 
" 

able to use these skills when told to do so, the present results show that 

. ' 

I 
• 
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faulty communication behaviors \are not ea.sily altered. 

, That video playback and instruction,1 verbal fee4back did·not have" any 

- effects on observed behavior may also be explained ip terms of the cognitive 

and motivational biases of distressed spouses. Spouses who a) ,believe th;at' 

they are more skilled than. their partner and b) attribute their ,partner's 

actions to stable personality cparatteristics may not expect behavio~a1--
. . 

changes from their mate nor be motivated to improve their own communication 

skills. This ~xplanation is supported by the present study's fi,ndings of 

p~rceptual and at'tributiona1 bias, and wilf be discussed later~ 

Relationships between behaviors, The significant correlat;tons obtained 

between pre-test and post-test beha~~ors, botl'i Productive' and Counterproduct~ve, 
.J 

indicate tbat subjects' beh~viors in both of these categories are relatively 

stable over time, with Counterproductive ·behaviors somewhat more consistent· 

[Productive: Pear.son!.= +.479 (Males) and +,306 (lE!males); Counterproductive: 

!. • +.641 6ia1es) and +. 715 (Females)]. 

The behaviors of husbands and wives also were' fbund to be significant1y 

CQtrelated. Counterproductive behaviors, ag,ain,' were more closely re,~.ated 

[average,'Pearson !. a +.350 (Productive) and +.515 (Counterproductive) J. As' 

Gottm8:n et al. (1976) noted, correlations "between spouses' behaviors do not 

necessarily imply reciprocity. Nevertheless, demonstration of such relation~ 

ships is meaningful, as these correlations may reflect reciprocity, similarity 

o:i: modelling by spouses. The present findings suggest that' the ,alteration of 

one spouse '_s behavior may be accompanied by similar changes in the behavior of 

the partner .. 

Prod~ctive and Counterproductive behaviors' were shown to be unrelated. No 

stgnificant<eortelatio~s were found either within subjects or between spouses. 

\ ' 

I I 
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B,ased on different types of data,' these results are similar to thos~e of Wills 

et al. (1974), who found little. rela,tionship between spouses' "pleasing" and 

' 
"displeasing" behaviors in the }iome. ,. Recent approaches .to behavioral marital 

~ ' 

I 

therapy have focused· on the acceleration of posi~ive behaviors (Stuart, 1975; -
Weiss et al,,, 1974). The present findings imply that programs to decrease 

negative connnunication behaviors should also be developed. Communication 

skills training programs which teach spouses to both increase positive and 

decrease negative behaviors would be desirable. Because spouses may not have 
~ 

th~, appropriate positive behaviors in their reper-toire, they may need to learn 

' " 
how to change their relationship through 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 in'terest concern the highly significant coefficients 

'bbtained when trained observers' ratings on the Marital Interaction Rating 

Scale (MIRS) and on the Modified Marital Interaction Coding System (MMICS) 

Productive and Counterproductive category scores were correlated, The single 

MIRS.:~core, based on one non-stop viewing of a videotape, was shown to correlate 
i' 

~o~itively with ~lMICS Productive category scores [Pearson!.'= +.564 (.Males) and 

+.548 (-Females)] aqd negatively with MMICS Countetproductive scores [..!_"' •,612 

(Males)and -.687 (Females) J. These r~sult,iffer from thos~ of Royce and Weiss 

(1975), whose raters were untrained. In their study, untrained observers' 

ratings of adjustment were correlated with spouses' overall rates of aversive, 

but not ,of supportive behaviors. The significant correlations found between 
. 

macs and MIR.S scores become important when the costs involved in obtaining 

objective ratings are considered. First of all, the }URS can be used to score 
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live communication reliably. Secorldly, when videotapes are available, the 10 

minutes required to complete this ~cale' compare favorably to the, 1 1/2 hours 

1 needed for the MMICS. As the coqe-by-code co;rrelations are also significant 

I 

· 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 

·~ :I 
~ •·f 
:i 

category scores were examined, females were 
• 

behaviors than males. Further code-by-code 

I· 
found to emit more Counterproauctive i-

,,_,,,,_.,,..,,~ . 
examination of sex differences o" ·~ 

indicates that wives· tended to. Agree (AG) and Accept Respon«i~ility, (AR) less 

oft·en than their husbands, while they tended to Complain (CP) and Criticize (CR) 

more freq1,1ently. Although not predicted, such differences might be interpreted 

as a reflection of the discrepancy between the marital roles and need~ of 

husbands and wives, 

, The husband, typically ,regarded as the more powe1;ful member of the marital 

dyad because he' often controls essential resources, such as prestige and money, 
[ 

u~ually ,provides economic support and s.tatus in return for a vari~y of emotional 

and physical services rendere~d by the wife (Murstein & Bec;:k, 1972; Safilios

Rothschild, 1976; Thurnher, Note 10). In coercive social exchanges between . 

spouses, the husband has the optiop, to exer~ise con tfol ov~s wife through 

tactics such as withholding money ind vetoing purchases. ~he husband also can 

nse coercive strategies such as going home late and physical force, -iiptions 
r 

usually unavailable to women. Men are often more involved in their job than 
... 

.are working wives and, thus, have available ·sources of gratification outside 

the home, as well as inside. 

.t 

,,, 
,,; 

' 
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Although these roles are changing, women often have the primary responsi-

I 

bility for· ch'ild care and for the day-to-day needs of the family (Hoffman, 
r • 

1977). Since wives are oft,en more concerned about the home a_nd the marriage, ... 

\ ,, 

it has been argued (Bel.1, 1975; Bern:ard, 1972) that the wife's satisfaction,- ~ , 
' .~" 

' . 
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 satisfa'ction of wlves with their 

marriage was much more dependent on how they saw their husbands than was the 

case· for how husbands saw their wives. 

Because women are more involved in that the,outcome 

of domestic, disputes has greater impa'ct on the wife than o the husband. In the 

attempt to, influence the, outcome of disagre€ments concerning hou~ehold matters, , 

wives would be expected to use nlore p~tent behavior control tactics than 

husbands; wives have more at stake and fewer al_ternate crntrol strategies. 

As troubled couples rely heavily on' aversive control (Patterson & Reid, 1970), 

·wives from distressed relationshJ.ps would be expE;cted to use coercive tactics 

during arguments more often than husbands. Even studies of non-troubled couples 

report that wives are more critical than .. husbands (Thurnher, Note 10) ~ Indeed, 
,r. • 

it is surprising that sex diff.erences were not found on other measures, since 
, 

women are more likely 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 al., 1960). Behavioral marital 

therapy research has generally ignored sex differences; a consideration of the 

<liffering_ roles and needs of hµsbands and wives, as advocated by Laws (1975), 

may produce findings of interest to practitioner's,, 

J 
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' 
Perceptions 

The res,ults of this stidy provide e idence for th~ existence of self-serving 

perceptual distortloq,s.,, .. Although it was predicted that video playblk would 

modify these biases, the data indicate tha 

perceptions. 

Self-serving biases in perceptions. 

predicted that subjects would perceive tl 

than their own, i,s strongly supported by 

viewing had no effects on 

2 (a), in which it was 

behaviors more.negatively 

Subjects perceived their 
' ' l 

own beha~iors significa~tly more favorably than those of their spouse at thre:e 

different testing times: pre-test ratings of typical behaviors, ratings of 

behaviors occurring during taping, and ratings at follow-up. This difference 
1 

between self and spouse evaluations occurred in both the means of the scores and 

in the number of subjects, (72%) who rated their own behavior more favorably. 

' 
The present findings of distortion in the perceptual process support Newtson' s 

(1976) view, th1,1t is, in the study of attributions about the causes of wbat has 

been observed, the 'role of the perceptions upon which attributions are based 

also nee<$ to be considered. 

Other investigator__!! have indicated that husbands and wives report on the 

I , 

· •. same acts quite differently (Bern~rd, 1972; Glick & Gross, 1975; Olson, 1972; 

Olson & Raounsky, 1972), The present findings indicate, moreover, that spouses 

\.___ see each other's ·behaviors more negatively even when directly observing these 

behaviors. Bradley {1978) argues that people thould make overly favorable 

evaluations of their own behavior only in "public self-presentation" situations 

in which high ratings of one's perfonnance are not susceptible to disconfinna

tion, {ind therefore tend to maxim:,.ze public self-esteem. For examp'le, Schlenker 

I 

I 

J 
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(1975) · found that seH ·evaluations were con 
/ ll \I \ 

\ ) . 
failure when future public verification of ehavior was anticipated, whil~ 

~ ~4f-presentations were equally favorable, re rdless of outcome expectations, 

~n future performan.ce o~tcomes were ostensibly anonymous. Subjects in the 

present study evaluated their own behaviors more favorably 'than those of their 

spouse despite the three video cameras facing them and the know.ledge that the 

interaction would be evaluated objectively. Thus, the ~resent findings do not 

appear, to be an example of a public· self-presentation phenomenon; rather, the ~. 
results suggest that spouses, when observing themselves and their partner, 

actually see more of their own posl tive and fewer of their own negative 

'pehaviors. 

Given the present findings on perceptual bia"ses, one may reconceptualize 

the skills deficit interpretation which Gottman et al. (1976) gave of their 

results. These authors ,noted ~hat it is necessary to consider how subjects 

view their own and their partner's behaviors. For this reason, they asked the 
I 

spouses in their study ,,to indicate the intent o.f st~tements they made during 

conflictual interaction. The results showed that altho~gh distressed and 

happy couples did not differ in their intentions, spouses from a troubled 
' 

relationship were much more likely to see their mate's behavior as having been 

intended negatively. Gettman et al.. argue that these results support a communi

cation skills deficit explanatfon of marital distress, since unhappy couples 

have difficulty translating their intentions into behaviors. ,It should be noted, 

however, that Got'tman et 'al. made no observer ratings of the interaction and, 
(: 

thus, could not objectively assess whether the behaviors were, in fact, negative, 
I 

or whether neutral or 'positive actions wer~ perceived negatively by the subjects. 

Th
0

e results of the present study strongly suggest that a perceptual bias expla-

I 
7 CTR rt' rrrr r zr 

,, 
'• 
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nation of the Cottman et al. findings is equally, if not more, plausible, 

is diffi~H Indeed, data· from research in progress indicates that ~hile it 

to distinguish between the communication behaviors of happy and 
~ t' \ •' 

troub1ed ·eouples 

' 
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 videotapf: playback and instructional verbal 

feedback on communicatio,n behaviors may have been due to the perceptual biases 

of spouses. Subjects were apparently aware of more of their own positive 

behaviors tha,n their spouse's and fe~er of their own negative acts, One might 

'ask why subjects should improve their own behaviors when they view their' 

partner's actions more negatively than their own. If this were the attitude 

of most subjects, as it appears to have been, one would not expect spous1:s to 

be motivated to improve their own behavior and, thus, no behavioral changes 

should occur. Should this interpretation of the present findings be correct, 

then behavioral marital therapists, who usually require that each spouse initiate 

new positive behaviors, would hasten therapeutic gains by working toward the 

alterati011 of perceptual distortions before requiring spouses to make behavioral 

changes. This suggestion is discussed later. 

Effects of video viewing on perceptions. The findings of systematic bias 
. 

in self and spouse perception suggest that a negative "halo effect" (Triandis,, 

1977) may characterize distressed spouses' perceptions of each other. Although 
_____ 4! __ 

some means of dealing with unfavorable perceptions in behavioral marital therapy 

will have, to be found, the ~nswer ;l.s not likely to be video play~ack alone; 

two of the major'~ypotheses (2 (b) and (c) ]of this study, those dealing with 

the effects of video playback on perceptual distortions, were not confinned'f 

-----

,, 
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• 

Video playback was not shown to have any significant effects on perceptions; 

• 
differences were not found in a) the global ANOVA, nor fo planned comparisons 

between b) self andspouse-viewing subj,~cts and c) between subjects who saw 

themselves as a couple and those who di<( 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 posittve results. 

The s~gnificant finding that one's spouse is perceived more accurately than 

oneself appears to be caused by a ,statistical artifact. Accuracy was defined 

as the discrepancy between observers I and subjects' ratings. Because ratings 

made bY",observers were generally lower than ratings made by subj,ec ts, while 

subjects' evaluations of their spouse were generally less favorable than their 

self evaluations, the apparently greater accuracy, of spouse perception appears 

to be due to response bias (Cronbach, 1955; Triandis, 1977). 

Th~ absence of video effects may have been due to the stability of the 

f pressions whic~ spouses have of themselves and their partner. Although 

subjects were asked to indicate the frequency of observed behaviors (i.e. ,self 

and spouse' monitoring), perhaps this task was too closely linked to spouses' 

global evaluations of themaelves and of their mate. It is usually assumed 

that stable impressions are resistant to change' because. people need to maintain 

conststency, among th~ir cognitions (Zajonc, 1968); impressions which are' well 

established are often extremely dffficult to alter, even in the face of over

whelmingly disconfi~atory evidence. It may not be possible to change even 

erroneou~ impressions through mere exposure to new evidence (Hastorf et al., 

1970; Ross, 1977). It is likely_ that, in the preseat study, spouses' stable . 
impressions may have precluded change, The significant cqrrelations obtained 

I 
I 

' l 
l 

!' 



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

\ 

• 

132 

between subjects' retrospective ratings of behaviors du~ing typical disagree

ments at home and their ratings of behaviors occurring in the laboratory " 

[Pearson!.= +.30S(Self Rating) and +.493(Spouse,. Rating) J support this view. 

'In addition1 the signif·icant correlations' between ratings made 6"months apart 
( , 

" 
l!. = +.429(Self Rating). and +.679(Spouse Rating)] su.ggest that subjects' 

impressions are stable over time. 

Sp~use ratings were more hi,ghly correlated than self ratings in both of· 

the above examples. These results coulcfbe interpreted as support for the 

self/9ther aspect of the Jones and Nisbett hypothesis, since consistent 

spouse perceptions are likely. tQ reflect stable dispositional attributions 

about t~e causes of 'the partner's behavior. 

Spouses c'ampleted perception questionnaires at follow-up; these ratings 

of their own and their spouse's behavior also were examined. Because most 

couples had seen additional videotapes of themselves during debriefing, it 'was 

inappropriate to test for video effects. Therefore, only instructional verbal 

feedback effects were evaluated; the results indicate that this intervention 

had no delayed consequences.. 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 significant but low 

correlations obtained between subjects', ratings of their own behaviors and the 

ratings of the same behaviors by their spouse [Pearson .!. ., +. 305(Males) and +.333 

(Females)] are similar to correlations reporte~ in the interpersonal perception 

literature (e.g. ,Dorn.bush, Hastorf & Richardson, 1965; Triandis, 1977). However, 

some investigators have found that husbands' and wives' ratings ,of the same 

actfons are similar. For example, Wills et al. (1974) reported that spouses' 

ratings of the "pleasing" and of the "displeasing" behaviors of each are closely 

,, .... ' 

I -, 
{~ - . 

•ii ,, ,, 
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related. The low correspondence fo~nd in the present' study between subjects'· 

ratings of their own behaviors and their partner's ratings of the same 

behaviors may have been due to the complexity of the interaction which spouses 

were evaluating. Perhaps the behaviors which therapists 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 their 

own or their partner1 s behaviors and observers' ratings of the same behavior 

samples (Pearson!. 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 use~ by bath the couples 

and the observers in their study were designed to tap global "goodness" quali

ties, and were not meant to be evaluations of specific observed behaviors. The 

present findings of extremely low correspondence between spouses' and t~ained 

8bse~ers' ratings suggests that investigators should not presume agreement 

between these two discrepant sources; agreement should be ascertained, rather 

than assumed, both in therapy and in research on couples (Glick~ Gross, 1975; 

Jacob, 1976). . i· 
There are severai possible explanations of the present non-signific~nt 

correlations. Observers trained in the behavioral approach and untrained 

spouses may have different referents for the same words. Hence, training that 

involves teaching spouses to pinpoint sp<'cific aspects of their behavior may 

have to be undertaken as a first step in therapy in order to es~ablish a copnnon 

language and system of meanings between .therapists and clients.' It is also 

possible that spouses and observers perceive behavior during complex interaction 

very differently; this would imply that special care' should be taken when 

spouses are taught to monitor their own a~d their partner's behaviors. 
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Attributions 

The results of this s,tudy provide evidence ~or the existence of both 

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' (1,~3) contention that videotape self-viewing alters actor-observer 

attributional biases. Furthermore, the p~esent findings indicate that distressed 

spouses are susceptible to "posit~vity" bias, that is, the tendency !o 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 

is also apparent in the results obtained on judgments of feedback accuracy, 

Feedback concerning Facilitative behaviors w~s seen as more accurate th&n 
. 

feedback concerning Disruptive behaviors; this was true when subjects were 

rating the accuracy of both their own and their spouse's feedback evaluations. 

Self-serving biases in ~ttributions. The results of the analyses on 

traits and on feedback accuracy judgments did not reveal differences, b,etween 

subjects' attributions about themselves and about their spouse. Thus, the 

results do not s~pport the predictions of self-serving bias in trait attributions 

made in Hypothesis 3 (a), which stated that subjects would attribute m~re 

socially desirable traits to themselves than to their q~pouse. Nor do the 
(' 

results' suppo~t the prediction [Hypothesis 3 (e)] that subjects would judge 

f~edback concerning their own Facilitative and their spouse's Disrµptive 

behaviors to be more accurate than feedback concerning their own Disruptive 

and their,sp~use's Facilitative acts. 

·j 

1 
j 
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Self-serving bias~s were found, however, in spouses'· attributions of 

control over the tone of the discussion during conflictual interaction, as well 

'I 
as in subjects' attributions about the causes of their own a11d theirr spouse's 

' Facilitative and Disruptive behaviors. When asked to gauge the role of each 

spouse in controlling the at~osphere during conflictual.discuss~~ 

laboratory, subjects attributed more control to their partner thap to them

selves. These results were replicated at follow-up, when subjects rated their 1 

spouse ~s more influential in ccfotrolling the atmosphere during, typical dis

agreeme~ts. The finding that subjects believe that their partner. is responsible 

for the way in which conflict is handled indicates· that spouses' judgments are 

influenced by self-servin~ biases and support Gurin et al.'s (1969) conclusion" 

that spouses"often blame each other for problems. The present findings of self

serving bias in attributions of control are similar to results repqrted by 

Mille't· and Norman (19 75). These investigators fo1ttnd that act~ve observ~rs, 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 r~sults suggest that attributions made by highly involved 

actors and active observers who are engaged in conflictual interaction may differ 

from attributions made by actor~ who are involved in non-conflictual tasks or in 

· non-interactional' situatfons, and by passive observers of these actors. There

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 

of observ~rs should be carefully investigated. 

\_~lf /other biases in causal attributions. The present findings provide ~ 

suppo~ for both the self/other and for the self-serving bias aspects of. 

Hypothesis) (b). It was predicted that subjects would make relatively more 
I 
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internal attribut;ions c_oncerning the causes· or their ~pouse I s behaviors and 

more ·external attributions concerning their own,and that subjects I inferences . . 

would be affected by self-serving biases when making attributions about 

= 
Facilitative and Disruptive beh_aviors. Differences were found in attributions 

of dispositional and situational causation for one's own and one's spouse's 

behaviors, as well as in attributions made concerning Facilitative and Disrup-
" 

tive behaviors during typical disagreements. 

Before ,discussing the findings on self/other biases, it should be noted 

that internal attributions to the personality of the Emitter of behavior were 

always greater than external attributions to the 'personality of the Other 
' ', 

person with whom the Emitter was interacting "or to the nature of the Topic 

under discussion. These results are ~onsistent with the findings ,of Ross, 

Amaible and Steinmetz (1977), who reported that subjec.ts err in the direction 

of overestimating dispositional causes ,and underestimating the role of 

situational variables, as was suggested by Mischel (1973). 

lt was predicted [Hypothesis 3 (b)) that, because the information available 

to actors and observers differs, subjects' attributions about the causes of 

their own and their spouse's behaviors ~ould be. different. The findings of the 

present study: provide support for the existence of such self /other differences, 

as subjects made relativ-ely more external attributions for their own behavior 

and relatively more internal attributions for their spouse's acti6ns. When 
~ . 
l 

, subjects were making attributions about the causal role of the Otlier person, , 

this differ~nce ,was especially large; spouses were more likely to attribute 

their own behavior to the personality of their 1nate than they were to attribute 

their spouse's behavior to themselves. Such a finding is consistent with 
" , 

clinicians' reports 011 the role of projection in marital discord (Schwartz & 
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Leder, 1972). Furthermore, when the Emi~ter: Other ratios, which reflect . 
relative dispositional : situational attributions, were examined, subjects were . . " 

more internal when making attributions about their spouse's behaviors than 
1 

, when considering their own. Males were more dispositional than females . 
0 

Self-serving biases in causal attributions. The findings on causal 

attributions suppprt the predictions concerning self":"se't'Ving biases made in 
. . 

}ypothesi_s 3 (b). Subjects made rel,atively more internal attributions for 

~ . 
their spouse I s Disruptive and their o~ Facilitative behaviors, and relatively 

more external crttributions for their spouse's Facilita'tive ana their own 
;· 

Disruptive acts. When Emitter : Topic ratios of dispositional : situational 
'I 

attribution' were examined,the results indic~te that sub,ject~ made relatively 

more dispositional attributions for' their own Facilitative and for their 

spouse rs Disruptive behaviors. " Th_is finding is cop.sis tent \ri th those of 

' ' Gattman et al ,(19~6), whose data indicate that distressed spouses are likely 

to believe that their partner's ~ntentions duri+1g conflictual interaction are 

r~ • 
negative, The present results are also in agreement with Monson anr Snyder's 

(1'977)· argument that 'actio~s which are perceived as intentional a~e likely to 

be explained through dispositional attributions. l. 

Perhaps it is worth noting· that the subjects (married students) in Ta~lor 

and KoJ.v~ki I s (1977) study saw themselves more sittationally than they saw 

their spouse. However, since in their sample of presumably "normal" couples 

subjects did not reverse these attributions when they were considering positive 

acts, it may be this reversal of self /other .biases which ~ifferentiates happy 

from distressed couples, Ind~ed, data from research in progress indicates that 

the happy couples who volunteered to participate ·in the p,:esent stud~ ,did not 

make different attributions for their own and their spouse's Facilitative and 

Disruptive \ehaviors4 

• I) 

\ 

.. 
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,Self-serving biases also were found when'the social desirability of 

traits used by subjects to describe- their own and their spouse's behaviors were 

examined. The results indicate tha~ subjects chose l~ss Socially valued terms

to ~escribe their pa~tner's negative characteristics than to describe their own, 

These findings l'end partial support to the prediction [Hypothesis 3 (a) J that 

subjects woul~ use more desirable and ~ewer undesirable adjectives to describe 

their own acts than to describe their spous~'s. Self-serving biases may be 

e~pecially impo~tant when attributions are made concerning negative acts. 

The present findings of self-serving and of s'elf/other attrib~tional biases 

may be used to explain the absence of videotape and instructional verbal feed-
• > 

back effects on communication behaviors. 
J, 

The results suggest that subjects may 

have made the following assumptions: a) behayior in general is ca~sed by 

personality rather than by situational constraints and b) the spouse's behaviors, 
. 

especially his or her negative acts, are caused by stable traits. Spouses, 

having made the att,r~bµtion, ''Well, my partner is like tltat," probably do not 

expect that the p~rtner can or will make ~hanges' in his or her behavior. Not 

anticipating behavioral improvements from their spouse, subjects may have had 

rio reason to make changes in their own behavi9r, especially since, as shown 

earlier, spous~s viewed their OW? behavior more favorably than their partner's. 

- ' 
Such a pessimistic view of improvement by the partner may preclude changes in 

the behavior of both spouses. It was expected that viqeotape self-viewing 

·: wourd alter distorted perceptions and attributions which may inhibit behavior 
) 

"' ,. 
change. - However, videotape playback was not shown to affect perceptions, or, 

. 
as the results reviewed below indicate, attributions. Other techniques for 

mddifying perceptual,and attributional styles and biases will have to be found. 

Some suggestions concerning possible.research and 'therapy directions are pre

sented later. 

t 

l 
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" Effects ·of video viewing on.attributions. Although it was predicted 
Ji; ' 

[Hypotheses 3 tc), (d),and (e)J that video viewing would be useful in the modi-

fication of bQth 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 effec~s were found on attributions of control over . ' 
II 

the atmosphere during interaction. Others (Arkin & Duval, 1975; Taylor & 

Fi<Ske, 1975) have ;reported that the person who is the focus-et\ attention is 

usually seen as exercising g
1

reater c~ntrol over the situation. ) In the present 
• 0 ' 

study, subjects attributed more controlpver the atmosphere during conflictual 

interaction to their spouse than to themselves; this pattern was not altered 

by any form of video playb~ck. Since one's spouse was generally seen as more 

·1 contr~lling than oneself, both during taping and at follow-up, it is pro~able 
I 

that video playback did not affect these attributions becau~e ~ubjects' beilefs 

concerning who is r~sponsible for conflict are well establtshed and strongly 

held. Thus, ,the present findings suggest that stable attributions concerning 

highly relevant aations ~,e not easily altered. 
_J e ' 

Video playback did not have any substantial effects on the indirect .,, 

measure of attribution in which subJects rated the accuracy of feedback.given 

to them. Subjects judged feedback concerning Facilitative behaviors to be 
0 

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 video effe~t found showed that self-viewing subJects and those in 

the No Video_Placebo condition are especially likely to accord high accuracy 
r\ 

ratin~ to feedback concerning Facilitative be~iors. 'Although it would be 

tempting to argue that self-viewing 'allowed subjects to attend to both their 

own and thetr spouse 1s positive acts, the fact that subjects in the ~o Video 

,J ~----·--~-
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Placebo condition also judged feedback concerning Facilitative behavior to be 

more accurate suggests otherwise. The absence of significant video effects on 

subjects' accuracy ratings- in the four feedback divisions (rare and frequent 
p I ' 

positive and negative behaviors) supports the conclusion that it would be 

premature to credit self-viewing with the alteration of spouses' attributions. 

Finally, videotape,was not found to have any significant effects on causal 

, attributions; playback did not alter either ~ctor-observer or the self-' 

serving biases of spouses. It is unlikely t:hat' t~negat;1ve res~lts 'are due 

to measurement variables. ling effects arc not evident in the 

data and not excessive. The data were 

analyzed in a variety of ways which included making planned comparisons on 

' 
e.xternal and internal attributions and on two types of dispositional : situa-

tional proportions. The absence of video effects on such a large number of 

tests is notable. This failure to find significant effects from videotape supports 

Taylor's (1975) contention that it is important to distinguish between arbitrary 

and relevant situation;, 'As noted earlier, sfudies which demonstrated visual 

perspec~ive and focus-of-attention effects have generally investigated the 

attributions made by passive observers of solitary actors engaged 'in arbitrary 
" 

behaviors (e.g. ,describing a. "gizmo"), When interaction was observed, the 
0 

encounter was typically neutral and non-conflictual, such as meeting someone 

for the first time, or trivial and highly artificial (e.g. ,prisoners' dilemma 

game). The present negative findings suggest tha~ alteri~g the f;cus of 
' 

actors' and observers' attention will probably not bring about attributional 

changes when subjects make inferences about their own behavio~s and those of 

well known others during highly relevant conflictual situations in which each 

person is simultaneously an actor as well as an active observer. In this 

_________________ ..... ________ .............. ._. ....... _~ ..... ~ ~ .... - ..... -_._,_,.,. ... 
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- context, .attributional biases are likely to be hig~ly stable and well establish

ed and may be extremely difficult to 0 modify. The absence of video effects 

. 
in the present investigation suggests that visual perspective and focus-of- .,} 

attention research is'likely to be valuable in clarifying the, mechanisms of----~ 

attribution acquisition, but not the mechanisms of attribution maintenance or 

change. 

\ 
Conclusions 

Distressed spouses were shown to possess self-serving as well as self /other. 

attributional biases which video viewing did not alter. Therefore', the findings 

of focus-of-attention and vis'ual perspective studies may not be generalizable to 

a consideration of attributional changes in "real-life" situations, Strongly 

held-impressions and stable, well established attributions about the causes of 
~ 

personally re~evant behaviors, both one's pwn and those of well known others, 

may not be affected by visual reorientation. Before extensive generalizations 

are made, studies in 'the literature should be replfratc<l on actors and actlvl' 

observers who participate in relevant, salient and meaningful interaction. 

Both neutral and conflictual tasks should- be used, Investigators also should 

study friends and acquaintances during interac~ion in order to ascertain the 

JCl 

importance of 'the familiarity dimension. Stable, weU t'o,~ed impressions and 

attributions and trans~ent, poorly integrated ones may respond to differTnL 

interventions. The _r(lle-of p"i:!rceptlia1 distortions in the study of attributional 

' biases also deserves further investigation. 

The strong perceptual ~nd 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 

\ 

•. 
\ 

~ 

~ 
,' 
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couples who do and on those who do not have these biases would be warranted. 

Such evaluations may be especially important, since current approaches to 

behavioral marital therapy still appear to be influenced,by what K~sler (1966) 

called the "uniformity myth", Inadequate connnunicat~on skills and distorted 

perC~ptions and attributions can ma~e independent and additive contributions 

to marital distress. If skills training should have differential pffects on 

couples who do have self-serving perceptual and attributional biases and on 

those who do not, cognitive training (Neichenbaum, 1977), designed to elimi-
-~ --

nate these biases, may have to be added to conventional treatment packages. 

That such cognitive training ~ay be beneficial is suggested by Glass, Gottman 

and Shmurak's (1976) research. These investigators found that a traditional 

skills training approach was equivalent to a cognitive self-statement modifica

tion package in effecting behav1oral and self-report changes in socially anxious 

males. Their post hoc finding that these two treatments had differential effects 
I , 

Con tho~e subjects who suffered from specific and those who suffered from genera-

'1 lized social anxiety suggests that eognitive and skills training interventions may 
' 

effect beneficial changes in different types,of couples. Spouse~ may use poor 

collDnunication skills when interacting with each other becaus~ they are deficient 

in the requisite skill~ or ·because effective behaviors are "situa;ionally 

inhibited". Cognitive trai,ning may be most useful with spouses fitting 'the 

latter description; Jhile a skills acquisition approach ma~ be more valuable 
' ' 

with coupl•es who do not have the appropriate skills in their repertoire. Valid 

and reliable measures should be used to assess spouses' perceptions and a,t tribu

tions; in the evaluation of such instruments, the relationship between trained . ' ' 

Ob Servers I and SpOUSeS I ratings Of behavior may deserve C00Sideration • 

I 
( 

1 

J 
1 
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l 

l· 



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

e 

143 

In studies of therapy aimed at improving couples' communicati~n skills, 

investigators should examine the effects of videotape playback and instructional 

verbal feedback when these techniques are combined with other conunonly used 

ingredients, such as rehearsal, modelling, role· play, and training in pin

pointing behaviors. Both b;ief"analogue"research and lengthier ~reatment 

outcome studies are needed; the work of Mayadas and Duehn'(l977) is a step in 

the latter direction. 

Dependent measures should include specific commmntcation· behaviors (Vincent 
' . 

et al., 1975), global ratings of happiness (Azrin et al., 1 73), self and 

spouse monitoring of particular events {Stuart, 1975; Wills t al., 1974) and 

ratings made by spouses concerning their perceptions and attri utions about 

the causes of their own and their partner's behaviors. 

above should be utilized concurrently and possibly, ~s 

listed 

d by Jacobson 

(1977), in replicated"single coup~e experiments"which permit the evaluation 

of the relationships between changes on the various measures. Sch information 

would·be valuable both from a theoretical and from a practical vi wpoint. 
( \• 

Knowledge of the relationship between behaviqral and cognitive ch~nges caused 
' 

by various treatment components could clarify the nature of the interaction 

between these variables and could be useful 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 needed. Designs would 

require that couples with varying levels of severity of, distress on the above 

dependent measures be treated. 

Rubin and Mitchell. (1976) warned that rese31rch on .couples may be a reactive 

process and may have deleterious effects on the relationship Qetween spouses. The 
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present study, found no evidence of such deterioration. Follow-up data indicate 

that of the 51 's.ubj ects (53%) who· returned completed questionnaires, none 

indicated that participation in the study caused any deterioration in their 

relationship. 1 Indeed, 42% of respondents indicated that participation r~sulted 

in.some.improvement. Furthermore, examination of couples' 1 pre-test and follow

up MAS scores indicates no signifieant changes in reported marital satisfaction. 

Subjects' self and spouse perceptions also remained unchanged. Of the 25 couples 

who responded at follow-up, six (24%) starbed in marital therapy after r.artici-

pation. This may be interpreted as a negative outcome for these couples. How- :1 

ever, given their distressed status, starting therapy may also be viewed as a 

desirable consequence of participatio°4t:t 

It is 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 h~s differentia~ effects on couples with differing levels of distress. 

• In the present stu~y, the follow-up results are not confounded by distress 

level; the pre-teat MAS '"scores of follow·up respondan ts is not different from 

the scores of non-respondents. Furthermore, the 53% return rate compares 

favorably to the 40% rate of return by the happy couples who had volunteered 

and who were studied in another research project. -l. 

The follow-up results described' above are also relevant to a consideration 

of the possible deleterious effects of videotape playbnck. All couples saw 

videot~pes of themselves, either during tl~e experimental phase of, the study or 

during debriefing. Hence, the present study found no evidence of deterioratidn 

following videotape playback of confl~ctual interactio~. 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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APPENDIX A 

Selection Measures and Initial Mailing Questionnaires 
Behavior Therapy Unlt 
Allan Memorial Institute (514) 842-1231 local 1627-1628 

~ COVER LETTER 

Dear 

Thank you for showing interest in participatit)g in our research on 
marital conununipation. We are enclosing a number of questionnaires which 
constitute the first phase of the research. It is very important that each 
partner fill out the form~ 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 receive the ~uestio~n~ires. 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 is to try to give 
us· as honest a picture of your relationship as possible. You do not have to 
fit into qne "type" of couple in order to be eligible to' take part in our 
studies. 

Participation in the study will require approximately three hours of 
your time. Both partners will

0

have to attend together, since we are 
interested in studying interaction. To facilitate this, we are running 
session~ 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 coupl~s. that if you participate, you 
wiil be taking ipart in research, not receiving therapy, However, ~11 
participating couples will have an opportunity to see themselves on video-

168 

tape and to discuss marriage_and p~tterns of communication with a professional; 
couples generally find the study interesting and learn.something about 
communication. 

1( ~ ' 

All information provided is strict!, confidential and available only 
to the reseatchers. 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 giyen when you are cont~~ted by the researcher. 

\ '1 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Fichten, M.A. John Wright, Ph.D. 

Postal address: 1033 Ptne Avenue West, Montreal, PO, Canada H3A 1A 1 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET 

This form may be completed by either the husband or the wife. 

to attach it to the fonns which you are mailing back to us. 

Name: 

(Please Print) 

Address: 

(Please Print) 

Phone ff where we may contact you: 

"""t,,, (Day ) 

Age: Wife: Husband: Years married: 

• Any previous marriages? 

(Evening) 

169 

"No. If yes, please circle as appropriate: Wife was: Divorced Widowed 

Husband was: Divorced Widowed 

Children: ~ame 

Occ~pation: Wife: 

Husband: 

Education Level: Wife: 

Husband: 

Age 
,r 

Sex Living at home· 
Yes/No 

Have you ever received therapy for a marital problem? (if yes, specify) 

When are the two of you available for the study? Please circle as many as 

apply: 

Daytime Evening Weekend 

,-

,• 
,' 

'" • J 

' j 
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MARITAL AllJtTS'l'T@lT :!CAI.El 

1 .1..:rc]" th~ ,-,r,t 11r1r" "nU r .. ,,l b"St repr,,s~rts the de!;N"f' of \--11.oofness 1n your 
rrarr1a;;n. Tfln rr11rlri~P nri)nt "r,'iri:~ .. ~r,rJ)srnts th-=- <le .... t"P('I nf ~a.rp~'1~c;s I.Jhic'1 ""'OSt 
0'30'il 1' ~"'~ ~:--- .... ,,. ... t~ar:~, anri the sc1l"' ?r .... rlua21y renr"PS on nne 5lde tn tl"f"SP feu 
Wh0 ~rp VP'r"/ t,nr1rn•r ) '1 r,nr~l~1;P1 ar.rl• CC th,-, .-,thr>r1 t~ trOS!' frW HCO Pl'neriPn~~ 
rx+,!"'"'""e lfV or f.-.l~clt/ 1n r11rriare. 

r_r_r_r_, r_Lr 
verr 

unhappy-
nerfectl,t 

hapDY' 

: nd1 cate thP anproX1rc'ate extN,t of agreeMent between Y"U and Y<'Ur mat .. 0n tre 
fo11.,mnp; 1t<>1"S, 

Creel( one en} ll" n fer ~•ch 1 lways alinost "ccasion~ frequent. al,-ost 
1t,•m below "l"ree alway-ii all.r l:· always 

a"""e 1,-H Sil"'"e'" ~,i ... ,.,,. ...... 

2.ranrllin- fa-:1l·r financPs 

; ,matte rs of recrPation 

1,.de~onstrat1 n of affection 

: .f~lends 

::- • .s~x relations 

?,conventionality (r1,;nt) 
good or pronel" conduct 

B.phllosophy of life 

9. Welp "'f deioling •,nth in-law, 

al ,rays 
disabree 

Reply to each question by circling t.he letter next. to the appropriate answer. If ,,CU 
caMot give an exact answer to a quest.ion, ans...,.r the best you c111. Do not leave out 
any que11tio115. 

10,:,ben rlisagreements ari.sfl, t hfly 
llSllally result in: 
a. husband ·,::i rl n~ in 
b. ,,,_r~ givinc; i~ 
c. a~r,e.,..,nt by "!Utua l ~i •,e and take 

11,Do Vl'lU and your "late ene~-.e in 
outside int~~sts together? 
a. all of thel'I ' 
b. some of them 
c. very f'!W of thel'I 
d, none ,:,£ them 

12 ,1 In leisure ti 'l!e, r!o '.'OU G"ner11ly r,r,f,.r: 
a. to stay at. ho"18 
b. to bl! "on the ~oi• 

12,2 In l<>isur" ti~e, dof!S your !'late 
~enera.lly prefer: 
a. to stay at ho~e 
b. to b~ "on t r.e :;o" 

1rrom Lock.e Amd Wallace (1959) 

1').Do ;rnu ev•r wish you nAd ·not "ltrriedl 
a, fr .. quently 
b, occ:.sionally 
c. rardy 
d. nevi,r 

14,If you had your lif~ to live over, do 
}'OU think you 'fOuld: 
~. I'll rry the Ul!'e :ie rsnn 
b, 111arry a rlifferent ner~on 
c. not marry at all · ,' 

15. D, you confide -in )'c-ur ll'ate: 
a. alnost ne"!!r' 
b, rar-.ly 
c, in r-ost thini;s 
d. in Pverything 
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· ( Pnmaru Commu,11caho11 lnwtorw . 

In,trurllmu · lltlow i!lt hi.t of 1teme on comm11111cat 1011 hel ween yo11 and your 11po11st
Jn the column11 on the right are five p0881ble amnvers Op11osite each item place a checli 
in the column which best reprf¥1ente the extent to which you and your 1pouae behave n 
the 1pec1fied way 

V cry frt· O<c•· "-Id N 
fn:- "'uentl:,, 11onally "" - '""' qutntly ,... 

l. Uo1v oftto do you and your epon"e talk over 
ple_,,rnt thmga that happen durmg the day? 

----<--------------------1--- --- -------
2 Jlow often do you and your HJ,011se ta.lk over un

pleaaant thin!I" that happen durmg the day? 
----------------------1---1---1-----
3. J)o you and your spouse talk over thmgs you dis

agree ahout nr h,ave rli'fficult1es ov~r? 
_ _,_. ____ ---·---·-----------'1--- --- --- --- -
4 Do you anti your ~po11Ke talk nlK1ul tl11n~ in 

wluch you are both 111terrsted? 

6 J)oe~ your ~po>N! 1111,n~I "hut he (hl1r) Rll)'R 111111 

h"w hi! (hlll')H1iys1t tolhe v.ny youst'cmtoferl at 
the moment? 

-----,-,-

-----------------------,----- ---~- -
' 6 Wheu yon Hlnrt lo osk I\ queKllnn, tines your 

lil)Oll~C klHI\\ \\ l111t It ,~ hclorc )'Oil ll.~k ,1? 

7 Do yon know the h•chng:1 of yo11r RpouRe from 111, 
(hrr) fnc1ul 11nil hotl1ly gcMlurcs) 

------------ ------------:---- -------
8 IJo yo111u11I, mir ~J)(Jll~r 11v111.J ,·1·rtn111 suliJ<'<'IK III I 

COIIYCr~llt IOII? 

--------- - ·--- --- --- --- ---
9 J>oc,, your 11po11Re expliun or r:1cpr<'~K h'ims<'lf (her-1 

eelf) lo you ti,rough 11. glanl'c or ge~turcs? 
-----------------------;---·1--- ------,-
10_ l>o ;011 anil y1111r HJlllllSe d1sc11Ks th1ng<1 together 

before 11111k111g an 1111porta11l tlcr151u11? 
----------------------1---1--- --- --- -
11 Can ) our spouse tell \\ hl4t kmd ,JI ilay you have 

had without Mkrng? 
------------------------1---1·--------·-
12 Your HJJOUbC w11111M lo v1s1t. some dOl\e friends or 

relatives You don't pa.rtieula.rly enjoy I.heir eom-
p11.ny Would you tell him (h!'T) this? "' 

----------------------1---·1--------,--~ 
13 Doe1 younpou1e di1cUN mitten of sex 1rith you? 
----------------------1---1---1---1--- -
14. Du you and your,apou11e u~e words wluch h&ve a , 

special 1Ue1rn111g not undentood by ou~1ide1'8? 

16. Uow ort.en doet1 your 1pouae 1ulk or pout? 

I 
I 

-----------.------·1-- -- -- --
16. Can you and youupouee d11cua1 yout mOIII. aacred 

beheh wit.bout feelings or restraint orembarrut1-
ment? 

17. Do you avoid tcll111,;yuurepouao thinir;R which put 
you in a had hghp _...;.. _____ .,;_ _________ _... ____ ,,__,, __ -
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You and your spouse are v1s1tmg friends. Some
thing Ill Raid hy the friend~ which rauscs you to 
glnnl'e al each othH W1>uh+ you u11defbta11d each. 
other? 

19 lln\\ ofl 1·11 tn11 yun \Pll 1.s 1nnch from the to1w of 
vo1,·p 11f ) 1111r 'i'' ilhl' "' fr11111 1\lwt hi' (;,lit') ur

t11all) ea\ H1 

20 llo;v·;,f;eu d~ }:1~1 au,; _\011rHJH111-,e tKlk Y.1th each JI =1-= _-l_-
__ "~~~~~pr:-,~~~l_!'.:~l,l1•1n,, -''----:---- ______ _ 

21 l)o )nll frl'I that 111 1110.,t matter~ your spouse,· 
knows v,hat .;1111 urr tnmis to h!IY' 

---- --------- - -----------------:--- ---------
22 Would yn11 rat hN t11lk ul11,11t 111t11n11te matters 

with \111ir ~IH•II'<' th:111111th ,nm(• othn p<'r,011) 
. ---- ---- -----------'-J-
2.'I ))11 y,111 11r111c·rH1 und t hr rnrtu11ni; of) 1111r hp1111,r'8 , 1

1 

I · 
far11,I P\prA"NIJIIScl ------- ------ ----- -------- --1-

:.2-1 If you a11d .;our Hpou,c urc v1tt1t 111g friend~ or rela-
11vl'M 111111 011c of you ~t11rt~ to say so111elh111g, 
,lot', tll!' 11llll'r I 111-1• ol'!'I tl,e n>11Vt'r~at10n \\ ith
oul lh\' frc•linj!; 11f 111tcrrupt111g) 

---------,--- --- --- ---
\!5 l>nrm~ marring<•, have vou 1uul your Hpoui,c, 111 
\ general, talked nwi.l tl11ngs over together? 

1 
From Navran (1967). 
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COMMUNICATION RA TING SCALE 

This questionnaire is designed to assess :,our feelings and perception11 about caru:nmication 
between you and your :,ponoe, In an1111ering these questions, pleas" base 7ou:r evaluation on 
how ~ perceive the situation. ' 

Under each queetion you will find a ,eries of a boxe:,, Find the response <11 the t!-point 
~caa.e which best corresponds to your perceptions or teellngs about the iteni, and make 
an X in thst box, 

'!ou compllnent your spou2e t 

very often D O IT] 0 0 DO [I] verr, rarely 

U y-~u wero to 
canpllment your 
c,poUlle 11omotimoa, 
but not really 
ott en, ;rou lfould 
place ]CJJ.r X in the 3rd 
box froM the left. 

It you were to caapllJnent your spouse very 
rarely, ;you would place ;your X in the last 
box on the right hand side. 

B:r pl.ciJlg your X in the first bax on the lei't, you indicate that this behavior occurs veey 
oft.en, Br placing it in the box ne."d to it1 you indicate that it occurs otten, but not 
very often, and so on, The further you place your X frau the lert hanct aicte (i.e. the closer 
to the right), the less often you feel that' the behavior occuni. 

PLEASE NOTE: Alwa;rs indicate yc,ur answer by placing an X into a bax. Choose only- oo, box 
per question, ancl an:iwer all rqueatiom,. 

'l. CollllllUllication between yo1.1 and ;rour 11pouse is problematic 

very often ODOOc:::!ODO very rarely 

2. You and your spouse argue 

very often 00001 :JOO very rarely 

J. !our spouse insults ;rou 

verr otten DDDOuODD very rarely' 

4, !our spouse starts a.rguments between the two of :,OU 

verr otten 00001 ,ooo very rarely' 

5. Argument, are 7oor spouse•, fault 

very otten 000000~0 very rarelJ' 

&. When argu:!Jlg, you .reel that 7our spot111e Juat doeall rt IUlderstand ;rour point or viev 

wry otten DDDDDDOD very rarely' 

7, !ou start arguments between the two or :yon 

veryo.rten DOOODDOO nry n.relJ' 

s. !ou and ,our spouse argue in public 

ve17 ott«i, DDDDDDDD very rareq 

9. While &rgu.ing, 
1

70rw spowie raises hia/ber voice 
~ I • 

very ort.en DOD DCl DD D very rarelJ'' 

10. Arguments a.re 70~ .rault 
I 

ver:r art en ooonoooo very razeq 

I 

\ --------------------·--~--
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(- CHECKLISTS OF PERSONALITY TRAITS INFLUENCING ARGUMENTS 

Checklist of Your Ololn Personality Traits Causing Arguments 

Please place a check mark on the line beside as many or the adjedivel!I listed_ below as 
you feel apply •. 

Sometimes you may feel al!I though you've seen the same adjective before. This will not ,:... 
be the case, so do not look back and !orlh through the list. Hlke a decision about each 
adje'ctive 1.rdependently and worlc at a fairly hi~h speed, 

When you and your spouse hav-e &rgull81ts, it is partly becauae ~: 

dependent ('254 ) overcritical ( 157) 
-self conscious (249) -dominating ( 153) 

J -critk'al (243) - ,loppr( 153) 
-confomist (241) - unsympathetic (153) 

I 

silent (228) hot tempered (152) 
argumentative (227) -fault finding (148) 

-forgetful (2,i4) uninter.st1ng (146) 
-timid (222) _irritable (143) 
- gullible (219) earelese (140) 
-indecis~ve (219) -gloaiir (136) 
-fearful (214) -d111&greeable(l34) 
-absent minded(21J) disobediant(l28) 

impractical (21J) complaining(l27) 
sarcastic (210) -ia.11 <126> 

- unemotional (209) -unappreciative(l26) 
.-worri i,r (205 ) ~ boaatful(l22) 
-Wlhappy (203) ~ - gossipy (119) 
-indifferent (202) irritating (llB) 
-ciumsr <199 > -egotistica.1(116) 
-insecure (198) -cold (113) 
-unhealtey (197) -cowardJ.T( 110) 
-nervous (196), -discourt.eo~ (tlO) 
-stubborn (196) ungrati,ful(l09) 
-unimaginative (195) irre1pon1ible(l06) 
- unobservant (194) _prejuciiced (106) 
-inconsistent (193) jealous ( 104) 
- unpunctual (19 2 ) -unple&saat(104) ., l -superstitio11,9(189) - unnllable(104) 
:;,os1esaiv~ (183) -impolite (103) 

IJIOOd7 (16 2 ) llOHf (102) 
- oversenait.i ve (179) -quarreba111e (101) 
-untidy (175) ciistruatful (99) 
:noiey (173) lxlring (97) 

angry (169) - sel! centered (96) 
unintelligent (168 J -ill mannered (95) 
docrl.neering (16 7) -un!riendl,r (92) 

'' -depressed (166) hostile (91) 
l ___pessimistic (164) l.oud mouthed (83) 

I unattentiye (164) - sel!ish (8~) , 
,-overcon!idmt (16 2) - narrow minded(BO) 
-imsociable (161) ~e (76) 
-wastetul (160 ) conceited (74) 
-,hart telltpered (159) -greedy (72) 

I -envious (157) · 
I 

I 

,, ?low look: through those it11111a tmich ;rott h&n checked, and p-.zt a circle around tholte I ~ 
5 which ~ reel are the most 'iJnport.ant. I 

I 
It the1'9 are an:,, additional factor•, pleu• list tb11• below. i 

\ ' . 

0 

~- Nuabera in parenthHH indicate aodal daairaility •dvu [froa Anll•rlOII (1964) ). 
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Checklist of Your Spouse's Personality Traits Causing Arguments 

(, 

Please pla.ce a check mark on the line beside as manr of the adjectives listed below 
a.s rou fee 1 a ppl;r. 

Somet:IJ!les you may feel 113 though rou•ve oeen the same adjective before. Thia will 
not be tile ca'se, so do not look bac:k and forth through the list. Make a decbioo 
about each adjective independent:i,, and, l'fOrk at a fairly high speed. 

lfhe~ you and your spouse have argurnlltlt:s, it is partly becau:,e 10ur spouse is: 

dependent 
-self conscious 
-critical 
-coni'or.nist 
-silent 
-argumentative 
-forgetful 
t:IJ!lid 
-gullible 
-indecisive 
fearful_ / 
- ab'llent minded 
-impractical 
-sarcastic 
-wieaatianal 
-worrier 
-unhapp,-
-indifferent 
-clumq 
-insecure 

unheal. thy
nervowi 

-stubborn 
- uniJDaginati ve 
- unobservant 
-inconsistent 
- unpunctual 
-superstitiou.s 
_J>OSHasive 
_m.o«q 

oversensitive 
-wrt.idJr 
_noisy 

angry 
- unintelligent 
- doodneering 
-depressed 
_pe1d.miatic 

unattentive 
- overconfident 
- unsociable 
-wasteful 
-~hort tempered 
=envious 

OTercritica.l I 

-dominating 
-sloppr 
- unsympathetic 
llat. tempered 
-tault tinding 
- uninteresting 
.,..irritable 
-careless 

• gloomy 
dbagreeable 

- disobedient 
-ccmplaining 
lAr:f 
- unappreciative , 
l>oast!ul 

gossiw 
irritating 

-egotistical 
-cold 
-cowardly 
-discourteous 
- ungrateful 
-irresJ)c;111ible 
JNjudiced, 

Jealous 
- wipleaeant 
- unreliable 
_impolite 

nosey 
- qu&rrel.lCIIII 
-distruati'ul 
'"":boring 
- self centered 
-w mannered 
- unt'riendlJ" 
hostile 
-ioud mouthed 
-selfish 
- narrow minded -rud, 
-conceited 
-gre~ 

Now look through thoee ittnll which rou haw checked, 11:ld put • circle around thoH 
5 Which yr:1J. !eel are the most important. 

Ir there are any additional factors, please list theae below. 
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,Checklist of Y&ur Own Pe~sonality Traits Preventing Arguments 

!;'lease place a check mark on the line beside as m&V or the adjectivas listed belOlt 
as you feol appJ.,, 

Sometimes you may feel as though you•ve seen the same adjective be!oN. This will 
not be the case, iso do not look ha.ell: and forth througl'i the 11st, Make a decision 
a.bout each adjective i.ndependenti,, and 110rk at a fairly high speed. 

illfhen you and your spou:se prevent argument,3 between the two or you, it ia parti, 
because lour spouse is: 

bold (336) 
__Pai.nata.king (3~5) 

deliberate (345) 
-unconventional (346) 
::_persiste'jlt (347) 

eJ:Cited (351) 
-talkati~ (352) 
_Proud (358) 

daring (360) 
-syatematic (366) 
-nonconforming (369) 
-sent:imental (371) 
-thrifty (372) 
-obedient. (37 3) 
~rsuasive (374) 

serious (3 79) 
-ideallstic ( 384) 
-sel! critical {389) 
-carerul (390) 
-orderly (399) 
-confident (401) 
-calJll (406) 
-self assured (411) 
-outgoing (412) 

eaqgoing ( 412) 
inquisitive (413) 

-studious (418) 
,, -,ell' confident (421) 
Jactical ( 4 25} 

tiqy (427) 
-modest (42-8) 
-,ociable (429) 
-curioua (432) 
-relaxed (432) 
- cOlllpf:t.ent ( 4 4 7) 
-!rank (450) 
-at.tentive (450) 
-independent (455) 
~energetic (457) 
-generous (459) 
-amusing (460) 
-tolerant (461) 
=11111! reliant (462) 

creative (462) ~ 
=sensible (464) 

prompt (465) 
-logical (4m 
:J:,unct ual ( 466) 

neat (466) 
-obi1ervant (467) 
-capable (471) 
-cooperative (476) 
- well mannered ( 4 7 7) 
-talented ( 4 7 8) 
_patient (-478) 

witt7 (480) 
-alert (460) 
-et!icient (482) 
- a.mbi tioua ( 4 84 J 
-forgiving (486) 
_polite (489) 

enthusiastic (489) 
-imaginative (492) 
-helpful (492) 
-courteous (494) 
_Pleasant '(49&--------

clllftr (496) • 
-broad minded (503) 
-truat!ul (504) 
-choertul (504) 
-respoosible (505) 
-humorous ( 50 5) 
~ unael!lsh (510) 
-hapP7 (514) 
-!riendly (519) 
-ldnd (520) 
-',,/IU'III (522) 
- Nli~le (527) 
-considerate (527) 
-thoughtful (529) 
-dependable (53&) 
-intelligent (537) 
-trwatworttir (539) 
-truth!ul (545) 

· ~:,ai, (547) 
-understanding (549) 
--ix.iest (555) ' 

Nov look through thee• it11111a lilhic:h 7r:,o. h&ve checked, md put a circle around thoN S 
which rai !eel are the mo¢ illlportant. 'j-... 

Ir theN are an;r additional taetoi:s, please list ttieae below. 

!2!!• N~er, in parantha••• indicat~ ,oeial daeirab111tJ va~uea( fl'IIII AndarlOII (1961)1, 

( 
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Checklist of Your Spouse's Personality Traitt Preventing ArR\lments 

9 

Please place a check mark on the line· beside as maiv of the adjectives listed below 
,~s you feel appl:,. 

Sometimes you inar feel a11 though you tve :seen the 11ame adjecti ns be.t'ore.' This will not. 
be the case, so do not look back and forth through the list, Make a decidcn about ' 
each adjective U1dependentl:,, and work at a fair l:, high ii peed, 

When you and 7oor spou.,e prevent ,argwnents between the two o! you, it 111 partl:, 
becauee you are: 

bold 
__i>ainstaking 

dQllberate 
-Wlconventional 
__persistent 

ex.cited 
-talkative 

' __proud 
daring 

-systematic 
-nonconforming 
-sentimental 
-thri.i't1 
-obedient; 
__per:i~d ve 

seriows 
-idealhtic 
-sel! critical 
-careful 
-ord.erl:, 
- confident 
-calJ!1 
-sell' usured 
-outgoing 
-easygoing 
-inqui.siti ve 
-studious , 
-,el! coni'ipent 
yactical 

tidy 
-modest 
-sociable 
-curious 
-relaxed 
-competent 
-frank 
-attentive 
-rindependent 

energetic 
gellll?'OUS, 

-amusing 
-tolerant 
=self reliant 

creative 
-sensible 

prompt 
logical 

__pmctual 
neat 

-observant 
-capable 
-cooperative · 
-r-well mannered 
-talented 
_patient 

witt1 
-alert 
-et.t'icient 
-ambitioua 
-rorgl.ving 
_P-Olite 

enthusiastic 
-illlaginati ve 
-helpful 
-courteous 
yeaaant 

elever 
-broad minded 
-t1"11Stful 
-cheer!ul 
.... responsible 

humorous 
- UDlll!ltish 
-hapP7 
-!riend.lT 
-kind 

wa.l'lll 
-reliable 
-considerate 
-thought.till 
-dependable 
-intelligent 
-tl'l,IStworth;r 
-truthful 

laya). 
understanding 

:)xmest -

Now look through those itema which 7w b&ve checked, and put a circle &l'OUlld those 5 
which you feel .ire the ll!O~ l;s>ortant. 

Ir the" an llil1 add1 t1onal factors, pleaH U1t. t.hN• below. 
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The tollowine; is a list or a number o! area. ot married lite in lft1;1.ch couples 
a.re like~ to have diaa.greeoents, Please nad through each or tne·U'el\s careru.Uy. 
lC there is a topic w:i.thUI an area that YoU and your llpOWle disagree onr, please 
rate the importance of your disagreer.ieat, by circling the appropriate number ill the 
right hand collllllll, For ea~h a.na, ca11111X1 topic:, o! disagreemont are given as 
examples. If' ;you do not have an:, diaagreements in a particul.a.r area, check, •'None". 
, to consider onl to ics that are current4' relevant (i.e. do not base our 
r:itin s ca a to c ro e:u w c ou vi, slllce re o ye(l1 
=:;...;.;.;.;::.:;:;..o;;,;;......:;;.;==-~.;;;;.;:..;.;;...==~;.;;.o....;;.;o .. r_e....,.t_h_er ...... o_!_y.._o""u..,.,, Plea:ia answer independently, 

) 

SCOIUNG CODE 

3 - mild disa.gre-ta 

2 - l!IOderate diaagrements 

l - major disagreellllllnts 

~g llousehold1 FaadJ:l Economics, and P'~y Living 

1. Finances and money management l 
(eg. budget" credit, savings, major expenditure•) 

2. Howseholc1 maro.goment and decision malcing l 
(eg. household chores, shopping, transportation) 

J. lfua band '11 work t l 
(eg, poor' p~, travelling, level or involvement) 

4, Wi!e's worldng l 
(eg, shoul.d she 1rork, time corllnitment, career 
caitlicts) 

5. ' ChUci can and training l 
(eg, discipline, caretala.ng, recreation) 

'6, Family recreation and leisure time 
(eg. amowit, type, coope~tion in planning) 

,r-
j 

7. Adult recreation and leisure tilne 
( eg, tme together vs. a.pa.rt, type o! acti vit7) 

s. Friends 
( eg, how much time to spend with thl!lll, who 
being polite to disliked friends at spouse~ 

Taluea and Philosow 

l 

l 

l 

2 3 

2 3 

Z 3 

2 J 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

9, Educaticc l 2 3 
( eg, ~tiatl.Ct1on nth a.ch1ne<1 lovtl, value 
pl.Aced en it I support or spouse 119 stri v:l.ng11) 

lO. Religion l 2 3 
(eg. shared ballets, tolerance tor other's 'Vi.llW'I) 

ll. Traditional. versua contempor&r1 Olltlook l 2 , J 
(eg. disagre~ ~r dreH, mann~r, sex roles, etc.) 

12. Politi,;11 l , 2 J 

13. ,Ch&rltr l 2 3 

None 

Rone 

R<lne 

Nooe 

None 

None 

None 

lone 

None 

Hane_, 

None 
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P1ra~l Factors 

"" ~. 
14. Temiarament and personality diUuencu 

' lf>. 

t7. 

18. 

20. 

(eg. activity level differences, display of. 
emotions, sociabili cy, moo'd) 

Affection and closene,iis . 
(eg. display, perceived i111otional distance) ' 

Acceptance - rejection 

Sexual adjustment 
(eg. con°traception_,. frequency, type of ~ehaviors 
preferred and received) 

Jealousy and extramarital affairs 

"" Personal habits 
(e.g. sloppiness, tardiness, consideration)\ 

Personal Improvement ' , 
(eg. weight, cleanlinesa, education) ' 

21. 0 Health 
(e.g." teeing a doctor, inct<easing activityj' 

' 

Kinship Retponaibilitiea 

22. Hu1band's mother 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Husband's father 

Wife's mother 

Wife's. father 

26. Other relatives and dependents 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

" ' 

,. 

1 
Adapted froa ~eiH and Margolin (1977), 1 ~ 

D 

... 

1 2 

1 2 

l 

1 

1 

" l 

l 

1, 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

... ' 

3 

3 

3 

'3 6 

3 

3 

• F 

None 

None 

None~ 

None 

None_-_ 

Noo.e 

N01\1 

3 ~ Noa.a 

3 

3 

l 

3 

3 

l 

l 

3 

" 

None _r_ 

None_ .. _ 

None 

None 

Nooe 

I 

I' 
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APPENDIX~B 

Laboratory Paper-and-Pencil Measures 

DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM AREAS 

On a prev~ous questionnaire you have pointed out what botHer~ you ~n 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 
careful1.y 'about. these areas. For eaclil of'-the areas indicated on the next 

"°"4". page, we would like you tell' us what your partner does that! displeases you 

180 

} 

in that area. For example, if one of your area& is FJnances, thtn you might 
think of items lfke: "' · ~ '---." 

Partner pays bills late' . ' 

Partner shops for food irresponsibly 
Partner makes sizable purchases without consulting me I 

I 
I ./ 

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 rcrte 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. 

2 

19 

17 

16 

NAME OF AREA 

Household management 

Pers0nal habits 

Sexual· adjustment 

Acceptance-rejection 

ITEM " 

Partner leaves dirty dishes around the house 
Partner' forgets to €µt gas in car 

Partner does not stick to own diet plan 
Partner leaves bathroom dirty after use 

Partner rejects my sexual advances 
Partner falls asleep immediately after sex 

Partner gets angry (sulks) ?nd won•t tell me 
why 

" 

Partner ignores me ~reads papey) befor~ dinner 

Now that you know how to proceed, this is how you 'should describe tne problem 
so that it will be readily understandable to us. We 'have already marked ~the 
problem areas bel'ow. Now~in the space provided under the Ar~a ,Na;e,, list 
what displeases you 'regaroing your partner. !n that way we will have a good 
idea about. the specifics of what displeases you in each are'a. Please be sure 
to do this for each of ,the areas ~hich we have ind'i.cated. You may p'ut as many 
items for each area as you can pinpoint for us. 

- .. 



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

• 
\ 

') . 181 

e ... 
.. 

AR,,EA NO. , NAME OF AREA 

AREA NO. NAME OF AREA 

.... ' 
\"' 

) 
AREA NO. NAME OF AREA 

\ 

"' 
ARE'A NO. -NAME OF AREA 

• • 

e ·\ 

... 

-· 



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

e 

f ' 

I' 

e 

SELF AND SPOUSE RA't•ING SCALES 

Self Rating Scale 
( 

The tollowing quest.ions are deslened to, assess your perceptions of ;your o-,m behavior ' 
during typical conflict sitW3tion$ between ;rou and ;your spouse,, In an:,wering, the:se 
quest.ions, please base ;your evaluation on hoW' you perceive your own behavior. 

Tou will notice that. questions corlsi:,t of a state11ent followed bT a. series ot boxes., 
and of J questions which relate to the sta.ter,1ent. The baxe>s are probabl,Y familiar to 
:,ou by now as you'w ust,d them before. .. 

Hhcn answering a question, p1ea.se indicate how frequently t~ behavior 'OccUNI by 
placing an X into the appropriate box. As in the questionnaire you completed at heme, 
the closer you pl.:ice your X to the left hand side, the more often that behavior occurs, 
and the olosor to the right 'hand side, the less frequent the behavior. 

You \will also notice that beside the three qnestions which :rel/\t& to the statement, (a), 
(b) and {o), there is a series of circles. These ci.rcles'represet\t'degrees of importance, 
llhat 'We would like you to do here is to indicate how important you feel e'lch f'lctor ts. Y'ou 
do thi:, by pla.cinP, a.n X into t,he 01.rc:W, which best represent:, how iJ11;:,orta.nt yo,1 feel that a ~ 
fac,toi,, 1.s, The closer you place the X to the left, the rn'ore .unpoz:t,3Jlt you feel that the factor 
is, wlil'le- the c~oser to the right, the leas wportant. 

EXAMPLE: 

tthl.,le tr;ring to resolvb i..3sues .ibout ,,hich you disagree, 1 

,o) ••• rou raise your voice 

very 
rarel7 
~·t 

In making you behave this way, row il'lportant. is 

~ )your o;fu perso 1 it ? , • , , , • , • :L"npoJ:~ 

) very 
b your spou portant 

c)the nature of the topic? ••••• port::nrr 

0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~,~~~~~~t 
() () () () () 'o () () () M co111i,1Gtel;y r< ,unimportant 

() (} () 0 M () () () () ( ) c001pletaly 
r" unimportant 

Let ts say that rou raiGe ;your voice spmetimes, but not. really ottpn. Then you 'sl,..iuld. 
/ place your X in the 4th box from the ,J.eft, On the other hand, if you almost never do this, 

then place it in the last box-on your right.. ,ti , 

In ansuering questions (a), (b) and ( c), yo:1 should determine hoW' import .nt e'lch 
facJ;or is in making you behave this W"'l'J, If, tor example,, you telt tnat fictor (a) , yo~~ 
otm pers9na.llty was imPorl .. ~'1t, but not very or extremely i:mporl,mt, you would plac;e an X 
in the circle as in the quest,ion (a.) example. It,yot\ felt that your spo"se'.s per$onality 
,ns c01>1ple:tely unimportant in making you be'i'lve this tray t yo•.1 would place your X as in 
example (,b). It you felt that the natur. of the topfo w,:s of sli~ht import,lncet ;you would 
place yow: X a.:, in the (9) example. 

' , 
-, 

As you can see, all J (actors may be or equal importance or ditrerent ractor11 r.iq 
have ~terent degrees or import.mee. J,.1st beea.iue you have marked one of the questions ~
as ext~:IJ" important doesn rt :'\ean that the other hctor., must. be ot lesser importance. 
On thci other hand., in so.i,e cases you Will find that one or twcl !actors are very illlportant 
and the third one is• unii:tportant. So make our answers to uestiom, a) b) and c) in 
,such a waz: that each answer reflects an nde:,en ent eva ua.tion. ease do not try to d 
~erna", as no patterns e.x:1.st, Ir you shoul.d find ;youneti: answering many questions '· 
the same way, you are pl'Obabli doing something wrone- lSO go back and rec~side:r each can. 

PLF.ASE NOTE: (l) Answer all quest.ions-do not omit any. (2) Be sure to answer all 
parts ol' each question. (3) Make each item a separate and independel')t. 
eviu.uatim. · ' 

Sometimes you ma1 reel as though you've seen the :iame item. ~tore. This will not be 
the case, so do not look back and forth through the ite!Jl3. trork at a fairly hhh speed, 
and do not 'wo or unle over individual items· it is our first im re3sions t.hat we 
~ On the other hand, please do not be carele:,s, becau:;e we want your true press -ems, 
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While tl"]Ulg to resolve issues about which tre two or 70u di~agree, 

1).:. the tone o! the discU1.1aion is usuallv 

,,,,:1c[:i=::i=1=::ci=cc1 . 1 ::;r ....... 
1.)Hov important are you \n sattine; tha tone or the ,, 

conver~~t:i.on? ••• , ..•• , ... ,,, L1lport~1'. () () () () () () () () () ()' completely 
un:i.mport.:tnt 

,/hile tr,J'...ng to resolve issues µbout which the two or you disagree, 

2) ••• you indicate that you agree With your spouse 

very 
rarely 

In making you bchwe this way, how l l'lportant is 

a )your o:m pocsonah ty? ....... • import:;J O () 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 () ·~~~~~~t 
b )your ~pouso 's personality? .•• impo.J!n1: () () () () () () () () () () COl!l!)letely 

--.,, _ . unii.tport ant 

c)the n;ituro or the topic~ ... "i.mport~1: () o· () () () () () () () () ~~~~~~~t 

mule try-i_ng to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree, 
I ,J 

0 

3) ••• yau indicate that. you approve or your 5pouse by telling him/her that you favor 
something he/she has s~id or done 

"o;:: -·1-·-- --,-.. ,-,-,-.1--1-J-1 ;:~ly l ___ l~----~--
In making you behwe"'t his way, how il'lportant is 

a)your o:m personali.ty? .. ,, · · • • :L11poriin1: 0 0: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ ~~~~;{~~t , 
b)your spouse's personality? .. •iJnpo.J:nrr O O O O O O O O O O ~~~~~~t 

c )the nature ot the tbpid. • • • i.mpoJ'~~ () () () () () () ( ~ () () () ~~~~~~t 
\illile t,rying to ,resolve issues about which the two oC you disaaree, 

4) ••• ypu i,ndicate that you ac:cept responsibllit1 

I 
In ~aking you beh3.ve thi11 way, row iMportant is 

very, 
rarely 

.. 

a )your, o·,m personal l ty?,,, · ••. , • L11port~rr () ()()()()()()() ( •)()completely 
, unimportant 

b)your spouse's personality? .•• import~rr () 
c )the n;i.ture ot the topic?, , , •.• impoJ;Z () 
~ ' -

() () () () () (t () () 
() () () () ( )' .o () () 

1ih.ile t~g to resolve issues about' which the two of you disagree., 

( ) coorpletol1 
uni.Mportant 

, ) ·completely 
~ unimportant 

5) ••• you complain about t~f'!gs in general (i.e. complain 1ri.thout expllcit,ly blaming 
· your spouse) ' , , __ 

In making ybu ~line this way, 1'ow iM;,rtant is 

very 
rarely 

a )your, o·.m pcrson'll tty? ....•.• • impoJ~rr () () () () () () () () () ( ) ~~~~!~t 
b )your spou::o 's per:1i,nality? .. , iJnpoJ:nrr O O O O O O O O O O ~~i~~~t 

c )the 'n:1turo of the topic?,. .. • impoct~Z O O O O O O O O O O ~tl%~~~!Kt 

le3 
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. llilc t17in~ to resolve issues .:1bout which the two of .you disagree, 

e) .. . ;you criticise 7our spouae 
'-

o;:: 1-i-,---,-~=1-1=c1--r1 very 
rarely 

( ' . 
In mald.T1g you beln,ve this way, how inpo~ant 111 

a )your o~m personal.i, ty? • ...... • importin11'. ( f O O () 0 c) 0 0 () 0 ~~~~~~~!; 
b)yol.tt' spouse's personality? ••• import!n11'. () () {) () () () () () () () ~°Tfu~~~~t 
C )the n';ttur~ Of ,the topic?"••• iJnport~11 d ,(} 0 () " c') {) () () {) ~r~~i°-t}~t 

1/hile trying to resolve isspes about which the two or you disagree, 

7),. ,you o(rer sugge:,'.,f.ona for comprocl.se solutions 

very 
rarely 

In ma.)d.ng you beln.vo this way, r~w i1'1po~ is 

a)your 01m personal_lly?~ ........ .i.mporl~ 0 0 0 () () () ()., 0 () 0 ~°'I1~~~J!~t. 
b)your 3pouso's personality? .. 'im.por£!n11° () () () () () () () () () () ~}~~~ti. 
c)tho nature or ~he topic? ••.•• import!nrr () () () () () () () () () () ~°11:~~!:.e!Kt 

\lhi1e trying to resolve issues about. which the two or you dii,agr&e,' 

8) :· •• ;rou indicate that you d;i.sagree wi~h ;rour spouse 

very 
:rnrely 

In ma.ldng you beh:i.ve this way, row !Mportant is ' 

a )your o·,m personal tty?, , , , , .• • L-nport!n1' ,() 
fa 

b)yolir spouse's personality? .•• i.mport!n1t () 
., . 

, 1 very 
c)t.he nature or t.he, topic? .. •• •imporl,Mt 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ > 0 ~~~~~!~t 
0 0 0 0 ()_ 0 0 0 0 ~~~~!t~t 

o o O O O O O O O ~J:~~~iht 

\ihile trying to resolve issues about which the two ot you disagree> 

9).· •• you Jndicatis ~enial o! responaibilit;r 

ver;r 
raroly 

In making you beh;i.ve tfil.s way, ~ow inportant is 

a)your 0:111 personaltty-?, ..••.• •1mpoJ':n'"{ () 

. b)your spouse's personality? ... import!n1 () 

c)~~e natur'e or the topic? .... •impo{_ti11' ,0 

() () () () () ( 5 () () () complotely 
, Ullimporhnt 

0 () 0 () () () () () () comi,letei7 
, un,Vnportant 

() () (} () {) () J) () {) COl]lfl,etely 
,, Wl.unportant 
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"'_1' t~Ji,,~_to ~~olvo is,~; ,bout 

}O} ••• you give lllxeus1111 

which the'two of you disa&res, 
.» 

In .making you bch:i.ve t):l.is way, h~Mportant is 

:)lour own penona.Uty? ....... "Lilport:nrr (), (.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 O O ~,g~~~it 
, 1 b )your spouse f:, personality?•• • import~rr () () () () () () \) () () () ~~i~~~t 

I . , '~ ~ 

i c)the nature or tho to~ic? •.•.• import:rirr O o <? O O O O o.,? O ~fiK~~~t 

\,:hile tiying to resolve issues about whi~h 'the two or you disagree, 
I 

I Jl) ••• you relieve tension by humor 

o;~: -,--1---1-1-1-1-1-,-,-, l----~------
rn making you behwe this way, row iMportant is 

very 
rarely 

;)your o·,m personality?·,·.,.,• L-nport:n"t O O O O O { l O O O () ~~~~~~t D 

b·}your :ipous~'' personaiity?. • "import:n11" () 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~i~~~~t 

c)tt.e nature ot 0 Lhe topic? •••.• import.~11" () () () () () () () () () ~) ~~~~~~~t . . ' 
•I 

llhile trying to resolve issue; about whisi the two or you di~agree, 

, 12) •.• you interrupt your spouse while he/she is speaking 

In m.king you be'13.ve this way, row lriportMt i:, 

very 
rarely 

a).rour o)m pGrs~naltty? ...... ••import~1i 0 

b)JY~ SpOU~QrS pGrSonallty?,,,fmport!n1i () 

() () () {) () () () c, () completely 
unimport~nt 

() () (} () () () () () U comt>letaly 
. unimportant 

I 

~)lb natura ot the topic?•,••• import!n1t' 0 () () () () 0 () () () () completely 
Wlimporta.nt 

r 

\nu.le trying to resolve issues aboirt. which the two of 1ou disagree, 

JJ) ••• you.touch your spou.se aJ'!ectionate]J' 

o;i~ 1-,-,-,-,-. ,-1-1-,-, 1=1 
Lt 1.1aking you b~haive .this way, row lriportant 1s 

ver, 
raroly 

a )your Odil person,11..l ty?, • , • , .. • i..1lporl:n1i O ,() 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 .~,~~;~!it 
b)yo~ spou::o 's personality?.·• imporl~.Z O () ,0 0 0,, () () () () {) ~~~~~t 

c)l.he n:iture at tho ,topic?,, •. 'imi,ort'.~'t () () () () () () () (} () () !~~;,;~t 

J 
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.. bll.e trying to re:,olve bsuei, alwut 1/hich the two ol ;rou, disagr'la, 

14),. ,7ou giv• positive .:;olutiooa (i.o. you toll rour spoua• \that should bl den•, 
rather than tellln.g hi.in/her on1,T what shoul.dn't be done) 

Tn making you beh1v~ this wa:r, h:nt foportant is 

' ' 

a)your o,m persona.Hty'>. · .... ":tm'pori~'t () 0 () () () () 0 () () () ~g~rr!~t ,,, 
b)your spou&C 1 s person11lit7'>,..lmif>rt!n'l O ,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 fl.~) ~~i~~~t 

, o)the nAtun, ot t~ topic? •••• ,tmport:ri11'.' () (} {) {) (} () () () () () ~~~~ii!l:'t 

~e' tr,ying to re.£,lve issues about which the two o! ;you disagree, 

15) ••• ;you make car.ment!I intended to embarrasa your spouse by '!putting him,l\ier down•• 

In making you behave this \tay, how- il'lportant ill 
't 

a)you: olo5'1 personality? .. •.•." importiin11'.' 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 (} ~~~~~~}[t 
~- wry ~ 

spouaers r..orsoM,ht,y"'···tmporlant O O O O () 0 0 () 0 0 ~:f.(?,;;g;t~t 
c)tl-;c, Mtun.t' ot the topic".• ·'-·:1.rnpo~:.01" 0 0 0 0 () () () () () 0 ~~~~!It 

\/hil.o trying to resolve issues· about. tmich._ t.he two ot you disagree., . ' \ 
16) ••• 10!.l indicate that 7ou are 1't.umed-otti1 by m.aldn& gestures :such as grimaces, 

frowns, ~sperated sigha, roll.ing of t,he eyes up:QJ:d 1 et.c. 
' ' 

~ o~:~ 1:1=c=1=i~1=1=1-1;:r1 ;:~11 
' In making··you bchiwe this way I how J l'lp.:>rlMt if 

a. )your O'd?l perl'Sonality<> ...... , • irnp~rtin'l: 0 

' b )your spouse r II pursonali t. y", • • irnP9rt!n1: (·} 

o o o o o o o c , p :!nar~~:;,r~t 
' 

' . 
e)the wt.tuN ot the topie?.,, • 'iJllporf~'l:. () 

C) (} () {) {) () () {) () COl'l!),letely 
uniinporta.nt 

() () () 0 ...t) 0 ( ) 0 ( ) completely 
~ . ut1impon.ant 

Uhile try'in~ to resolve is:,ues about which the two c;r ;:rou dlsagree1 

t 
l.7) •• ,you speak your 1pouse with a.trection 

, ve~ -"-- -~,-,-,-l~,-1--1---i ;:~17 oi"ten J_J_I ____ J, __ I_ -

In making you bc\11.va this va.y, row ir1portant ia c 

a.)your o·.m ~rson&llt:r"···· .. ·•L11portin1l C; 0 () 0 0 0 (') 0 o·o:~~!~!:t!!t 
b)your apou:ie's personality?.• 'impoJ:n1i' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 =~!:tiht. 
,z)t.h n'ltu~ ot tho topic? .. •• •tmport!n1t O O O ~,> D O O O O O ~fJ~~iht_ 
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Spouse Rating Scale 

/. 
I, 
,, -, 
\, 

• • '?he fol.lowing questions are desi171ed to assess :rour per4eptiona ot zour iireuse '" . , 
behavior during typical conflict' situations between j.he two o! y'611. In answering thes6 
questions, please base your evaluation on how you perceive your spouae's beha~or, . ' . 

Tou ~1.1 notice that que:rt.io,;s consist ot a :,tatement toµowed J a series ot bwces, 
and or J questions 1..W.ch relate to the statement. The boxes •re probably' familiar to 
you by now as you've used them beto_re, 

ilhen answering a question, please indicate how i'requent}J' the behavior occl11"3 b;r 
placing an X into the appropriate box. As in the questionnaire you completed at hane, 
the closer you place your I to the le!'t hand side,' the r.iore often that behavior occurs, 
wd-- the closer to the right hand ~ide, the less frequent the behavior. 

t'ou ~rill abo notice th11,t beside the three questions" which rel11tll to the statement., (a), 
(b) and (c), there, u a series of circles • These clrcles represent degroes or lJnportanci:, 
'11~t we would Llke you to <io here i.s t.o lndlcat.e how importMt you reel each factor is. You 
do this by pla+P, an X into the circle lthi.ch best ropresents how im;,ortant you feel that a 
factor i.s. The clos~r you place the X to the left, the r,iora important you fool that the 
!actor is, while the cloeer to the ril(ht, the Ii,111 important. 

E'CAHPLE: 

llhile tcying to re$olve i:;sues about which you disagree, 

O) ••• your spouse, raises his/her voice 

o;~:;~ [l_l_ltl_l_l_l_J_tx l 
rz'.i malcing hiJn/her bch'lve- this way, ho11 ir.i9ortant is 

VOr'J 
rarely 

a)his/her personality?.,., .• ,, import~;{ () 

- ' ' very () b)your personal i.ty?, ........ ,. j.mportant 

c )the nature of the topic? .... import::;{ () 

() (fl () () () () () () () ~~~~gt. 

() () () () () () () () ~ ~~~~!.~t 
() () () r/J () () () () () ~~~~;.t!?:"t,I. 

Let ts sa::r 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 ne:yet 
does this, then place it in the last box_on your right, 

. , In answering questioris (a), (b) and (c), you sho•1ld detenu.no how important es.ch 
!actor is in' making your spouse bell!l.ve that way. If, for P.Xample, you felt th&t factor (a) 
your spouse's (his/he1;) personality·was i,1porti1J1t, but not very or axtremely important, ' 
you. would place an X in th,e circle as'in the question (a) ax,unple. Il' you' i'elt th"t your 
own pe~i,onalJ.ty 1,ms co"lpletely unimportant in malline yo.;.r spouse behave this way, you wo.tld 
place your X as in example (b). I! you felt that the nature of the topio was or slight 
i:npor'te.nce, you would place your :X: as in the (c) example. 

As 7011 can l!lee, all }):actors may be or equal importance or different factors 'l3Af' 
, have difi'erent deAes of :IJDport!ance. Just because you ha.ve marked one of the questions 

as ext.remel,y l..Jllportant doesn't nean that the other factors must be o! lesser :iJllportance. 
On the othel;' hand, in so;;,,e cases y-ou will find that one or two factors a;re very :iJDportant 
and the third one is urur.1portant. •So make our ansl(ers to uestions a (b) and (c in 
such a· way that ~ach answer reflects an independent eva ua.tion. lease do not try to 1'ind 
"patterns", as no patterns exist. It you shpuld fi_!ld yourself answering many questions 
the same way, you are probably qoing something wrong, :so go back and reconsider each ca:,e, 

' . 
PLEASE NOTE; (1) Answer all questions--do not om.it anT, (2) Be sure to answer all 

parts of each question, (J) Make each it-em a separate and independent 
evaluation.--

Somet:uncs you may· reel ::s th~ugh 7ou.'ve seen the :iame item before. This \.till not be 
the ,case, so do not look back and forth through the ite:i,s. ifork .1t a fairly high speed, 
and do not worn o'r puzz~e' over individual ite"ls i it is your fir::it ir.ip?e:isions that. we 
~- On the other hand, please do not be ,careless, because ·,re :1ant. your true impressions. 
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While trying to resolve issue:, about which the two or 701.1 disagree, 

1) .... the tone of the discussion is u:sually 

plc •• :c:r [I_I 'I] _ _I_I_I _ _I __ ,_, 
i)How import.mt is your SFO'\Se in setting the tone or thft 

conversation? .......... , •.. ir.tpoz-£!.;{ () () () () () () () () () () co,pleteli 
- , un1mpo~.lflt. 

llhilc tr;ying lo resolve issues about which the two or you disagree, 

2) ••• 7our :spouse indicates that he/she agrees witb _you 

ver7 
rarely 

In mala.ng him/hftr bc'vi.ve this way, ho11 important is 

a )his/her pcrsonali ty' ... , . •; • inpor-£~{ 0 0 0 () () () () () () 0 ~~~~.iKt. 

er.1 ( () () conoletely 
b }:tour persona.l lt,~,., ..••...•.. , important () (') 0 0 0 0 ) 0 unHnport;,.'1t 

ery () () co,plet.ely 
c)tho natur~ of the topic' .•• important _() 0 0 () 0 p () 0 uninportant 

nldle t1'7i-ng to reso~vc issues about ~ch the two or you disa_gree, 

J) ••• your spouse indicates that he/she app;oves o! 7ou by telling you that he/she 
!avors something you've said or done 

In mak1,ng him/her be'i'l._"e thi~ way,• ho11 im9ortan~ is 

/h , verJ () () () () () {) () () t) () cuno,iinplpeo~!lt a )his •r perso~ality' , ...•• • • import.a11t \ l v~• 

b)your personal ttr? ........... import~! 0 () 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 ~~~~;ii~t 
e)the nature of tiie topic? ...• ir.\port~1'.' () () () ( >, () () () () () () ~~~~;i!Kt 

"--

ffbile trying to resolve issues about. wtrieh the two or :you disagree, 

4) •• • 7our spouse indicate., that he/she accepts responsibillt7 
V 

o;~;~ []-1-11-,-, 1-1-,1-1-" I ;:~ly 
In making him/her bch:i.ve this way, ho11 important. is 

a)his/her personality? ........ imper!!;{ () () () () 0 () () () () () ~~~~gt 

b)y~ur person'.111.ty? ........... imporl~t () () 0 0 () () 0 () () () ~~~~!:t~~t 
c)thft natur~ or the topic? ..•. 1mporl•in1:". () (} () () () () () () () (} ~~~~~iKt . 

l-'h:Q,e try-1...ng to r';,solv:a :1 ssu'911 ;;bout which t.he two o! ,-ou disagree, 

5) ... four spouse ccxnpJaioa a.bout things in general (1.•~ canplaina without explicitl.7 
blallling. you) • 

o;:;~ c,-,-,1-,-,-,-, 1-,-, ;:::-;ly 

fu 1114kine him/her behave this way, ho11 im9ortant ill 

~)his/her personality? ....... • impoJ!.;{ () 0 () 0 () 0 0 () (} () =i~~~t 
b)your personallty ? ........... irlporl!;;{, () () () () 0 () 0 (} G.} () ~~i~~!Xt · 

C )the nature or the topic? ... , in poi r~( {) (} (} () (} {) (} (} {) {) ~<XlJ!~~;Kt, 
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\/hile tr;ring to resolvA ~.ssll,C~ ilbO'.it i1hich the t110 ot you disagres, t 
• I 

6) ••. your spou~e qriticizea you 

In making him/her be'lwo this way, ho11 impqrlant i3 

vet"'/ 
rarely 

a)his/her\personal.lty" ........ ir.lport:r{ c') () () () () () p () () ( ) co:npletely 
uniinportan t 

b )your per,on.i.l l t;y ? .. , •• • • • • • • import!n't O O () 0 () () 0 0 () () ca"lplet.ely 
unimport.~t. 

' very ) ( ) () ( ) () () I ( ) Co) () () Wlca;i~lpoetrt.elanyt c )the nature or the topic? ..• • .lnportant ( , ...... 

mule tryin8 to reso}.ve issues about which the tvo or you disagree, 

7) •• • your spouse ottera suggestions tor compromise solutiona 
" . 

In making him/her bchwo this wa7, hoir important i:, 

a)his/her personality? ..... •.• import~[ () 0 0 0' 0 () 0 0 O· () =~~~1ht. 
b )your persoMl.tty?" • • • • •, • • • iJnport:nrr () () {) () () () {) (} {) () ~~~~l;t 

c )the nature or the topic? ... , lr.lport~{ .,(} () () () () (} () () () (} iin~~~~iKt ' 

l.nile trying to :rosolvo is111ues about },hi.ch the two ot you disagree, 

S) •• . ;your spouse indic'ates that he/she disagreeo with rou 

~~ making him/her bc'ave ~,his way,, ho,;, important is 

a.)his/her personality?.., .... ,• :l,mpo~t;[ () ()() () () 0 0 () () 
' I 

b }your per:ional lty? ........... , import~1: (,t O () 0 0 0 () 0 0 

c )the nat.ure of the topic? , .. , ir.l.port!n11 (} () () () () {) 0 {) () 

llhile trying to resolve issues about 'flhich the two or you disagree, 
, I 

9 ) ••• your 11pou:ie indicate:, denial ot re1Jpondbilit7 
l) ~ • 

In making him/her. bch,ive this wayl hott important h 

verJ 
rarely 

.. / 
I 

I 

() co::ipletely 
wu.mportJ.11 t 

(,) cornoletely 
unimport.!11\t. 

() c01pletely1 
uni.iii po rt.ant 

• 

a)his/her personality?;•,, ... /,ir.tport!;i O O O O .0 0 0 0 0 0 =~~~t 
b )your personu U~? ..... • • • .. , inaport~9: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~i~t. 

! t 

c )the natur; or t.he toplc'! ...• 1r.1port~ () () {) () () () {} () (} () ~°?!~~iKt. 

I ' 
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lO) ••• :your spouse g.i:rea axcuae11 

.. In m.akine him/her heh.ave. t.hls wr,:y, ho11 import.ant le • 

a.}his/her personality?, .. "; .. 1.r.tpoJ':r{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 =~~~~t 
b );,our personal \ty? ....... , •• , impoJ!x;f O () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~g;o°;ti~t 
c)the nature of the topic? .... 1.r.tpori:;r O O () _O O O O O O O ~~~i'.i!Kt: 

\l'ln le t.ryinis to resolve issues about. which the two ot you disagree, 

il} ••• your spouse relle;e• tension l:JT hW11or., 

In making h.i.ni/ner bc•nva l:.hls way~ hou imyort,a..nt ill 

a)hls/her P.sor>.allty? ..... ••• import:r{ 0 0 () 0 () 0 () 0 .() .() ~~i~iht. 
b )your personal.tty? ......... •. import!n7 0 0 (). 0 () 0 0 () () (} ~g~~i:ht 

'c)the nature of the topic? ... ,. 1.mpoJ:.01:' 0 0 () (} () {) () () O () iin~~~~t 

'hbile trying to ,:esol.~e issues a.bout ,!hich the two ot ;you d11!la.gree • 

In nn.king his~/hcr bch'i. ve t.h.h way, ho1r important i a 

ver:, 
rarely 

' 

a)his/her personality?." ..... ir.lpo~{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 =i:~gt. 

b )yOW" personal.tty? •• " ..... • • lmportin1l" () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~rf i~t. 
veI"'7 ( ) ( ) () ( ) () ( ) ( ) {) ( ) ( ) 0un~E~!:!'!!t. '! c }the nature o! the topic? • , • , ir.lportant. ...,,.,._ ........ 

' ,,.. 
13) ••• your.' sp,ow!I•' to\lChea 7® af'teot.ionatel;r 

- ~ I 

1

of:;~ c1=1=iJ=i=1-1=1]=J ·;:~ly~ 
, 

In making him/her bch'J. ve this way• J-.oir ir.tportant 1a 

a)hb/her personallt.:,? .... , ••• ir.poJ!.;{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0~ ~i:~,gt. 
b )your person~ Uy? .......... , ir.(p.;J!nI"{ 0 0 0 0 0 (') 0 0 0 0 ~,~~i~t. . . 
c)th• nature ot the t.op1ct. ••• 1r.1poJ!nit o o o o o o o o o o ~~~!:.t."!It. 

f 
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1.'hile tr:rl.:ii; to resolve i_ssues abo1,1t \/hich the two ot you disagree, 

14) ••• 7our spouse giws positive solutions (i.e. he/she tells :you wh&t should be done, 
rather than teW.ng you onlT what shouldn't be done} 

o;~~~ c1-,-. IJ_J-1.-,-,-,-, ;:~ly 
In ~Icing him/her bch1ve thts way, holf J.mi:,ortant is 

a)hi.s/her' personality? ....... • ir.tport!:;-{ 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 

b)your p#nali.ty? ..•...••..• importv"ean~ () 0 0 0 0 0,0 0 0 

C )the nature or the topic? •. , • inport~rr () {) () {) 0 q (~ {) () 

?fllile trying to re~olve issues about which the two or -you disagree, 

() co-:,pletely 
uru.mportant 

() cornplet.ely
uniraport. L'lt 

() co.-ipletcly 
uniii\port.ant 

15) ••• ;your spouse makes c011111ents intended -Ito em~rass you by •!putting you do~" 

o;~~~ c1-,-,1-,-,-,-,-,-· I ;::1y 
In making.him/her beh1ve this way, ho\f important i:s 

a)hi~/her porsonahtf ... ,. •·, ir.ipoxi~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

b )yo:ir pcrson.:il:i.ty., ........... impoxiinrr (} () ( ) () () () () () () 

c)the nature or the topic? •... importinr-(o () () () () () {) () (.) 

() COl!lpletttly 
wu.rnportant 

() ca>1pletely 
unimporh .. "lt 

( ) Co."'lpletely 
uniiitpo rt '111 t 

n1dle trying to 
1

resol.ve issues a.bOllt. ,..lhich the two oC you disagree, 
16) ••• yo'F spouse indicate,? that he/she is 1'tumed-ort'" by making gestures such as 

~ces, frowns, exa.sperated sighs, rol.llng or the eyes upwards, etc. . , 

.,} 

In making him/her behave th19"-way, holt important is 

a)his(t'er personality?, .. ; •• •, ir.lpo·Jt.;{ 0 () () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~Mit~t 
.., b ):,our personali.ty?, ..... : •. o. impoJ~{ () () () 0 0 0 0 (f () 0 ~~~~~i~t. 

c )the n~tu~e of the topic?. •. , ir.iport:n11 () () () () () () {) 0 () 0 ~~~iht. 
tt," 

i*s trying to resolve 1:,sues about. which th~ two oC you disagree, I 
17) ••• your :spouse spj!a.ks to you with a!rection

In ma.king him/ner beh-1.ve this way, how i:mportant is 

ver-1 
rarely 

a)his/ner personality? ....... • ir.tport:f{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () =i~~gt 
b )your personal.tty?,., •... , .•. i.rlport~( 0 0 0 0 () () () 0 0 () ~~~~i.~t 

vor1• () () () () () () () () () () unc0y~lpeo~ .. !?. c)thc nature or the -topic? ...• ir.tportani .Ull .n ...... 
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\ SELF AND SPOUSE RATl!fGS Of i>!SCUSSION 

l>urtng tliis session, 

" 0 

l) •• ,the tone ot the di:,ou.soioo was 

very.1-,-,-,-,-·· 1-,-,-,-1-r· very 
ple"'-~'•tit. ___ J __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ unplea.s:&.nt. 

i)Uov ialportant. wel'!I ;rou :l,p. Htt.ing the tono of tho 

tanverHt ion?· " .. • • • • •;' • 1,11~J'~:{ 0 ,C ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~:f~~~iht 

2). , •TOil i.ndieated"" thAt you a.greed. 

, ~;:~- 1=1=1 · ·1=1=1=1=[]=1] 
(, . Q 

lit ma.king you befn.ve thb way, how ll'lportant w~a,., 
""" .# 

a))'our own pe:raonaHty? ..... ·"impor£:n11 0 ()'() 0 (} 0 {) 0 () () ~i',~itiht. 
b):y~ur apouset1 porsonality? ... lmpoJ':l. 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~i:!tkt 
c)the"nature ot the pie<> •• "'in\port:n:rr O er O O O O O O O O ~*;r~t. 

J) ••• 7,;,u ind4.ea.ted tha.t 1.ou approved of your spouse by tell.ing him/ber that you 
fil.VOred :SJllllething he7she ha.a said OJ'." done • 

.. 
ver7 
rara.17 

fn 1111king you bch3.ve tMs 1rsay, 1-ow 1l"lporl.ant l'f&S ) 

a)your <.>;m pcrsonaltty? ..... "'t.npo1-t::l O () () 0 () ·o O O (} 0 ~~i~~!lt 
b)yotu.• spouse's pcrsoodit.;r? .•• imporl!n1i O O O () 0 0 0 't) 0 0 ~1*;.l~{ 

- ' 

c)tho .n.:1t.ure f>t the toµfo? ••• ''import!~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o O ~~~~i-t~t. 
During this session, 

I+) •• • J'OU indicatf(i t.bat. :rou accepted responaibilit.J' 
·- ,, #, 

o;;: -,--,---,-i-r--1-12-·1-·;-1-=t ~~l.7 ' J __________ _ 
fl 

making you. ·behave this way, l'ow in~rtant. was 

a)you; o~m perscmal.lt.y? ... • •. • •tnpi>rl!n't O O () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~J!Jt. 
bn'our spousefa porsonalit.y? •• ,import:nrr' 0 0 0 0 () 'o O O O o·~~~~~t 
c)tr.<t Mt.uro or tha topic?,•• ••in\port!n'l O () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~*~~t. 

j 
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e Dur'...n~ th.is ses~ion, 

5),, .you complained aboi,rt. thi.nge 1n ~eneral (Le, complained without explicitly 
blaming your spouse) 

In making you befove this way, how tMpoz:t,ant was 

• a)your o;m person.tlity?, · .. • .. impoJ'.in1 () 0 () () () 0 () 0 0 () ~,~i~~i~t 

b )your spouse's personality? ... impoJ!n1 () () 0 () ·o () () () () () ~oirg~~~~t 

c)tr.e nature or the topic" .... •unpori.~1 () 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 () -~~~~t 

During this session, 

6) ••• you criticized·your spouse 

In making you behave this w~1 how ll'lportant was 

very 
rarely 

a)your o~m personal.tty? •.•.• "i..'llpoJin1 o o o o o o o o o o ~ar~i~~i~t 

b)your spouse's persanality?,.,impoJ!n1 () 0 () 0 () () () () 0 () ~~~~~t 

c)the nature bf the topic.,.,•• ;,ilnport:n1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () () ~ifu~trt~t 

During this session, 

7) ... you offered s11ggestions for compromise sol.utiom,-

In making you. behwo this way, how il'\portant ,rr..s 

very 
rarely 

a)your o-w personaltty.,. ·, • •. • ,'"L'll~oJ:nrr () () () () () () () () () () 

b~your spouse',:1 pcrsonality? .. ,impoJ!n1 () 0 0 0 0 () ()'() 0 0 
' C 

c )the n1lture ot the topic., .. • .. inlport~1 0 0 ( f O () () 0 0 {) () 

During this session., 

8),, ·,7ou indicated that Gyou, disagreed' with 7our apouse 

- In making you,be'l)ne this way/ how iMport~t was 

very 
rarel7 

completely 
unimport.int 
COl'l•>letely 
unimportant 
completely 
w,linportant 

a)your O"dll perspnaltty?." ""'L-llporl!n1 () (0
) () {) {) _(} {) () () () ~~i~~i~t. 

b).rour spouse's personal.ity? ... impo~;irr O ~) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~t 

c)the Mt.ure o! t.he topie?.,,,.impo~:n1 {) (} (} () {) ()_ () () () (} ~~~:~~t' 
11 
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During th.1:s :;cssion, 

9), .• you indicated denial of responsib11.ity 

o;:~ -,-- -,-,-,-1-1--1,--1-1 l __ l __ ~-----
• 

Tn making you beh\ve this way, how il'lportant ,ms 

very 
raroly 

a )your 01m person&lt ty? .... , .. , impor-t~'1' 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 () 

b )your spouse 'a pers'onality? .. • impori:r.'1' 0 () 0 0 0 0, () () 

c)the nature of :e iopic?.2pori~11'. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dur:i:ng this session, 

10) ••• you gave exhuses 

In making you bch,ive this way, how iMportant was 

very 
rac-eJly 

() () completely 
un import -1n t. 

() ( ) c Ol!l!'lete ly 
unl..lllport.a.nt. 

()() completely 
w1i.inporta.nt 

a)your mm per~onal.ity? ...... "L-nport~'1 () () () <) () () () ()_ 0 () ~°Tg}~;~i~~ 
b)your spouso 1s personality? .. 'import:n11" () () () () () () () () 0 () ~~~~!tit 
c)th1 liiture 01' the topic-> .. •'•i.mpor-t!zi11 () () ()' () () () () () () ()'~~~~~~~t 

During thia session, 

11) •• ,yo~ relleved tension by hu:nor 

o~::! -i- -·,-. 1-,-,-1-·1-,-, l __ , _______ _ 
tn making you beJ,ive this wa.y, ho~ irtportant ,ms 

very 
rarely . 

~ 

a )your o~m persQnali.ty'> ........ i.mportin11'. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 E) 

b )yout· cpouta rs parsonality? ••• imporr:nrr () () () () () () () (} () 
c)the naturo of th~ topic? ... "i.m~~rr O O O O O O O O 0 

Du.d.ng this session, 

12) •• ,You interrupted your SJ>OUSO while he/she 11as speaking 

In malc1ng you beh,ive this way, how inportant was 
' 

very 
rarely 

a )yotir o,m, persoliality?, .... • • • i,nport!n1i' 0 0 0 0 0 0 P O 0 

b)yo~ spouse's personality?.• 'iJnpoxi:n1l () 0 () () 0 () 0 () 0 

c)the nilfiure or the topic,? .... •1Jnpor£!n11 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 () () 

,, 

{) compll!lt.ely 
uniinport:3nt 

() completely 
uniinportant 

( ) completely 
uniinportant 

( ) completel.y' 
unimportant 

() CO/llp1etal1 
unihportant 

() ccmp1etely 
w,important. 

\. 
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Dt:r'...nc this session,,,.. 

13) ••• you touched your spouse af!llctionat.elJr _ 

very 
rarely 

In ,making you boh:ive thh way, how l l'lportant u~is 

a)your o.m. personal.j.ty? ....... 'import~rr () () 
, , 

b )your spouse"ls personality? •• ·.import:nrr () () 

c)the nature of- the topic?,·•· 'import~'1 ,() () 

() () () () () () 

() () () () () () 
' 

() () () () () () 

( ) () completely·· 
unimportant 

( ) . () compleU1l7 
unimportant 

( ., () completely 
unimportant 

~1ll'ing this session, . :L 
~ :U.) ••• ;rou gave positive solutions ( .e. you told your spo1.15e what shou1d be done',' 

" rather than tell.ing him/her y what shoulcl,n tt be done) 

~;;~ J_J_~~u::r7~_1_1_1=1_1 ;::!1y 
In making you beh3.ve this way, how il'lpvrtant uas 

a)~our Olm personaHty?,.,;····L11port~ () () () () () () (),() 0 __ (~ ~orrgi~;.r~t 
b)yo1u· ::;pousefs per.s~nality7 • • 'import:rirr {) {) () {) {) () {) {) (} {) ~~~~;rgt 
c)th r,ature of the topic?.•• "import~'1 () () () () () (} () () () () ~d~~~~!Kt 

During this session, 

15) ••• you made co..vnent.s intended to embarrass your spouse by ''putting him/her dawn" 

In making you beh:ive ,this way, J,ow iri:portant ,ras 
a)your o;m persona1:1.ty? ..•• , .• 'JJn" portvanecy () () {) () () () () () O () completely nt unimportant 

b )your spousa 's personality?· • • import::;r () () (} () () 0 () () () () ~:i.E~~~!Kt 
e)t~e nature of the topic?, ••• 'import~'1 () () () er() () () () () () ~~~~~~t 

During this session, 
1 

16) ••• you jndicated that you were ''turned-0!!11 b;y making gesture, such •s grill1aces, 
frowns, e.-casperated sigh:,, rolling of the eyes upwards, etc. 

, ' 

o;~~ J_J~I_L_l_l_t_l_l_l_r ;:~ly 

In making you behave this way, J,ow il'l'\portant \>t..:! . ~ 

a )your o·,m porsonal..i ty? • : ... · • • Lllpo~:~ () () {) () () (). () () () 

b)your spouse's personality?,• 'import:ri1l O O -0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. -

c)the naturG of. the topic? .. •• 'import:.Z O O O O O O O O 0 

;;.:r1ng this session, ,. 

In malci.ng you be!n.vo this w,y' 1'ow inportant was 

() ~~~!:r~t {) 
( )' COl'loletel:r 

unj.mportant 

() completely 
unlinportant 

, Vert () ( ) () () ( ) () () ( \- () () ucnomlinplpoo!:!anlyt a )your o·,m personaLi ty?, , •. , • • , L11port ant I n 

. , verY () () () () () () () () () () cunomlinplpoe~,lanyt b )your spouso 's personality?• .. imp~rt·ant. • ~ 

c)t.i,,. ""t"r" or t,h~ tooi.c? ..... ; .. _ .. .Y':'J () () () 'o () () () () () () ~~&~~gt 
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Spouse Rating Scale - D 

' 
T'ne following quc:.tions are desif71ed to asseas your perceptions or yow: spo1Ue's 

behavior d\,I.I'].!lf: this past problem-solving session, In answering these questions, 
please base :four evaluation on h?w you perceive your s})Ouse•s behavior. 

Durin~ this se:JSion, 
11 •• ; the 'tone of the discussion was 

very , 
unplea:iant 

i)How important w;lS your spouse in ::~ttinii; the tone of the 

0 

convers11.tion?, •••• , .... ,. • • • .. i.Jrtport:n11 () () () () () () () () () () co,pletely 
unlIDpor...int..,. , 

During this session, . . 

2),. -~ spouse indicated that he/she agreed with you 

very 
i-arely 

In making him/her be'i.:i.ve this way, r.ou irnoortant W'ls 
' . 

a)his/her personality? ...... , • import!;;-{ () 0 () () () () () () () () ~{Ei~!:riht 
b)y-0ur persona.li.t,y ?, .. , • , •••• , ~poJ°!n11 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 ,0 () 0 ~~~~l~t 
c)the nature of the ,topic? ••... :ir.tpo~:ri1' '() • ( ~ () () () () () () () () ~~~~~~t 

During this session, 
, I 

;,' J) .. ,your spouse indicated that he/she approved ,of you by te!ling you that he/she 
f'avored somet>hing you've said' or dofle 

In m'lk.ing him~c. bch:ive this way, hou yiportant wu 

a)his/heI' pe.sonallty? ..... • .. :ir.tport:;{ () o' () 0 () 0 () 0 0 () ~~~iht, 
b )your person11H ty- ? ..... .' •••• • lmpo.£~{ 0 0 0 ( H ) 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~i~t. -

) , ? ver• () ( ) () {) ( ) { ) () () () () cuno:;if, lpe
0

~lanyt. . c: the nature or the topic ..... inpoi-tant ...... .-.. 

During this session, _J 
0 

4) ••• 7"01.11" spouse indicated that ~;, accepted responsibilit.:r 

In making hL'll/her bc!l~ve this way, ho11 lnportant u•is 

a)his~er personality? ...... •• ir.lporlin11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

b')your pers.ontllty-? ••• , ...... • impoJ:i;{ 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c )the nature ot the topic? , ... ir.lporl~t () 0 J) 0 0 0 0 0. 0 
-> ' 

rJ 

() co,p1et.ely 
willlport.:mt. 

() epriplet.ely 
un1mport.a."1t. 

() cO'lplet.ely 
unihporh.nt 
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Du.rini; this session, . , 

5) ••• your spo1.18e complained Go1..1t thi,ngs in general. ( 1. e. complrlned without explicit.17 
- blaming you) 

\)~~~; c1-1-· LJ~i-,-,-,-,-, ;:~ly 
ill making him/her bchwe this way, ho11 i.JnportB.1!t 11a:, 

a)his/her pc~son,all.t_y? ........ • i;mport~{ () '() ()_ 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 

b)your perso~tllty? ........... import:011 () () () () 0 0 0 O·O 0 

c)the nature or the topic? .... inpoJ:n'1: () (J () () () () 0 () () {) 
~ 

CO';lpletely 
unimport .u1 t 
coripleteiy 
unimpol"t.'!..'1t 
ca-iolete~ 
unilipol"t.~t 

During this sessirn, 

6) ••• your spo~se criticized you 

o;;:;~ ,_,_,_
1 

[J_'l_l_l_l_l_J ;:~;ly 
In making him/her bc!nve this 'lray, ho11 import.ant wa:s 

a)his/her pcrsona1-i.ty?,, ... , .. l..r.iport!n11 () 0 0 () () () 0 () () () ~~~~iht 
·ver.1 ~ b)yo~r per:ion.tl1.ty ? ........... import-ant () 0 () 0. () (? 0 0 0 0 

c)the nature of the topic_? .... ir.tport~{ () 0 () () o, r O () () () 
cOMplelely 
uni.rnport~"lt. 

co,pletely 
unimportant.· 

During 'this session, 

?) ···Yo"' .;;··c1::;~i·~::_i=n·-s:-,:1:i'~;., 
In making him/her beh1ve this way, ho11 important was 

a)his/her personality?., ...... • ir.lporl::I () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~t. 

b)your personal..1.t,y? ..... • •., •, !Plportin11 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 (} () ~~~~~t;t J 

\ (,ery ct:n'Dietely 
c)the nature of the topic? ... , :i.r.tportant. () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 unimportant, 

During tru,s session, 6' 

e) •• ~your sp~use il\~icated that he/s~e dil!lagreed With you 

In making him/her bchaveA.his ny-, ho" illlport.ant. was • 

a)his/her perspnalit.y? , • •,:, •• • ir.tpoJ:_;{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~i.ht. 
b)your p,er:1onal.i.t!'? •• ~ •••••••• 1rn~J~{ 0 o-o O {) 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~t~t 

'> t' t . ? , , ver-; () {') () () () () () ( ) () () C<.>'"lpletely' c the nature or 'le opic .•• , , i.J:lportam. uniilporl'lnt 

'z.! 
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Dur.int; this, ses!lion, 

9) ... your spouae indicated denial ot responsibilltr 

o;:~~ I_, l_'l_l]_l_l_l_l_, l_f V8r"J 

rarely 

Ip making him/her be~ave this way,, ho1r important 1ra:s 

I 

:f 
I 

a)his/her personality? ........ impoJ:nrr o o o o o o O o O () co:ppletely 
, um..mpor~.int 

I 

b )your personality? ... , .•..•• • :iJnporlin11 () 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 
' , ' 

() conpletely 
ummport;..,t 

c )the nature of the topic? .••• mport:ri.'1 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 () co;:iplelely 
umnpo rtan t 

During this sessi=, 

.. 10),, .;your spouse gave axcu:se11 

In mald.ng him/her bc'have this way, hall important was 

A )his/her personality? .. , ..... it.lpoJ!;{ () () () () () () () () () () ~~~~l~t 

) very()()()()() () () () {) () CCl'.lpletely b your personal.tty? ...... ,., ... ':unporlant un1mporl'i..'1t 

c)the nature of the topic? .•• , inport~1" () () 0 <.> () 0 CJ O O O ~j~~~Zt 

During thi~ session., 

U:) •• ~)'."our spouse relieved tension by htU'ltor 

} . o;:~~ c1:1-. IJ_I_I_I_I_I_I vet"'/ 
~r'ely 

In making h"'.1/her lfoha ve this way, ,ho11 important wu 

a)his/her personality? ....... : imper£~{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

b )your pers~nal.lty? ........... imp~J!i;"{ 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c)the n3t..ire of the topic? .... i.rnpori~1" 0 () 0 0 0 () 0 () 0 

During this session, 

12) ••• y-our s~se interrupted 7ou while you were spealc1ng 

'rn °malcing him/hel" be:13;ve this wa:,, hou important was 

a)his/her pe'.rsonallty? ........ ir.lport!.~ o o O o o o o o' o 
b)your persone,l.tt~,? ........... irlport~{ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c)t.he n~t1:1re ot .the topic? ... , import!n1'.' () () () 0 0 () () () () 

(' (f!co-ipleteq 
'./ uniinpo r.. an t 

{) COl'\pletcly 
unimporta.-it 

() co:ipletely 
un i.iilpo r1, ant 

() co':lpletely 
UIUJllpOrt. o'.!.!I t 

() conplelelv 
unimporlL:lit 

{) Co."lpletely 
unimport.'lnt 
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During this s,e:,sion, 

1J) ••• your ,pow,e touched you arrectiona.te!;r 

,, o;~~~ [1=1-,J-,-,-,-1-,-, I' 

ver-J 
rarely , 

In mald.ng him/her behave t.hi:, way, ho11 irn!9ort.ant w:i.:, 

' ver"f ) () ) {) () co~pletely 
a)his;\ier personality?·:, .•• ,, imporla.'1t () 0 0 0 0 ( ( wu.roport.mt 

,b )your persontli.ty?, ........ , ~ imporf!n11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () ~~~~~~;t 
vcr:r ) ) {) () co,plet.el;:r 

C )t.he nature of the topic? I' ", i.r.\porlant () {) () () (} ( ( ( )' uniJnportant;. 

Durlng this session, 
14) ••• your spouse gave positive sol.ution:, (Le, he/she told ;you' what should be done, 

rather than telling you only what shouldntt be done) · 

.In making him/her. behave this way, 1':011 important m., 

a)hi9;\ier personality? ..... ,,, import~{ () () 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~~~~~t 

) al ? very () () () () () () () () () () ~~mppleo!J~~t b your person tty , . , , , , . , , , , important , =~ '"=• 

c)the nature of th~' topic? .... i.r.iport:nrr O O O O O O O O O O ~~~~~!1:t 

Du.ring this session, 
'1 

15) ••• your spouse ma.Q&--e"G(ll!llenta intended to embarrass you by ''Putting you down" 

very 
r~rely 

In mald.ng him/h r bcl-iwe this way, ho\f' import'ant. was ,)_ 
a,)hi9/her p~rsonality? ••..•••• import:.nrr () 

b )y~ur pe r:ional l ty ? , , • , , , • , • • , impori':011'' ( ) 
) 7 / ve~r (} c the nature of the topic. , •• , i.r.lportanl 

0 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 ~~~;.Eiht 
o O O O O O O O O ~~~~iht 
() () () () () () () 0 (') CO"?pletely 

un
0

1.ihportant 

Du.ring this session, 
lb) ••• your spouse indi~ated that hc/ehe was •nt.umed..off" by makl.ng gestures 3Uch as 

¢maces, !'ro1ms, exasperated sighs, 1-olling of the eyes upw:i.rds. etc 

In making him/her bc'lave this way, ho\l important \Ill:, 

a)'his/her personality? ........ ir.lport.i.;{ () () 0 ()·() 0 0 0 0 

b)your per:ional.1.1.r ? ......... il'lport~rr .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c)the nature of .~e topic? .•.• ir.l~ort~i () () 0 () 0 0 0 0 () 

17) ••• y_i:ur spouse :,poke to you 'With af'!'ection 

vor:, 
rarely 

To ma¥ne hiJn/her bch1vo this way, hoit i.r.lportant \Ills 

() co:1pletely 
~po:r..a.nt 

() ccx:ipletely 
uru.mport;.'\t 

() co,pletely 
uni.f.tportant 

a)his/her personality? ....... , inporti.;t () () 0 () () () () 0 0 () ~~~~~t. 

b)yuur pcrson:1.Ht,y ?, .......... inport~{ () () () () () () () (} () () ~~~~:ti;t 
c )the n~turo of the topic? •. , , ir.lp~rtv~?)' () () () (') () () () () () () co;:,pletcly 

=•t. w;n . .mporta..nt 

---------------~-.-cc'. 
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EVALUATIONS OF HUSBAND'S AND WIFE'S COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

Evaluation of Husband's ColDDlunication Skllls 

We are in the pi-ocess of trying to evolve a technique by which we can give meaningful 
feedback about their communication skills to coupl-es 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 

.accura;e you feel we are. 

' We have prepared the following summary of the communication strengths and wea1'nesses 
of Mr. , as assessed by our observers during this last 
discussion session. Please' look over this summary carefully, and indicate how accurate 
each of these observa,:ions are of the husband I s behaviot: during this last d;!.scussion 
session. 

Here is how to indicate_accuracy for us. 

Legend: very accurate l 10 I 9 J 8 I 7 I 6 I 5 I 4 I 3,J 2 I l I very inacc~rate 

In the box beside each observation, please pl.ace the nUlllber which best corresponds 
to your opihion about how accurate we are, 10 -would '!!lean that we are very acct.irate 
and l would mean that we are v~ry inaccurate. All the numbers in betveen represent 
different degrees of accuracy. 'tn other words, the closer your rating is to 10, 
the more accurate you feel we are, while the closer to 1,, the less accurate. 

Now please look over our obsertations, and .indicate how accurate yov feel that each one 
is. Please do this individually, and do not discuss it with your spouse. 

COMMUNICATION STRENGTHS: FACILITA'l"IVB 

POSITIVE JIEHAVIORS FREQUENT / 

The follo~ing behaviors occurred /fairly 
often, and indicate P,roblem solving 
strengths. 

CJ 
CJ 

,CJ 

D 
t=I 

.. 

~EGATIVE BEHAVIORS RARE 

COMMUNICATION WEAKNESSES1 DISRUPTIVE 

NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT 

The follo11ing behaviors occurred too often 
and indicate problem solving weaknesses. 
The frequency of these behaviors should lfe 
,decreased, ' 

D ., 

D 
D 

I ' ,=r j 

CJ --
POSITIVE BERAVIORS RARE 

0 . 
' The following behaviors occurred very 
rarely, and indicate problem solving 
strengths. 

The fallowing behaviors occurred too rarely, 

D 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
D 
Comments: 

. 

' 

and indicate problem solving weaknesses. 
The frequency of these behaviors should be 
increased. 

' -
l=t ' 

1=:J . 
" 

l=::I 
,> 

1::::J -

I:=! • 

,., 

"\ ' 

\ 
\ ' ' 

\ 
I 
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Evaluation of Wife's Coonnunication Skills 

We are in the process of trying to evolve a techniqu~ by which "(e can give meaningful 
feedback about their co!lllllunication skills to couples in therapy. However, we are 
aware that our percepdon·s of the strengths and weaknesses of spouses may be different 
from those of the spouses concerned. Therefore, we wou'ld like you to assess how 
accurate you feel we are, ' 

We have prepared the following summary of the'communication strengths and weaknesses of 
Mrs. '-- , as assessed by our observers during this last discussion 
session. Please look over this suuimary carefully, and indicate how accurate each of 
these observations are of the wife's behavior dut"ing this last discussion session. · 

Here 'is how to indicate accuracy for us. 

'Legend: very accurate I ,10 I 9 I a I 7 j 6 I 5 I 41 3 f 21 1 I very inaccurate 

~n the box beside each observation, 
0

please place 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 ra~ing is to 10, 
the more accurate you feel w~ are, while the closer tq 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 it with your spouse. 

COMMUNlCATION STRENGTHS: FACILITATIVE 

POSITIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT 

The·following behaviors occurred fairly 
often, and indicate problem solving 
strengths. 

1=1 
I:] 
D 
CJ 
D 

NEGATIVE BEHAV'IORS RARE 

The following behaviors occurred very 
rarely, and 1ntiicate problem solving· 
strengths. 

t:J 
D ., 

D 
D 
t:J 
C0D111en ts:. 

COMMUNICATION WEA!tNESSES :' DISRUPT!v;E 

NEGATIVE BEHAVIORS FREQUENT 

The following behavi6rs occurred too often 
and indicate problem solving weaknesses. 
The frequency of these behaviors should be 
decreased. 

D 
D 
CJ. • D· 
D 

,POSITIVE BEHAVIOR~ RARE 

The following behaviors OCFUtred too rarely, 
and indicate problem s6lv1ng weaknesses. 
The frequency of these behavior& should be 
increased. ' 

D 
D 
D 
D, 
D 

,. 

201 

'I 

~ 

;. 

I I 



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

' . 

• 

~ McGill 
.~~,' University 

APPENDIX C 

Follow-Up Measures 

e . 

Behavior Therapy Uri1t 
JI 

Allan Memorial Institute (514) 84,2-1231 local 1627-1628 

' ' \ 

COVER LETTER , _, 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. 

We wish to thank you for your participation in our study on 
communication in marriage. Because of your interest and coopera..eion, 
we have now successfully completed the research and are ~resently iQ 
the process of analyzing the data. We should have a written version of 
our results in the near future. As a number of couples have indiGated 
an, interest in Ou~ findings, we would•be happy to mail you a copy. If 
you wish to receive a copy of 9ur results, please indicate this on the 
attached sheet. 

We-are also very interested in finding out about any changes in your 
relat~onship since your participation in- the project, as well as your 
reactions to participating in the study. Please complete the attached' 
questionnaires individually and mail them back to us as soon as possible. 
!4-l~o, ;if you ~re planning. to move, please Jndfcate yot:r new address so 
that we can mail you a copy of our findiftgs.c__ 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

.. 
Sincerely, 

Catherine Fichten, ~.A . 
•• 

............ - 1 

1 

John Wright, Ph:D. 

Postal add res~ 1033 Pine Avenue West, Montreal, PO, r.anada H3A lA 1 

-\ 
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RELATIONSHIP INFORMATION SHEET 

203 ,f-. 

• 
1. Do y9u wish to receive'a copy of our results? YES c=r NOD 

~ Ii 2. Address: same as before .. 
has changed/will change to • --1 ,a. (please print) 

3. Are you and your spouse living toge the;,? YES D NOD 
4. Have. yo'u ever received __ therapy .for· a· marital P.roblem? YES D , NOQ 

5. 

If yes: (Keep in mind that you participated in our study on _____ __, 

1) 

ii) 

iii) 

How 

a) 

b) 

;Jc) 

d) 
' 
e) 

wei;a,you in therapy at the time of you.r participfi·tion 
in the study? i' • YES p 
did you start therapy after participation in the 
study? YES0 .... 
had you 'terrnina.t..ed therapy before participat'fon in 
the study? ~ 

' ' 

' ' 

Y~sO NoJ=:) 
has p,articipation in the study ,affected your ma_rital relationship? 

-
resulted in substantial improvement in your rela~ionship 

resulted in some,improvei;pent in your reJationship 
~ ~- ,, ~ 

made no diff~tence in your relationship 

resulted in some 1deterioration in your !elationshi~ 

resulted in substantial deterioration in your relatio~sltlp 

6. Please comment on how participation in the study has affected your maritaln 
relationship. 

-
.,. •-

4 
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MAIUTAL AD.nJST!mlT SCALE 

l,Lircle thr> dot wr1ch ypu feel b• st repr .. s .. rts the decree of hApplncss in your 
mar,r1a~P. Th" ,..,,,-Jdle noint "h:ippy-'' rt>pr,,srnts the rle-ree of har,pinr~s which most 
pPople e"t fro"' r,a rrl ace, a.nd the scale rr:irluall.}• r? n13PS on one ~1rle to t hr,se few 
who are very unh,,npyl 1n _r,arr1ar,<', and on the other, to those f,,w who Cl'.l;<'nenc-c 
cxtrrfl'e 10v or f<'licity in marr:!are. 

t r r r r I J 
very happ!f oerfectl:, 

unhappy happy 

Ind<l cate th; approXlT"ate extPnt of agree'1!ent between YC'U and your Nte on the 
fol]nwing items. 

' 
.. 

I I 

Check on" colur,n for Pach always almost ~cct:asion- r:-equent- alMOSt al 1ra ys 
ite-m below "Gree al,ways all.r l~r always dis.abree . . . a~ree ,Hsal".ree rH"a"'-" ..... 
2.handllng famlv finances . -
J .matte rs of recrPa tlon 

4.derronstrati•>n ,of:. affect1 on 
) 

5 .fr:iends 

6.sex relat10~;_; 
. 

"' 
7:conventionality (r:icht, 

good or proper conduct) 

8.philo~ophy of 1; fe '-.. . 
9. ways of' dealing W1 th in-lAt•s 

II 

Reply to each quest.ion by circling the letter next to the appropriate answer. Ir you 
cannot give an exact answer to a.=SUestion, answer the best you can. Do not leave out-• 
any questions. ' -

10,!,'hen disa~rce!'le~tz ansfl, they 
u•i1ally result in: 
11, hu:;hand ci v1 nc in 

b. m•t? givinr: in , 
c. aer"'e"' 0 nt by t"utual 1~1ve anrl t;,k~ 

11.60 vnu and your ..,ate engnr,e fn 
DUtS1de inter'!sts toe"th .. r1 
a. a11· of theM 
b, some of th'""" 
c, very few of' t.heM 
d, none or them 

\ 

12.1 In leisure ti .,,e, rlo you ,'.;eneral:I,y p'"r>{•rr 
!. to stay at hom~ 
b., to be "on the c;o" 

12,2 In leisu;e ti:..e, dons your mate 
f:enerally prefer:

0 

a. to stay at hol"e 
b. to be "on tne go" ' 

1 Fro111 Locke and WJllJce (1959). 

l ') .Do }'OU 'e'•"r 111 sh Y'lU had not ~a r:-1 e~'? 
a. frr:,qucntly 
b, occas•onally· 
c, rarely 
d. never 

lh .If you had your !ife to live over, do 
you thin!- you •10•.1ld: 
a. ,..a rry the sa,..e :,c rson 
b. l'l>1rry a rliffer'rnt pe'"son 
c, not rn&rty at all 

15, ll, l'OU confide 1n your ,..ate: 
a. alr-,:,st never 
b. r:ir<•ly 
c. in :-;os t thi 'IC:5 

d. in P.Vr.rvth1nc; 

I/ 

' J 
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SCLF ANO Sl'Ol", r. RATING<; AT FOU OW-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, plenqe base your evaluation on how you percPive your own h•'havior. 

You will notice that questions consist of a statement followed by a series of boxes. 
The boxes are probably pmiliar to you by now as you've used them before, Whetf answering 
a question, please ind(!):ate -how frequently the behavior occurs by placing an X into the 
appropriate box. As in the questionnaire you completed at McGill, che 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. • 

While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree, 
1) •.• the tone of the discussion is usually 

very pleasant :r I T=::r very unpleasant 
i) How important,are you in setting the tone of the conversation? 

very important () () () () () () () () () () completely unimportant ,o. 
.. Wh....,i-.i""e-;,t.,,r,..y,..,i"'n'"'g,....,t'"'o,....,r'"'e'"'s-o.,..,..l,..v"'e-,.i"'ss.,,.u'=e""s,.-,a'"'6""o,..u"'t,-w .. h,..1"'c""hi:-"'th,..e;,....t,;.w'--,,o--o""t ...... y""o-u-d ..... 1.s.,..a'-g""r""e""e-, ;._ __ .;... ____ ....._ _____ _ 

2/ ..• you indicate that you agree with your spouse 

very often CT L. ! I 
while trying to resolve issues about which the two of you 

3) .•• you indicate that you approve of your spouse by 
) favor something he/ she has said or done 

11 1 

very rarely 
disagree, 
telling him/her that you 

very rarely 
c t e two ot you disagree, 

responsibility 

very rarely 
you 1.sagree, 

complain without _explicitly blaming your 

very often 
e try ng to reso ve 

6) ••• you criticize 

veT:y often 
e try ng to reso ve ssues a out w c 

8) ••• you indi~ate'that you disagree 

very rarely 
is~-ree, 

While Eryiii'g ea resolve issues about which Erie two of you disagree, 
10) ••• you give excuses 

very often 
e try ng to reso ve issues about w 
11) ••• }'OU relie"-e tension by humor 

ver often 

rarely 
sagree, 

While trying. to resolve issues about w ch the two o you sagree, 
12) ••• 1you interrupt your spouse while he/she is speaking • 

spouse) 

very often T Ii r I I I I I • I , very rarely 
While trying to rifsoive issut!s about which the two ory&i-d'"""i"'s"a"'g,.f"'e"'e-,---------------

13) ••• you touch your sp'ouse affectionately 

· ve11y often 
e try ng o reso ve ssues a out 
!4) ••• you give positive solutions 

rather than tellint him/her 

very -often 

rarely 
sagree, 

spouse what should be done, 
be done)· 

e try ng to reso ve ssu~s a out w you ,sag ee, 
15).,. you make comments intended to embarrass your spouse by "putting him/h.er down" 

very often 
e try ng to reso ve ssu s a ou o you sagree, 
16) ••• you indicate that you are "turned-off" by making gestures such as grimaces, 

frol:\118, exaspera~ed sighs, rolling' of the eyes upward, .:tc •• 

very often very rai-ely 
e ry ng to reso ve ssues a out w you disagree, 
17).,. you speak to your spouse with 

very often I very rarely 

I, 
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Spoua• R.'.lting Sc:ilc 

The followtng question• are designed to assess your perceptions of your ~pouse's behavior 
during typtcnl conflict situa~1ons between the two of you . In answering these oqu~ftions, 
please base your evaluation on how you percelve your qpouqc ' q b,:-hntlor. 

You will notice chat questions consist of a statt'ment followed by a series of bol(eS, The 
boxes are probably familiar to you by now as you've used the111 bdore. When answering a 
question, please indicate how frequently- the beh/lvior occurs by pladng an X into the 
appropriate, box. A.a in the questionnaire you co111pleted at McGill, the closer you place your 
I to the left hand aide, the 1110re often that behavior occurs, and the closer to the right hand 
side, the less frequent the behavior . o 

While trying to resolve issues about which the two of you disagree, 
L) • •• the tone of the discussion is usually 

very pleasant.I I r I I I =i:::=c:r very unpleasant 
1) How important is your spou¢1 in setting tne tone of the conversation? 

very important () 0 () () () () () () () () com letel unJ.111 ortant 
e try og to reso ve issues a out v c t e two o you disagree, 

2) . •. your spouse indicates that. he(she agrees with you 

very often 
e try ng to re:.o ve issues a 9ut 

4) ••• your spouse i~dicates that 

rarely 

o you sagree, 

you that he /she 

about things general (Le. co01plains without explicitly 

l I i very rarely 
while trying to resolv1: 1Hues alw'iitvliTcfi tfie two of you atsdgfee, 

6) ••• your spouse criticizes 

very often 
e try ng co reso ve issuH sagree, 
11) ••• your sp~e relieves 

very often 

J 

• 
you' re •J!eaking ,. --~-------~------__.; __ 

should ~e done, 

o ,o u sa e, 
intended to emban:a•• you by "putting you down" ---- very rarely 

"turned-offh by' malt~ng gestutes aucl. as 
aighs • rolling of the eyes' upwards. etc. 

very rarely 

I 

.'()h 

• 
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APPENDIX D 

Behavioral Measures 

MODIFIED MARITAL INTERACTION CODING SYSTD! (MMICS) l 

Instructions for Use of MMICS 

; . 
The MMIGS 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 
' 

207 

been developed and used to·objectively record verbal and non-v~rbal behaviors 

that occur as marriage partners attempt to negotiate, in a lab~ratory 

setting, resolutions of typical marital problems. Primary emphasis, in 
.. 

training of the MMICS, is placed on the accurate coding of every behavior 

emitted that can be classified, then recorded in 6 second inte'rvals. Coders 
G 

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 uni ts which form the basis of the }!MIGS. 

The prima~y requirement for any coding system is a clear and workable 
"\, 

definition of the basic un.ft of observation. In the MMICS, the basic unit is' 

defined as a single utferan~e, verbal segment or non-verbal response which 

is homogeneous in content, without regard for 

properttes, such as division into words and sentences; 

must be discernible during' a partic"ular 6 second inte 

syntactical 

wever, the content 

Homogeneity of 

content is judged with reference to the 17 codes, but this judgement 
i 

pre~ents 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 changes in basic content, this would be coded only 

once during the 1nterval~ Should t~e utterance continue into the next 

interval, it should be coded as present provided that its content i~ codable 
' -

during the interval. The coder's task' consists of discriminating behavior 

units,by atte-0ding to ,ch~nges, in content anp categorizing each behav:iir un't 

in terms of the 17 behavioral codes. Note, (that a single verbal segment' 
. \ 

1 

-~ 

Adapted from Hops, Wills, Patters;on & Weiss (Note 4) • 

• 
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. 
cannot be double coded (i.e. can be coded using only a single verbal code). 

The only exception to this 'rule is the Interrupt (IN) code, which may be 

used any 'f!me that a person interrupts the other~ Non-verbal behavior may 

be coded in conjunction with a verbal code. If, within a single interval, 

a particular coded behavior has occurred, regardless of the number of times 
-that it has occurred, that behavior wJll be coded only once, and will be 

indicated as emitted by the husband or by the wife~ 
\ 

The ~oding,of each problem-solving session is a complete record of the ,,. 
verbal and non-verbal behavior which occurs in an interaction between the 

married partners. The complexity of the coding system and tfie high rate of 

verbal exchange between th'e partners in a problem-solving session make it 
. ' 

difficult to obtain a complete recora in. vivo, so the problem-solving inter-

actions are recorded on videotape, enabling the coders to subsequently 

replay the 

of the beh 

informatio 

block. Th 

second 

times as necessary to achieve a reliable accounting 

have occurred. In order to maximize the amount of 
I 

a 6 second interval was chosen as the basic timing 

is divided into 10 lines, each containing ten 6 

total of 10 minutes of recorded behavior per coding 

sheet. Each line is, in turn, divided horizontally into tw~ 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 effort of writing in labels to identify which of the 

partners is speaking. The problem of timing is handled by recording audible 

"beeps" on the videotape at 6 second intervals so, that whenever the coder hears 

a ''beep" be/she automatically advances to a new interval on the coding.sheet. 
I 

The MMICS -consists of two basic types of behavior codes; 15 verbal codes, 

to categorize the content of a speaker's statements, and two ~on~verbal ones,. 

to re~ord such behaviors as facial expressions and physical contact. Non

verbal codes are also appropriate for rccord;i.ng non-verbal behaviors which 

accompany a speaker's stateJI}ents, but again, should be coded only .once in 

any particular interval. Every change in behavior unit 'is indicated by 

/ recor'ding a new .behavior code. The 6 second interval then includes each 

,, 

/ 
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behavior that takes place. 'This is done separately for the husband and 
r, . 

for the wife. However, should the same behavior be·emitted at two different 

time§ during an interval, it should be code~ only once. In a particular 

6 second interval the number of codes retorde,d ·may range from as few as one 

to as many codes as are necessary to record all the'behavior units observed. 

Before connnencing coding, the coder should view the videotape of each 

of the two discuss~ons, and complete the Marital Int.eraction Checklist and 

the Marital Interaction Rating Scale. When commencing coding, the following 

instructions should be followed. 

I 

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. 

b) A total of 10 minutes sho~ld be coded for each discussion 

session. 

c) If the couple finished discussing a problem area and a 

contingency problem was adrn1nistered, behaviors occurring 

during the interval in which the couple called the experimenter 

on the intercom should not be coded. 

d) Tlie counter on the VTR should be used to help Tcoders keep 

track of intervals. 

e) Coders should use as many replays 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, short, 

one-sentence definitions of all 17 codes are listed below. 

Brief Code Definitions .. 
AC Activity. (AC) should be coded when an utterance does not provide 

the coder with sufficient information to infer its'mepning (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. 
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AG Agreement, (AG) is coded when one person expresses or advances 

an opinion and the othe~'s verbal respons~ indicates that the two are in 

agreement on the issue. 

AP Approval. (AP) is any verbal respons~ indicating that the res

pondent' person~lly favors. something that has been s·aid or don~. 

~ Acceptance of Responsibility. (AR) is coded for.statements in 

which one person'explicitly accepts the responsibility-for a past or 

210 

present problem, usually after the partner has delivered a blaming statement. 

CP Complaint. (CP) is used to code statements :l:n which a person bemoans 

the extent of his/her suffering without explicitly blaming the partner for 

this suffering. 
·' ( 

CR Criticism. Any hostile, belligerent, or embit.tered statement 

expressing unambiguous dislike 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 Disagreement. (DG) i.s coded in those si tua tj.ons where one person ., 

express~s or advances an opinion and the other's response indicates that 

the two parties are in disagreement on the issue.' 
,I 

DR Denial ,of Responsibility. (D,10 is coded in instances where one 

person, after having been blamed b! the other, explicitly denies ~hat he/she 

, is responsible or should be responsible for that situation, and ·~n cases 
,:t 

where the person merely avoids accepting such a responsibility. 

EX Excuse. When the question arises' concerning the responsibility for 

a past or present problem, a person may avoid the issue by invoking ·an implausibl~ 

explanation or a spurious reason; or a weak rationale; if so, (EX) is coded. 
' I • HU Humor/Tension Release. Any statement that 1s ,clearly intended to 

be humorous and is primarily lighthearted in tone is coded (Hll). 

IN Interrupt. (IN) is Foded each time a person breaks i~ or attempts 

to break i~ with questions or statements while the other person is speaking. 

PA Physical Affection. (PA) is coded for each occasion in which one 

person touc~es the other in a friendly or .rffectionate manner .• 

PS Positive Solution. A proposal for change in which the speaker 

describes something he/she would like to do, 'or would like the partner to 

do, is coded (PS). 
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PU Put-Down. A (fU) is a comment whose functibn, in the coder's 

judgement., is to demean or embarrass the other. 

TO Turn-Off. (TO) is _a non-verbal respo,nse su.ch as a grimace or an 

exasperated sigh which communicates 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~d (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 

21J. 

-------:-------------------~--------------.. 
N~utr.al Productive Counterproductive 

AC Activity AG Agreement CP Complaint 
AP Approval CR ,~<;.~ti ci sm 
AR Acceptance of Responsibility DG Disagreement 
cs Compromise Solution DR Denial of Responsibility 
HU" Humor/Tension Release EX Excuse 

8 PA Physical Affection IN Interrupt 
PS Positive Solution PU Put-Down 
VA Verbal Affection aTO .... Turn-Off 

a 
Non-verbal codes. 

• 
MMICS Code Definitions 

AC Activity_. When an utterance does. not provide the 'coder with 

sufficient inf.ormation to infer its meaning ( to the ex ten~ that. it meets the 

requirements of one of the other codes),'or is a sta~ement which is irrelevant 

to the current topic of discussi~n,.code (AC). Note that (AC) can only be 
' coded in those intervals in which no other cod~ble.behavior occurs. Indivi-

duals vary greatly in their speech patt~rns, and as a,consequence 9 eoders . 

,, 
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m;ty en~ounter a,wide range in both the frequency and types of behavior 
I 

coded (AC) • The following are· common examples of behavior coded (AC) • 

a) "I don't know" responses to questions: .. 
''Who is at fault here?." (AC) "I don' 't know." ' 1) 

2) "What can,w.e do?" (AC) 111 guess •. ,hmhmm. 11 (AC) 

(AC) 

212 

b) Any connnents cle'arly irrelevant to the current topic of discussion 

[e.g., "Is there any m9re coffee left?" (AC) J 

c) Any vocalization having no clearly discernible meaning ("Uh," 

''Well," "Hmm.,,") ~hich, in the context of the interaction, ,does not 

meet the requirements fbr (AG), (TO), or (IN). In this instance, 

the I?erson is typically "thinking out loud". 

d) Code (AC) when a person is fumbling to begin a statement, if a 

significant utterance doeq not follow. In this instance, the person's 

statement may have no clearly discernible meaning [as in example (c)] 

- or the'speaker may repeat brief parts of statements which" are not 

applicable to any of the other verbal codes. For example, code (AC),· 

l for the following: 

1) "I guess we ... " (followed by silence) 

2) "The problem is that. •• " (no indication of the exact nature 

of the problem) 0 . 
3) "I think it should, er, uh ••• " 

e) When the coder cannot understand what is 'being said because of 

poor audio quality or because the speaker is mumbling, code· (AC). 

£) Resp';>nses to "questions which do not meet the requirements .for (AG), 

or (DG), i.e., 'questions in whi,ch the' s~eaker's opinion is not clearly 

expressed, are coded (AC). Responses to simple questions about points 

of information are also coded (AC). Examples are: 

1) ''What time is it?" (AC) "Terr A.M." (AC) 

2) "Have we finished with this topic?" (AC) ''Yes." (AC) 

' AG Agreement, (AG) is coded in those situations in which one person 

expresses or advances an opinion and the other'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 f~llowing examples: 
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a) "I think we have a problem with· the ki;; 
-, 

· "Yes." (AG) 

b) "I think we have a problem with the kids." 
f -

don't you?" (AC) · 
" 

(AC)• 

"That's right." (AG) 

One problem in the coding of· (AG) is that is' some questions the speaker • 
has not clearly expressed an opinion, as in the question, "Do you think we 

0 --

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 opinion 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 indicat~ consensual agreement. 

\Simple "yes" or· "no"·r_g..sponses to question~ about points of information are. 

not coded (AG) because they provide no information about whether or not the 

parties agree; this type .of,response is coded (AC) instead, as in the follow

ing exchange: "Did you talk to your 'mother today? 11 (AC) "Yep." (AC). 
' 

Agreement can· be expressed by either "yes" or "no," as in these examples: 

a) "Don't you think I'm doing the right thing with the kids?" (AC) 

"Yes." (AG) 
1 (l ~ 

b) "I didn't come too late, did I?" (AC) ''No." (AG) 

J .) 

An arbitrary rule governing the coding of (AG) is that a short ( three . 
words or less) affirmative response spccurring while the speaker- is 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 "ye_s" responses are not necessarily coded (AG), and a "yes" /n 

response to an opinion is cod~d (AG) only if it occurs after a pause, or at 

the end of a sentence~ This rule applies only to short ass~rting utterances 

(three words or_ less).. Longer affirmative responses to statements are coded 

(AG) [and (IN). if the person agi;eeing breaks into the conversation]. 

AP Approval. A verbal response indicating that t~1e respondent personally 
' . favors something the other has said or done is coded (AP). Statements which 

are complimen~s are also coded (AP). More specificall~, the following type~ 

of hehavior are coded (AP): 

' 

, 
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a) Statements of thanks. 

b) Statements recognizing thae the other has performed a desired 

.behavior, if the'statement is made in a manner which clearly 

indica\es approval, such as, "I think it's great that you've been 

reading a lot re~ently.". 
0 

c) Statements re~ognizing ·that both partners have performgd a 

desired ~ehavior or h~ve done something well, such as,·'~t least 

now we negotiate our· differences inste~d of' fighting about them,,', 

or "That's the first time we've been able to solve a problem so 

quickly." 

d) Sta~ements expressing approval for a preceding response from 

the other, such as, 
1

"That's a good idea," "I like that " 
,. ' "Yes,-

you've really got it there," and "That would make me feel good," 

(AP)can apply to past, present, or future actions. Thus.,\ "It ifas nice 
I \~- .../ 

of· you to take th~ family on a picnic," "Say, I really 'like you·r hairdo 

214 

today," and "I wo_uld reall~ like it if you would do that," are all coded (.AP) • 
' I 

Optimism about solving the problem or,about coming to .an agreement, 

such as, "I think we' 11 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 'very serious problem. anyway ... is not coded (~P) . 

Complimenting or generally praising the spouse should be coded (AP). 

·For example, '-'That was a good point," "You're really good at that sort 

of thing,". (not sarcastically), "That was a good choice you made," and "I 

didn't look at it that way but it's a good point" should all be coded (AP). 

AR Acceptanc@ of Responsibility. An explic~t statement of responsibi- 11 

lity for an action or the exis~ence of a situation. Usually preceded.by a 

problem description or a.change request such as CCR), ,(PS), (CS), (CP), or 

·(PU). When the question arises concerning the responsibility for 9 past or 
' . 

• present problem, a person may 'explicitly accept ,the responsibility for this . 
situation;, if so, code (AR). Statements fitting the definition of (AR) 

may assume several different forms: 
, 

• • 
4 

- , )) 
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a) A statell)ent in which a 'person admits eN{aging in a behavior 
Q 

which has be~ri defined as a problem -by the other, such as, '.'You I re 

right. I have been putting wet towels in the hamper," "Yes, that's 

my fault, 11 and "I suppose I'm the one resp_onsible for that. 11 

' 
_b) A statement in which one ,P~rson suggests that both partners are 

responsible for a problem, such as, 11 1 guess w~ 've both been 
IC 

neglecfing the kids. 11 

c) Any apologetic s\tatement. 

d) When one person ~oints ou_t- some de~iciency in the other's be-. 

havior, or points to ~n area for which the,spouse has sorn'e respon-, I 
I 

sibility, and the other responds by saying, "That's true,',' or 

"You' re right. 11 

d 

,e) A statement in which one person recognizes th'at he ought to 

accept more responsibility for behavio:rs necessary to solve a 

defined p'roblem '(e.g., "I really feel I qught to be doing more to . 
help you around the houS'e!') , -" 

f) Agreement with a (CR), (CP), or (PU) in which one spouse agrees 

that something is his/her fault should be coded (AR),-not (AG). 
I 

" ,_ j 

Note that (AR) is. superordinate to (AG). '• 

g) (AR). should also be co.ded whenever a spouse admits to' being 

guilty of the same behavior for which he/she faults the spouse 

0 {e.g., "You should pick your socks off th'e floor," (CR) _ "I guess 

' I should too." (AR) ] • 
• I 

; 

CP Complaint. ·- A statement in which one person bemoans the.extent of 
' 

his ,~r her suffering without explicitl~ blaming the other person. The 

sta~ment is o,ften delivered 

Common examples are: 

in a whining, hurt or irritated tone of voice. 

'_j 

a) "Nb body cares what ,I think about this."" 

b) "I can't remernbe_r the last time I got out of th,f? house alone. 11 

• 

215 
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A statement indicat:lng that the respondent is being wronged, discomfit-

ed~ or unnecessarily and frequently inconvPni enced, either throug'h 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. Thu's, "I'm so cold when 1 get up in the· morning, 11 would be 

, (CPL whereas, "You're always turning the heat doWI\ too low," would be 

Crit:f,cism (CR), (CP) is distinguished from other codes in the following 

manner: 

a) A (CP) statement does not explicitly blame the other person 

for, thr suffering; if blame is directed ·at the o.ther, code (CR) 

or Put-Down (PU). 

b) A (CP) statement does not propose any solutions, although it 

"' may assume the ,form, '1I wish I wasn't so miserable, 11 "I never 

get to go anywhere," and "Well if I didn't do it, it wouldn't g~t 

done." 

(CP) is self-oriented, while (CR) and (PU) are directed toward the 

other. Sometimes one person makes· a remark that begins as a (CP) in that. 

the 1comment is ;elf-oriented, and then,, finishes 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' 

o-n a leash w~en I'm coming hgme from,work (CP) because if I'm not there 

within 15 minutes you're waiting for me at the door·ready to bawl me out.!' 

(CR) Statements such as, "It annoys me (CP) that you always leave the 

dishes," (CR) should be coded (CP) for the self oriented p~rt and (CR) 

for the ·spouse bl.a.ming ·portion. 

Sarcastic statements require close attention from the coder for 

appropriate coding •. Sarcastic'statemerits which arc clearly <llrectcd at 
I, 

the other person are cod~d (~U). Sometimes, however, the coder will 
i . 

encounter descriptions of a problem not clearly related to·the spouse which 

are uttered in an irritated or bitter tone of voice. Such statements ar,e 

coded (CP) as they do not reflect disapproval of the spouse so much as 

dissatisfaction with the world at large. 'f;.xamples of fhe latter type of 

' ' 
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(CP~ statement are: "The kids ate the chocolate cake!'' (irritated tone), 

and, "I had to wait three hours ,in the doctor's.office before I even got 

in to see him!" 

Expressions of "negativism" are ?lso coded (CP) (e ,ff,, ''We' 11 never 

solve this," or '10h, what's the use bringing that up again."), Such state

ments should be coded (CP) even when they are responses to Criticism (CR). 

CR Criticism. Any hostile statemei1t expressing unambiguous dislike or 

disapproval, of a specific behavior in which the other engages is coded (CR). 

A (~R) Statement must always be direct, ~~~tf1e sense that the_statement is 

· critical and directed toward ~he partner .. ·-·Rhetorical questions such as, 

''Who do you think will do it if you don't?" a re 'also coded ( CR) • I:Iete are 

some examples of (CR): 

a) "You left dirty dishes all over the house again. 11 

b) "You never come r."ight home after work." 

c) "You wasted five dollaz:s on that stupid record. II 
' 

l 

d) "You never think before you go spending our money on usele~s things. 

Commands and orders are also. generally coded (CR) •. Thus, a girect 

request for innnediate actions is coded (CR) 1, In the context of a clinical 

interview ·setting, examples of (CR) include such statements as, "Don't do 

that," and "Stop ,that. 11
' In general, Positive Solution (PS) takes precedence 

over (CR). }!owe;ver, when a statement such as, "Be'·specific, 11 •:cet to the' 

point," "Talk louder," or "Repeat that, 11 is made, it should be coded (CR) 

i.e. a statement which' would otherwise be coded (PS),, when it refers to 
'-

be~avior during the discussion, should be coded ( CR) . 'If ·a e·omni'and is 

delivered in a hostile or irritated tone of voice, it is' coded Put-Down 

(PU). 

CS Compromise Solution, Proposals for an exchange~ of hehaviors are 

coded (CS). The~e typically take ,the foll?wing fonn: "If you do this, 

I' 11 do that." A (CS) is a particular type of problem-so_lving behavior 

which is functionally different from unilateral proposals for cnange. It is 

a sequ·ence of ·behaviors 1culrninating in the negotiation of an exchange pf 

behaviors; (CS) is coded for three types of behavior which'occur in such 

problem solving sequences: 

,f, 

'-( l ' 

II 



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

/I 
) 

e 

218 
1. 

&) 
0

Prop'osals 'for an exchange of behaviors using any of the following 
• I 

forms: "I'll do this if you'll do·that'," "I'll do this if you won't 

do that," or, "I won't do this if you won't do that:" 

b) Bar$aining f~r equitable exchange: for' example, "I '11 sweep the 

floor if you'll mow the lawn." (CS), "No, that's not fair! . [ (DG) 

Disagreement) It takes a lot longer to mpw the lawn than it does to 

sweep the floor. You should have to sweep the floor three times for 

every time I mow the lawn." (CS) 

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 
i 

week, I get five dollars extra for that week." (CS) 

It is important for the' coder to understatid that the negotia.tion of an 

exchange does not a+ways follow a standard formula. In the s:hnplest case, 

the negotiation begins with a staten:ent.of the form, "I~ll do this if you'11 

do that," (CS), and all subsequent behavio~ consists of: pi1:pointing the 

nature of exchanged behaviors[Positive Solution (PS)J,bargaining f~r equity 
I • 

(CS), and setting contingencies (CS). In more difficult cases, one pers?n 

begins the process with a statement ~f the form, ''Wel)., what I '11 do ' II is, •• 

, (PS), and what follows is an extensivE: discussion of the change that this 

person is to make. Both partners 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 ,behavior j.ust describE;d is1 coded 

(PS). When one person's side has been worked out, the proeess typically 
I' 

continues with the other person making a statemettt of the form, ''Well, 

if you'll do tha,t then I'll ... " i;:rom this point on i_t is clear to the, 

cod~r that an exchange is involved~ so (CS) is recorded for this statement 

and all subsequent statemfnts which fit the definition of (CS). Note that 

t., th~ exchange does not have' to be contingent, i.e. s,i:atementi} such as, "If you 

could do ••• and I could do.:. 11 should be coded (CS). 

An item of further note is that the pinpointing of des~red behaviors 

which oc,curs as part of a negotiatrli'on is always coded (PS), (AC), (CR), (CS) qr 

. (PU) depending upon the fo~ of the pinpointing statement. Pinpoints in which 
.., 

a person coIIDllunicates what he does want or
1
does expec~ are coded (~S), while 



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

e 

.. 

e 

.., 
D 'I 

.. 

pippoints in which a person states what: he does not want or does not expect 

are coded (AC), (CR) or (PU), as appropriate. 

DG 
,, 

Disagr;eement. (DG) should be used to code ~n explicit statement 
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expressing dis~greement with the content or :fritent of a; preceding statement. 

(DG) always refers' to the iml}lediately preceding statement, while (CR) usually 

refers to events outside the immediat~ conversation. 

(DG) is coded in -those situations where one person expresses or advances 

an opinion and the other's response indicates that the two parties are in 

disagreement on the issue. A iDG) response can follow either a question or 

'an as,sertion, 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. 11 (AC) "I don't. 11 (DG) 

~ne problem in the coding' of (DG) is that in some questi~ns the speaker 
- ' . 

has not ,clearly expressed his own opinion, as in thix question, "Do you think 

we have a problem with the kids?". In such cases· the coder may use conte;x;t 
0 

cues to judge whether or not the speak:r has expressed an opinion_ ~ith which 

the other _can be in disagreeme~t. If so, code (D9) for the one who disagrees. 

For example, "The kids aren't around all the time.", (AC) ''When are the kids 

not"' around?" (DG) · 

Simpie "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 informatiotf about whether or 1pot the p~,rties disagree. However, 

disagreement can be expressed by either "yes" or "no", as in the fdllowing 

e;xamples: "' 

a) "Don't you think we have a I?ro blem with the kids?" (AC) "No," (DG) 

b) "I didn't c~me home too late, did I?" (AC)_ 1'Yes, you did." (DG) 
I/ 

I,t 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 accompa~y head shaking, code Turn-Off (TO). Unl.ike (AG), (DG) is' 

coded whether it occurs in the middJe or at the end of a sentence. 
'I' 

0 

0 
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·Note that Excu_se (EX) and Denial of Responsibility (:DR) are s.uperordinate 

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 st"atement which explicitly denies that 

the resp?ndent should or does bear any responsibility for a particular' 

situation·. • Excuse (EX) is an at tempt to wriggle out of responsibility, 
0 

while (DR) is an active denial. However, 1if the coder has difficulty d~ciding 

• 

, between an (EX) and a (DR) code because what appears to be an Excuse ts 

plausible, then the statement should be coded (DR). Disregard the truth or 

falsity of the statement. 

When the question arises '(:oncerning the responsibility for a past or 

present problem, a person may explicitly deny that he/she is responsible or 
... 

shourd be responsible for that situaHon; if so., code. (·DR). For 1zxample, 

a) "You didn't clean the cat box." (CR) ''Well, I ~ever sa_.:id I 'would." (DR) 

b) '"You
0
never pick up my clothes at the cleaners." (CR) "Yes, I do."-(DR) 

c) "You cl'id?,'t get the car wa~hed." (CR)' "I never said I would .. " (DR) 

d) "Disciplining the k:i,ds is your responsibility not mine." (DR) 

' 
o Note· that (DR) is superordinate to (CF'), Thus, "It's not my fa,ultii 

the job situation is so' bad' and I can It make more money," should be 

coded (DR), not (CP) , when it is a re~ponse to a Criticism (C,R) • 

The question of resppnsibility will usually he raised ii~ a preceding 

statement fusually a (CR) or a Put-Down (PU)'] by the, partner. Any statement '. ' . 
in which one per~on suggests that neither p·artner· is responsible for a parti:

cular problem will be coded (DR), Also, any statement in which a person denies 
• 0 

a connection between his behavior and a situation which has been defined i1S a 
r; ' prcblem by the. other p,artner is coded (DR)'. 

0
A particularly ~ricky example of 

(DR) is a statement of the following type: 0 "You always leave I tlie ho~se a 

mess." (CR) "No, I don't either." (DR) 'rhis response 'also fits the definition 

of Disagreement (DG) "but in this case (DR) has p~ecedenc;. (DR) is 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) 

I 

'or a (CS) and the other turns it down, the response is coded (DG), not (DR). 
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An exp~icit denial of respon:,ibili ty for/ a problem usually follows a 

statement of problem description ~r a \criticism and includes statements in 

which one person denies that either ~trson is responsible (e.g., "It '.s no·t 

our fault the kids turned out this way\), When a person makes a remark 

which indicates that a probl~m stated b~ the partner is not really a p_roblem., 

that response should be coded (DR). Fo.f example, "I guess the pr.oblem is 
• 

that we get up at different times." (AC),._ "No it's not." (DR). 

Statements of "negativism" followin~ a criticism ,(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). 

' 0 ' 

EX Excuse. An (EX) is an attempt to escape accepting responsibility 

for an actio; or situation~ invoking improbable or unlikely causes and 
I 

reasons. A person may use an (EX) to excuse either his own behavior or Jhe 
. I 

shortcomingsft;>f another. When the question a rises concerning the responsibi-
' I r I) 

lity for a pa&t or present problem, 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 ~udgment 

from the coder as to whether the explanation is plausible or reasMiable. If 

so, code (AC), or (AR) or (DR); if not, code (EX). 

For example, assume a situation in which a husband had gon€ fishing 

and had come home, three hours late for dinner. ·< W'hen asked why he was late, 

he Il!igh t sa~, "The car broke dow--n and it took us three hours to get it fixe~'." 

This would be coded (AC). He migh~, however, say, ''Well, the fish were biting." 

This 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 laughing will often accompany (EX) ·statements. 

Sometimes (EX) statements will asstUne the form.of facetious comtnents. 

If the reason given for engaging in a proscribed behavior is "Well, I'm 

like that," i.e., a trait of the person (and therefore, by implication, un-

- changeable), it should be coded (EX). For exa,mple, statements such as, 

''Well, I'm absent-minded," or "That's my nature,". should be coded (EX) . 

0 

/ 
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HU Humor /Tension Release._. A f,3cetious, j qking, "or flippant response, · 

or any statement that is clearly irttended to be humorous ancl is pr,imarily 

lighthearted in tone will be coded (HU). An (HU) is always alccomp~nied by 

smiles. or laughter from the partner. For any statement with even slight 

overtones o~. sarcasm, consider Put-Down (PU). Examples of (HU) are: 

a) Outright jokes of the "one-liner" va~fety (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 ~spects of a situation oi 

problem. :i._ 

d) Statements which present lighthearted criticism "!'r the other in 

such a manner that it is lightly received, e.g., "Oh,.you silly duck!' 1 

In order to be, coded (HU), a humorous statement must b-e made. "Cracking 

up", in the absence of a humorous remark is not coded (HU) • {HU) is coded 

only for the person making the l,mmorous remark. Note that although the term 

tension releas_e 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 a.s an (HU)_, 

Le., a' statement which is humorous or which is intended to be humorous must 

be made and the other person has to smile or laugh. 

Interrupt. , ~ode (IN) each time a person breaks in or attempts to 

break in with questions, statements, or actions wh:i,_le tire other is speaking. 

Guidelines for the coding of (IN) are: 

0 a) If A i:'s speaking a;,_d B attempts to break in, code (IN) for B's 

behavior• regardless of whether or not the attempt is successful, 
C 

b), A conunon 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. 
I 

Code (IN) for B's behavior only in case (3). 

Acknowledging "mmhmm, yes, ya," i;esponses:. are not coded (IN) , Le., if 

the person is not attempting to break into the conversation, but is simply 
I 

indicati.ng that he/she' is listening, do not code (IN). Non-verbal attempts 

at interruption should not be coded ,(IN). 

\ ' 
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PA Physical Affection, (PA) is coded for each ,occasion in which one 
.... 

person touches the other in a friendly' or affectionate manner. This code 

includes any gentle touch from one partner to the other, or mutual touching. 

This excludes prodding and &rabbing. The function of these behaviors is · 

to signal warmth or positive affect. Examples of behaviors that would be 
. 

coded in this category are:· holding, hands, touching spouse's knee and . 
stroking spouse's face. 

PS Positive Solution. A (PS) is a proposal for change in which the 

speaker specifies _the behavior 'to be changed in some 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 always a .suggestion for· a speci:ic 'acti<;m. R~alistic 

solutions to problems not currently under discuss:i,.on would also be coded (PS). 

A proposal for change in which the speaker describes some thing he would 
' like the oth'er to do is also coded (PS). A (PS) statement is a r~ques t for 

the other to start e~gaging in a particular behavior or /to increase ,the II 

frequency of a current behavior. A (PS) can be either a ·reques; for one 
' ' person to do something, or it can be a proposal'.. that both parties do some-

thing together. 
... 

To be coded (P.S) ,;, a .statement ~ust be made iq a'neutral or friendly . 
tone of voice; any trace of irritation or h,ostility should cue the codej'." to 

consider Criticism (CR), Complaint (CP)' or Put-Down (PU). For example, 

' "If you would cut y~:mr hair, everything would be all right, 11 (hostile tone), 

would be coded Critici13m (CR). Another requirement for the cod·ing of (PS) 

is that the proposal must be reasonable and- realistic; i.f the proposal 

. is cl"arly .facetious, code Humor (HU) , 

A (PS) statement can be either vaguE! or specific as long as it fits 

the definition outlin;d 'above. Note that (PS) is superorlinate to (AG) • 

The following are typical introductions to (PS) statements: "I think I 

should do more' •.. " "I want you to ••• "\'~ou s~ould. L. 

11 ''Maybe if' we, •• 11 

''We could do ••• " "One way to go about J,t :ts. , . " "1H~re' s a way ••• 11 "I'd 

like it u' ... " and "Let Is II . . . . 

.. 
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An irnport~nt aspect of proposals for change is pinpointing of the 
r 

the ·change desired behavior, i.e. specifying in detail the exact nature of 

that is ex~ected. A pinpoint can be e:i ther a question [ "How can I give you 

more at tent ion? 11
, coded (PS)) or a statemen't ["Talking to me each night after 

dinner,". coded (PS) J. A distinction is made between pinpoints which' stat_e 

what a person does want or does expect and pinpoints which s~~te what a per!!on 
. '- / 

does not wane or does not expect. The first type of pinpoint is coded (PS), 

the second (AC) or (CR).. For example, consider the two altern~tiv,e re,sponses 

to the following proposal for change: "How fast can I drive? 70 miles yer 

hour?" (PS) "Just. don't drive like a maniac." (CR).· "The speed Jimit~ 

whatever that is. 11 (PS) Another example in the same vein is the 
> 

set of statements from a problem-solving session: "I 

wearing those 'holey' Levis. (CR) I'm not asking you 
~ 

know. (AC) I just want you to look •clean.',' (PS) 
< ' 1 

Note that a command or an order for immediate action, such as' "Talk louder," 

or "Be specific," are coded (CR), ·not (PS), even though a concrete course of 

action is proposed. In addition, some speciali_zed types of behavior are 

included in the definition of (PS): 1 
I 

·a) Statements which attempt to return the discussjon to the relevant 

topic when the discussion has been sidefracked onto different issues: 
_, * 

('~et' s go back to talking about finances, 11 or "Weren't we talking . 
about who would wash the dishes?") 

b) Statements discussing the advantages or disadvantages of i;i proposed 

soluti~n. ("If you got a new job, we could have a washing machin~," 

or "If we went to the iCvies more ,often, .we would have to spend more 

·on babysitting.") 

c) Statements of things a person likes. ("l really like to go fishing," 

or "I like to invite friends over for dinner. n) . 
d) References to solutions which have been tried previously. ( "We tried 

.hitting Johnny and that didn't work," or "Remember when we used to disci

pline Johnny by hitting him?"' 
~ d 

The first attempt during the session to get the disc\}ssion going should 
-

not be coded (P$). Thus, ''Well, I guess we should start by concfntrating on . 
••• " should not be coded (PS) when made during the first 30 seconds of a 

discussion session. 
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PU Pui:-Down_. A (PU) is a comment whose:' function, in the coder's judge-

ment, is to demean or embarrass the other. (PU) is a broad category which 
) • includes a variety of unkind comments other th~n those ~hich 'fit the definition 

' of criticism· (CR). Basically there· are four types of unkind statements, as 

such statements may be either direct or in'direct and specific or non specific; 

(CR) includes only those sta ternen'ts which are di rec. t 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 iitent is to offen&, insu~t, 

or disc~ncert the other. (PU)· is distingpished from the other a~ersive codes 

in the_ following 'ways: 

a) (PU) is directed toward the other while a Complaint (CP) is self

oriented. ("I have ,to say things again and again before anyone hears 

me," (CP) versus "Bof, you sure have a hearing problem." (PU)] 

b) (PU) statements may contain elements of directness or specificity, 

'but a (CR) must be both- ~ct and specific. ["The problem with you is 

you never get up until 'noon,~CR} versus "The problem with you is you're 

lazy." (PU)] 

In general, any demear.ing statement using derogatory adjectives will be, 

coded (PU). 
~ 

' 'Sarcastic statements require close attention from the coder for appropriate 

coding. Sar~astic statements which are clearly directed at the other person 

are cotled (PU). Sometimes, however, the coder will encounter descriptions of a 

problem not clearly relaced to the spouse which, are uttered in an irritated 

or bitter tone of voice. 
I ~ 

Such stateme~ts are c~ded (CP) as they do not reflect 

disapproval,of the spouse so much as dissatisfaction with the world at large. 

(:~U) is one of the most :,'intuitive" categories in the system, but one 

which is coded .with reliability. A coder achieves this reliability in -aiffi-
" 

cult cases by using himself as an "insult detector": as he listens to an 

ambiguous 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 qtaternent; if not, some otheP category i~ coded. 

,Note that, (PU)'is superordinate.to (HU),(CR) and (PS). For example, ''What 

you should· do is go jump in the lake, n shou'ld be coded (PU) even if followed 

by laught~r from the partner. 
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TO Turn-Off. 

::; 0' 

A lto) is)'a non-verbal respon'se which communicates dis-

pleasure, disgust, disinterest, or disapproval, usually in reaction to some-

,_ thing the speaker has just said. Examples are grimaces, -frowns, e~as:perated 

sighs, and rolling of the eyes upward. Context cues which indicate displeasure " 

spould be taken into account. Sighs.are of~en ambiguous; in some cases they 
~ 

serve mer~ly to indicate hesitation, embarrassment or fatigu~. In such cases, 

ignore the behavior. However, if a sigh clearly communicates displeasure with . 
the partner, code as (TO). Include sinking down in seat when it first occurs. 

. ' 

Note that h~ad shaking is to be coded (DG) when it is clear that simple 

disagreement is be;i.ng expressed. When otlwr cues' indicatin~ disgust' or dis

approval accompanying head shaking, code (TO). 

VA Verbal Affection. Code (VA) when expressions of liking for th~ 
, , 

spouse are made. !or example, "I like you~ you're nice," ''You're a nice 

person, 11 "Gee, you really are a, nice guy," and '~at c! sweetheart you are,"_,. 

(not sarcastic), a-re all coded .1(VA) .• Note that in order to code, (VA), the 

comment must pertain to affection. Verbal responses indicating approval of 

the acts pf the partner are t,o be coded (AP). Complitl)ents such as "Your hair 

is really attractive today," are to be coded (AP), not (VA). 1, 

.. ' 

' . 
(J 

'I 

'I 

J 

,I 
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HM!CS Coding Sheet 

INTERVAL 

n I Ar•• I MINUTE 
l 

Name H 
No. l 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

w 
H 

Coded by Date 2 
w 
H 

3 - ------- --------·.,-.. _,____ - - -------
w 
H 

4 r------•·--·-- -- -- - -
w 
H 

5 
w 
H 

6 
w 
a 

1 - ,__ - -
w 
H 

~ 
":!"'- w 

H 
9 -- .. ---~--·---

w 
H 

10 
w 

Code H freq W freq. Code tt freq. W freq. Code H freq. W freq. Code H freq. W freq TOTAL H w Both 

AC (0) CR (-) HU (+) TO (-) AC 

AG (+) cs (+) IN (-) VA(+) Prod (+) 

.AP (+) DG (-) PA (+) Counter, (-) 

AR{+} DR (-) PS (+) .. 

CP (-) ex (-) PU H 
# -
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Ne ative Positive 

- w 
Fa.cilitat.!~e )DiliTU£<!.~ 
Positive Neaative 

-Ne~atlve Positive 

• 
WilCS Feedback Coding Sheet 

INTERVAL 

kltrut 1 2 3 4 5 6 B 9 10 

I\ 
H 

l 
w 
H 
:._1-------+-------.i.......------+-------lf--------+------+----~--jr-------t- _. ______ ----- } 

2 
w 
H 

) 

u 
H 

4 
w 
H 

5 

"" H 
6 

\rl 
H 

7 
w 
H 

B 

"" H 
9 -·-'-------] - - --- --

w 
H 

10 --
w 

POSITlV'E'CODE.S 
AG stress on agreements 
AP e~pression of approval 

Feedbac~ ~ordlng 

AR acc.eptance of re.sponsibil f ty or 
acceptance of responsibility for changing 

CS proposals for compromise solutions 
HO hlllllor/tensicn release 
PA physic.al affection 
PS positive solutions offered or steering 

discussion back~on track or evaluating 
proposed solutions or stating personal p£eferences 

VA verbal aff~ction 

NEGATIVE CODES 
CP complaining , 
CR c.rit.icising 
DC stress on disagreeme~ts 

j 

J 

DR denial of respons1.b1C,ity or denying respons.lbil1.ty 
for the problem or dinying problem stated by spouse 
or not taking on responslb111ty 

EX excuses 

IN interrupting "' 
PU "put-doW"ns" /embarrassing caOllllents 
TO 0 t:urn-offs" through gestures 
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MARITAL ,INTERACTION CIIECKL1ST
1 

This checklist is used to record the frequency of each MMICS code [only 
" 

1& MMICS cod,es ar;e used; (A.C) is not consider'.cd]. It is to be used during 
' J, 

the non-st~ ~iewing o~ a videotape. The unit of behavior and the code 
I 

definitions are the irnme as- in the MMICS. The 6 second interval is to" be 

used in the same manner as in the MMICS, although for recording purposes 
. 

th~ intervals are ignored i.e. if a person complains, tor ~xample, during 

five interval~, place five checks irl the box marked (CP) .· 

Rater: Discussion No.: ,Couple N,0. : -------
Date: Name: 

' • TOTAL -
J ' HUSBAND FREQUENCY WIFE 

• ' 
' 

CODE H w CODE 

NEGATIVE CODES 

GP . CP 

CR 
" 

CR 
, 

NG NG 

DR ' DR 

EX EX 
. 

IN 
. 

IN 
" 

PU . PU . 
TO TO 

' POSITIVE CODES 
)' 

AG AG 

AP . AP -
AR - . AR' 

cs " . cs ' 

HU HU 
/ 

PA PA . 
PS PS 

VA VA 

l ·' 
From Dixon (Note 8). 
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MARITAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE <_MTJ'.S) l 

Instructions for Use . 
__.The purpose of this ·scale is to obtain trained coders' subjective, 

'I, 

evaluations of the relative frequency with which both husband and wife 
• 

engaged in each of the 16 MMICS behavior codes [the (AC) code is ndt used]. 
. ,/ 

Thi~ in~trument is to be completed by coders subsequent to completion of the 

Marital Interaction Checklist. As this scale is intended to reflect relative, 

rather than absolute frequencies, the guidelines listed below should be 

followed. 

In general, the following behaviors tend to occur ":7ith fairly "high" 

frequency: (IN), (CR) and (PS). (AG), (AR), (CP), (DG), (DR) and (EX) tend 
I 

to occur with "medium" fre_quency, while (AP), (CS), {HU), (PA), (PU), (TO) 

and (VA) tend to occur with fairly "low" frequency. While tl1e're are differences 

in each of these three frequehcy 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), sho~ld 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 interrupted (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 rare1-f), whereas one.Put-Down (PU) should be placed in the 

fourth box from the right hand end of the scsi_le. The first box on the right

hand side of the'scale represents never. 

Another point to consider in using this scale is the relationship between 

the frequenc; with which a particular person emit~ behavior relative to that'of 

other spouses whom coders have ~bserved during testin~. For example, eight {CR)s 

during a 10-minute discussion ses~ion 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 left-hand end (indicating very often), as this 

would not permit discrimination between persons who criticize much more often 

(for example, 22 times) during a discussion., Thus, each person's behavior 

should be rated relative to .those of others whom coders have observed. Al though n 

this is obviously a very subjective procedure, as are most ·clinical evaluations, . ' / 

it is these subjective impressions which should be reflected in the ratings. 

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 
From Dixon (Note 8 ). 
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MARITAL INTERACTION RATING SCALE 

Discussion No.:-----~-- Couple Nb.: 

Name: 

Rater: --------

Date:--------- --------

DURING THIS SESSION a 

1) ... the tone of the discussion was 

very r-1-1-' 1-,-,-,-1- .. ,-,--, very ' pleasant L...__ __________ __J unpleasant 

2),,,indicated that he/she agreed with spouse 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

J) ••• indicated approval of spouse by telling spouse that he/she favore~ 
something spouse has said or done 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

4) ... indicated acceptance of responsibility 

HUS.BAND 

WIFE 

. 
S) .•. complained about things in general (i.e. complained without 

explicitly blaming spouse) 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

o;i~ Cl · 1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1=:J ;:r~1y 

o;i~ c1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1::::=J ;~!1y 
6) ..• criticized spouse 

HUSi3AND 

WIFE 

. 

o;~~; c1=1=1=1=1=1=1~1=1==:J ;:~ly 

very r-1---,-,-,-,-,-,-1- 1---, very often L_ ___ , _____ __J rarely 

7) ... o!fered suggestions for compromise solutions 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

o;~~ c1=1=1 ,1=1=1=1 · 1=1::::=J ;:r~ly · 

o;~~; c1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1-.1~ ;:!1y 
8), , .' indicated that he/ she disagreed with spouse , 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

o;~~ c1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1=1~ ;:r~ly 

o;~~ Ll=i=l=1=1=1=1=1=1~ ;:.i.~1y 

. ·(. 

J 11 

• I 
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' DVRING THIS' SESSION, 
' ' 

' ' 

I 

9),,. indicated denial oi respohsibili ty 

, 'HUSBAMD . " o;;~ r-1-,-·-' J-· l-i-L_ __ j ___ _ 

WIF.E very,,-,-
·or.ten L ___ _ 

, 

10} •• ·.gave excuses 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

' 

VJtr:/ 
often . 
very r-1-,-1-0!1:en i ___ _ 

11), .,,relieved ·tension througn....hwnor 

,HUSBAND 

WIFE 

very,,
, often '--- __ 

very r
otten L 

1-

12) ••• interrupted spouse while he/ she was speaking 

HUSBAND., 
\ 

WIFE 

very Cl-often _ 

very '. ,- ,__,... 
often L ~ ~ 

lJ) ••• touched spouse ..a.f!ectiona tefy 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

14).,,gave positive soltitions 

very 
rarely 

v~ry 
rarely 

very · 
rardy 

very 
rarely 

very 
rarely 

very 
rarely 

very 
rarely 

very 
rarely 

HUSBAND very 
often 

-,-,-
1
~ very ____ • _ ___j rarely 

very 
often 

15}
0 

••• made comments intended to emburasa spouse by 'putting hinv'her, down. 

HUSBAND 

WIFE 

~ ' 

very 
often 

very 
often 

c::i_1=1=1=1=r=1=1=1:J ;:r~ly 
c1=1= 1=1= 1

--, very 
__J rarely 

' '' 
11> ~ •. spoke to spouse with arr~c"tiOn • 

:' 12 

.. 

1. ; 

t 
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Table E .1 

233 

Means and Standard Deviations .of Demogr~phic Variables 

a 
Group 

Video· self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

All groups 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
· Feedback yes 

Feedback no 

Video both 
' Feedback_ yes 

Feedback no 

' 
No video, placebo 

Feedback yes" 
Feedback no 

All groups 

Length of No. of 
Marriage Children 

9.8 
16.0 

11.0 
15. 7 

7.7 
16.0 

9.8 
12.8 

11.6 

2.0 
1.8 

2.3 
2.5 

1.0 
2.3 

2.0 
2.2 

2.0 

Years of 
Age Education 

Means 

31.9 
33.4 

36.3 
38.3 

32.5 
40.5 

34.8 
39.0 

35.8. 

13 .1 
12 .o 

14. 9 
12. 9 

12. 5 
13 .o 

13 .6 
13. 9 

13 :2 

MAS 

80.4 
87.2 

88.1 · 
75.3 

83.9 
81. 7 

83.8 
79.S 

82 ,5 I 

Standard deviations 

7.6" 
• 6.4 

9.2 
7. 7 . 

6.1 
5.6 

8.3 

1.6 
0.9 

1.3 
1.2 

1.6 
1.4 

1.4 
1.6 

f.4 

7 .6 
7 .5 

9.8 
7 .4 

11.9 
11.2 

5.8 
6.1 

8.9 

2.8 
2.6 

26.4 
23.8 

1.3 17.8 
3.5 , 29.2 

2.4 22.4 
4. 6 20. 3 

3. 2 18 .6 
2 .-2 24 .1 

3 .1 -221. 6 

a 
n = 12 for each group (6 males, 6 females). 

No. of dis
PCI agreements 

88.3 
87.2 

94.5 
89.3 

--85.3 
85.4 

86.7 
85.7 

87.8 

13.5 
12.0 

12.7 
9.8 

14.2 
_ 14 .5 

8.5 
12.7 

12.3 

14.4 
17.9 

12.8 
15.7 

16.3 
16.9 

12.2 
15.5 

15.2 

4.7 
4.4 

2.9 
3.4 

4.1 
6.f 

4.3 
3.6 

4.5 
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- Table r'.. 2 . 
Analy<t;es of Variance 9n Demographic Varfables • 

Source ss ' DF w.s Fa 

• 
0 

Length of marriage 

Groups 774.602 15 49. 640 0.681 
., 

Error 5830.273 80 · 72.878 
., ¢ 

Number of children 

' Groups 18 . 291 15 1. 219 0.568 

Error 171.666 80 2. 146 

., 
Age • 

.. 
Groups 996.629 15 66.442 0.818 

Error 6496 . 570 80 - 81.207 

Education 

,, 
Groups 20.558 15 1.371 1.608 

Error , 68.166 80 0.852 

~ 

MAS 

Groups 2606.686 15 173. 779 0.303 

Error 45884 ,996 I 80 57,.562 

. . PCI 

Groups 1273.198 15 84.880 0.520 
'-

Error 13047.023 q 
80 163.088 

-:- Number df disagreements ,.. 

Groups ~ 348.900 15 < 23.260 1.168 

• Error 1593.492 80 1'9.. 919 

• 4 
'"- , 

All F values n .s .,_£.) • 05, - . 
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Table E,3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Pre-Test 

Productive and Cbunterprod~ctive Category Behaviors 

Category 

.. 
235 

) 
Productive Counterproductive 

' 
Group 

a 
M SD M SD 

Video self \ 
Feedback yes 19.33 10.55 36.17 19.49 
Feedback no 12.58 7.47 41.17 18.24 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 16.42 12.33 34.92 15 .• 32 
Feedback no 12.50 9.57 38.58 20.87 

Vicfeo both 
Feedback yes 14.67 10.48 45.6 7 24.87 
Feedback no 18,50 9.93 37.75 10.72 

No" '1ideo placebo 
Feedba.ck yes 20.25 7.67 32.25 8.84 
Feedback no 14.58 8.74 36.17 12 .-86 

All groups 16,lO 9. 76 37 .83 16.9S 

Note. Scores are exp_ressed as 10 x rate per minute
0

• 

a , , 
n = 12 for each group (6 males, 6 females) 

• 
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Source 

Groups 
Error 

Groups 
Error 

2 

Table ·E.4 

Analyses' of Variance on Pre-Test 
I 

Productive and Counterproductive Category Behaviors 

' _1448. 249 
7606. 539 

5453 .190 
2192l.. 930 

Productive 

15 
80 

Counterproductive 

15 
80 

0 

96 . 550 
95 ,0£t2 

363.5116 
274.024 

a 
All F values n.s., .£. ) .10. 

' 

, 
/ ' 

/ 

/ 

/ 

,. 

236 

1.015 

1.32] 

• 
D 
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Table E.5 

Means and Standard Deviations of Productive and Counterproductive 

Category Pre-'fest, Post-Test and Change Scores 

Productive co~nterproductive 

a Group 
-----------.-------------------E"" 
Pre Post Change 0 

Pre Post Chi1tnge 

-----------------T .... ~-1-_fe_a_n_,s _____ __,,..., _____ _ 
'- ,I 

/ ~-,, Males ~ 

Video self 4 
Feedback yes 19 .-33 .17 -0.17 
Feedback no 15.50 12.17 -3.33 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 
,Feedback yes 
Feedback'no 

19.83 
14.00 

19.50 
18.50 

16.83 
14.50 

18.50 
13.00 

-1.33 
-),.00 

18.67,/ --0.83 , 
17.00 - -1.50 

17 .33 
14.50 

a.so 
o.oo O 

Females 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no ' 

V.ideo spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Videp both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 

19.33 
9.61 

13.00 
- 11.00 

9.83 
18.50 

Feedback yes 23.67 
Feedback no 14.67 

18.33 
12.67 

19.67 
10.00 

11. 83 " 
15.17 
0 

-1.00 
3.00 

. 6 .6 7 
,,::LOO 

2.01 
-3.33 

22.33 -1. 33 
15.83 1.17 

Note. 
a, 

All scores expressed as 10 x rate per'minute. 

6 for each group. n • 
b Positive scores indica'te :l.mprov~ent. 

c Negative scores indicate improvement • 

33.00 
27.67 

25.83 
34.67 

44.83 
33.33 

31. 33 
31.17 

39. 33 ' 
54.67 

44.00 
42.50 

46.50 
42.17 

•33.17 
41.17 

33.BJ 
28.33 

0.83 
0.67 

36.00 10.17 
34.00 -0.67 

38.83 
3Y.50 

35.17 
30.00 · 

-6.00 
0.17 

3.83 
-1.67 

37,00 0 -2.33 
~.67 -3.00 

0 

35.50 -8.50 
46.67 -4.17 

45. 33 . -1:11 
39.50 -2.67 

35.33 2.17 
32.17 -9.00 

/ 
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a 
G7oup 

Males n 

Video·self. 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No yideo placebo 
' Feedback yes 

Feedback no 

Females 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

V:ldeo spouse 

238 

Tab+e E.5 (continued) 

Productive Counterproductive . ' 

Pre ·Post Change Pre Post Change 

Standard·deviations 

{ 

4.18 
9.24 

1:3 .14 
12.85 

10.17 
10.90 

6.31 
6.90 

j, 

'\ 

9.56 
5.57 

5.47 
8. 32 

15.67 
15.03 

7.97 
9. 57° 

15.08 11.50 
4.08 6.83 

9.J.S 
5.57 

,; 10.67 
13.52 

lQ.. 76 
9.33 

6.98 
J 3.28 

18.90 
8.74 

19. 77 
11.69 

.8.18 
14. 25 

25.66 · 
11.17 

11. 79 
9.45 

20,51 
12.55 

12.61 
11. 29 • 

12.47 
18.96 

:?3.03 
11.22 

11. 94 
10. 24 

~12. 26 
13. 59 

16.79 
8.12 

5.66 
11. 78 

2Q.95 
9.56 

7 .94 
10.57 

17.50 
7 .93 

Feedback yes 11.56 13.57 
. 6 .16 

4.59 
3.41 

15.86 
26. 8·1 

11.04 8.12 
Feedback no 5.55 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 
Feedback yes 
Feedback I!P 

9.07 
9.92 

7.84 
10.99 

23.65 14.B 

8.42 
7.63 

3.58 26.47· 27.78 ,14.16 
• 8.57 9:0~<-', 9.56 

-----15.60 - 15.36 ~- 5.57 
7.9~ , .,, 14.63 

17. 86. 
21. 7t!J 

15.54 
1d_37 

~· All scores exp~essed as 10 x rate per minute. 
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e Table E.6 

Analyses of Variance on Ra_te per Minute Productive 

and Counterproductive Category Change Scores . 
----

Source ss DF MS Fa ... ' .. 
v 

(- Productive category 

• 
A (Gensler) 71:758 1 71,758 O. 64 :Z 
B (Video) 39. 527 3 13.176 0.119 
C (Feedback) 41. 340 1 41. 340 0.373 
A X B 71. 777 3 "23.926 0.216 
AX C 2.344 1 2. 344 0.021 
B x C lOQ, 359 3 33.453 0.302 ... 
AX 13 x C 216.859 1 72,286 0.652 
Error 8868.039 80 110. 850 

. . 
Counterproductive category 

1 

A (Gender) 297., 508 t 297.,508 ~l. 745 
B (Video) 169.691 3 ' 56 .564 0.332 

( C (Feedback) 41. 340 i- 41. 340 0.242 
Ax B 200.938 3 66,979 · o. 393 

·Ax C 31.508 1,I 31~508 0.185 
B X C 389,438 3 129.813 , o. 761 
A'x B x C 942. 434 3 314.145 ·l.842 
Error ---' 13639.352 80 170.492, 

.. a ,All f' values n. s., .P. > .10. 

,, 

'J 

\ 

\, 
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Table E. 7 

Means and Standard Deviations of Log Productive 

and Counterproductive Cate~ory Change Scores 

' Category 

240 

I 
I b Productive Counterproductivec 

a 
Grqup 

Males 

Video self 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video spouse 
Feedback yes 

. Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

No video placebo 
Feedback yes, 
Feedback nq 

Females .. 
Video se~f 

Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

Video 's})ous·e 
Feedback yes 
.Feedback no 

Video both 
Feedback yes 
Fe~dback no 

No video. placebo 
Feedback yes 
Feedback no 

M 

-0.017 
-0;163 

0 .035 
0.270 

-0.155 
-0.413 

0.013 
-(}.018 

• -0 .101 
O.lp3 

0.435 
-0.214 

0.298 
-0.146 

-0.187 
0.112 

' SD 

n 0,567 
0,460 

0.545 
0.992 

o. 778 
0.810 

o.5oo·" 
0.850 

1.118 
0.947 

0.243 
0.522 

0.631 
0.430 

0.554 
0.650 

M SD 

_/ 

0.112 ' 0.523 
0.034 0.240 

0. 299 0.152 
-0.093 0.44.9 

-0 .-139 0.394 
, 0.008 0.266 

0.123 0.275 
-0.033 0.367 

0.001 0.426 
-0.063 0.141 

~ 
-0.197 0.178 

0.143 0.230 

-0.224 0. 713 
-0.056 0.241 

-0.029 O-.{w6 

.-0.374 0.644 

Note. Code frequencies were transformed to natural log scores before being 

summed into category totals. Change score valua<> are post-test minus pre

test category totals. 

a 6' , E_ = for each group. 
b ,.\ 

Positive scores indicate i~provement.~ 

c Negati;e scores indicate improvement. 
bi 

-· 
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Table E.8 ' 

Analyses of Variance on Log Productive apd 

!ource ·,, 

A (Gender) 
B (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
Ax B · 
Ax C 
B x C 
Ax B x C 
Error 

A (Gender) 
B (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
Ax B 
A. X C 
BX C 
AX B x C 
Error 

a 

Cou~terproductive Category Ch,ange 

ss DF 

'Productive category 

0.246 1 
0. 703 3 
0.199 1 

I 

0.637 3 
0.041 1 
0.925 3 
1.604 3 

39 .183 80 

C~nterproduct4.ve category 

0.461 1 , 
0.358 3 
0.054 1 
0.103 3 
0.125 1 
0.506 3 

.,,, 0.732 3 
12.249 80 

All E_ values n.s., £>•10. 

Scores 

MS 

0.246 
G-. 234 
0.199 
0. 212 
0.041 
0. 308 
0.535 
o. 450 

0. 461 
0.119 
·o .054 
0 .034 
0.125 
0.169' 
0.244 
0.153' 

-l. 

"241 
-,J, 

Fa 

(). 501 
0. 478 
0. 407 
0. 433 • 
0.084 
0. 629 
1.092 '-

3.009 
0. 777 
o. 352 
0.224 
0. 818 
1.102 ' 
1.594 

,o 
'' 
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" , Table E.9 

Analyses of Variance on Standard ~) Score 

Productive and Counterproductive Category Change Scores 0 

. Source ss OF MS 

Productive category 

A (Gender) 3.3635 1 3. 3635 
B (Video) I\ 18.9260 3 6.3087 
C (Feedback) 0 .1775 1 0.1775 
A x B 14.·5603 I 3 4,. 8534 
A ·x C '2 .0444 1 2.0444 
B x ,C 38.6118 J 12. 8706 
A x B X C 10.-9441 3 :l.6480 
Error 1200.2556 80 - 15 .0032 

Counterproductive category 

A (Gender) 5. 3721 1 5.3721 
B (Video) 18.5845 3 611948 
C {Feedback) 0 . 2329 1 0 . 2329 
A X B 5 .4380 . 3 1.1827 
A X C 9.6074 1 9.6074 
B X C 20. 7278 3 6 .9093. 
AX B X C 30.4077 · ' 3 10.]359 
Error 825.9956 80 10. 3249 

a All!. values n.s . , p),10, 

• I 242 

I 
i 
( 

I . 
I 

Fa ' 

/ 
-; 

0.224J • 
I 

0 . 4205 • 
0 .0118 j 
0.3235 I 

o.~1363 i 
0.85 79 / 
0.2432 

0.5203 
0 . 6000 
0.0226 
0,1756 
0.9305 
0 .669 2 

1

0.9817 

.. 

I 
1 

I 

\ 
v 
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Source 

A (Gender) 
R (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
A .x B 
A x C 
B x C 

> 

A x B x C 
'Error 

~~ 
C (Feedback) .; 
A x B, 
Ax C 
B x C 
'A X B X C 

Error 

a 

Table E.10 

Analys~s of Variance on Productive: Total 

and Counterproductive:Total Proportions 

' ss 

0.0034 
0.0050 
0 .0.014 
0.0065 
0.0003 
0 .0113 
0.0313 
1.0145 

DF 

Produ~tive:Total 

1 
3, 
1 

.3 
1 
3 
3 

80 

tounterproductive:Total 

0 .0154 
0.0122 
0 00035 \ 
0.0165 
0.0014 
0.0305 
0.0756 
1.0262 

i' 
3 
1 " 
3 
1 
3 
3 

80 

MS 

0.0034 
0.0017 
0.0014 
0 .0022 
0.0003 
0.0038 
0.0104 
0.0127 

·O .0154 
0.0041 
0 .0035 
0 .0055 
0.0014 
0.0102 
0 .0252 
0.0128 

All F values n.s., i> .10. 
) } 

, I 

j] 

0.270 
0.131 
0.108 
0.170 
0.023 
0.298 
0.824 

1.203 
0.317 
o. 2 73 
0.429 
0.105 
0. 79 2 
1.965 

243 
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Table E .11 

- Analyses of Variance'°on Productlve:Counterproductive 

~d C;unte~productive:Productive Proportions 

Source 

k (Gender) 
B (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
A X B 
A x C 
B X C 
A x Bx C 
Error 

A (Gender) 
B (Video) 
C (Feedback) 
Ax B 
A X C 
B x C 
A x BX C 
Error 

'. 

SS, DF 

Productiv8:Counterproductive 

1.0?.l 1 
1.933 3 
0.033"0 1 
o:654 3 
'0.648 1 
2.905 3 
2.507 3 

58.847 80 

Counterproductive: Produc't,ive 

0.205 
2. 991-
0.007 
2.180 
4.904 
2 .155 ' 
9.024 

145.886 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
3 
3 

80 

a All F values n.s., .£.) .10. 

8 

MS 

1.021 
0. 645 
0. 033 
0. 218 
0.64fr 
0.968 
0. 836 
0, 673 

o .. 2os 
0.997 
0.007 
o. 727 
4.904 
0. 718 < 
3.008 
1.824 

JJ 

244 

Fa 

1. 517 
0.958 
0.050 
0. 324 
0.963 
1.439 
1.242 

0 .112 ' 
0. 54 7 
0.004 ) . 
0. 398 
2. 6'89 
0. 394 
1. 649 

0 

1 
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Table E.l2 

Means and Standa~ 'Deviati9ns of Number of Own and 

J Spouse's Traits Infl4encing Arguments 

Object of Rating 

Own Spouse's . 

Causing Preventing Causing ·Preventing 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Males 

Females 

16.792 10.486 19.375 10.694 

17.167 9.992 21.292 14.80'1 

16.562 9,972 18.917 12.017 

20.750 10.90? 2\.083 14.813 

a n=48 for each group, _) 

Source 

A (Gender) 
Error . 

I .... 

Table E .13 

Analysis of Variance on Number 

Spouse's Traits Influencing 

ss DF 

448.500 1 
31747.414 -94 

B (Own/Spouse's) 43.335 1 
B x A 99 .022 1 
Error 2649. 877 94 

• 
C (Ca~se/Prevent) 529.688 1 
C x A 1. 375 1 
Error 12888.012 94 

B £C 97 .000 1 
B x C x A' 76 .145 1 
Error 5614 .035 94 

I- .E_ (.06. 

of Own~and 

Arguments 

MS ..E 

. 
448.500 1.328 
337.738 

,43. 335 1.537 
99.022 3.5H 
28.190 

529.688 ' 3.86Jto 
1. 375 0 .010 

137 .107 

97 .000 1.-624 
76.145 1.275 
59. 724 

• 

' D 
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Table E .. 14 

Means and Standard Deviations of~ Causa~ Attribution Change Scores 

\ 
Own Attributed to: 

Fac.ili tati ve Behaviors 

Spouse's Attribu;ed to: 

Group Topic Emitter Othef Topic 
:. 

Means 
Males 

Video self 12 -0.078 -0.444
1

-0.410 '-0.255 -0.536 -0.539 
Video spouse 12 0.959 0.281 0.349 -0.045 -0.&57 -0?248 
V~deo both 11 -0.108 0.275 -0.050 0.553 0.578 0.887 
No video placebo 11 -0.255 -0.855 -0.179 0.251 -0.147 -0.547 

Fema.l,es 

Video self 
Video spouse 
Video both 
No video placebo 

Males 

Video self 
Video spouse 
Video both 
No video .. placebo 

Females 

Video.self 
Video spouse 
Vide9 both 

. No video placebo 

11 
12 
12 
12 

-

0.171 
0.484 
0 .4 76 

-0.798 

1.687 
1.454 
1.811 
1..048 

-0.153 -0.154 
0-513 -0.016 
0.296 -0.136. 

-0.151 -0.439 

1.087 1.198 
1.149 l.090 
1.872 1.048 
0.913 J.. 326 

1.053 0.760 l.012 
1.021 1.715 1.621 
0.826. 1.200 1.000 
2.384 1.357- 1.456 

-0.022 -0.733 0.493 
b.300 0.363 -0.677 
o.325 -0.255 -o.1z3 

-0.036 -0.275 -!.562 

Standard 

0.782 
1.315 
1.304 
1.396 

0.436 
0.759 
1.143 
1. 691 

deviations 

i 

1.096 1.433 
1.316 1.1:27 
1.276 1.367 
l. 604. 2.001 

1.193 1.575 
2. 092 1. 877 
1. 220 0. 844 
1.219 3.415 

-~.· Positive numbers indicate greater importance of ~ttribution 

a Three subjects had to be dropped due to missing data. 

Disruptive Behaviors 

Own. Attributed to: Spouse's Attributed to: 

Emitter Other Topic· Emitter Other Topic 

-0.341 0 .. 022. 0.050 0.016 -0~205 0.127 
i.239 1.182 0.334 0.044 -0.430 0.264 

-0.526 0.049 -0.019 0.393 0.417 0.173 
-0.551 -0.324 -0.203 -0.137 Q.513 ,0.139 

0.733 -0.376 0.210 0-249 -1.459 0.940 
0.299 0.147 -0.282 0.295 0.093 0.012 
1.079 0.533 -0.1~7 0:554 0.454 -0.062 
0.032 -0.313 0.162 0.341 0.097 -0.688p 

,., 

'2. 022 1.823 . l. 336 1.599 1.802 0.801 
.. 1.6'19 1.467 0.989 1. 321 ,1. 607 1.054 

2. 300 1.444 1.434 1.285 1. 387 1. 308 

LQ02 1.552 1. 991 l. 443 2.024 1. 370 

1..553- 1.674 1.122 1.193 1. 884 1.364 
1. 208 J:.134 1.,26 7 0.963 1.921 2.411 
1. 707 1.18! 1. 707 0.979 1. 366 0.697 
1.617 1:599 3.386 1.084 1. 661 3 .493 

post-video than pre-video. 
:::~ 
::,,. 
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Table E .15 

Analysis of Variance on· Causal Attribution Ch~nge Scores 

Source 

A. (Gender) 
B {Video) 
A x B 
Error 

C (Own/Spouse's) 
IC X A 

C x B 
C X AX B 
Error 

D (Facil, /Disrupt.) 
D x A 
D x B 
D x Ax B 
Error 

C x D 
C X D X A, 
C x DX B 
CxDxBxA 
Error 

E (AttributioJ:!) 
E x· A , 

E x B 
E X A X 1311 
Error 

C x E 
C x Ex A 
C X Ex B 
Cx~xAxB 
Error 

D x E 
D x· E x A 
D x Ex B 
DxExA.xB 
Error 

C X DX E 
CxDxExA 

fl 
1
• 

C x ,D x E x B 
CxDxExAxB 
Error 

ss 

0 .01685, 
45 .58911 

5 .33862 
496 .87134 

1.21533 
1-.56201 

22.47290 
23 .61328 

305 .66699 

8. 33290 
0 .24022 -

, -4.16615 
10.08615 

232 .50261 

0. 38670 
0 .04506 
0. 59021 
2. 34811 

16 7 .15~04 

14 .19165 
6.85327 

23.58789 
23 .51123 

540.17041 

~.48120 
0 .03442 

24.217Q4 
14.45557 

281.47437 

1. 43938 
8.90633 
4.82478 
4. 50984 

220. 49495 

1. 22658· 
1. 57764 
6 .19376 
1. 26981 

'208 .48961 

DF 

1 
3 
3 ,. 

85 

1, 
1 
3 
3 

'85 

1 
1 
'3' 

- 3 
85 

1 
1 
3 
3 

.85 

2 
2 
6 
6 

170 

2 
2 
6 
6 

170 

2 
2 
6 
6 

170 

2 
2 
6 
6 

170 

MS 

0 .01685 
,15 .'1963 7 

1. 77954 

·- 5 .84554 

1. 21533 
1. 56201 
7. 4909 7 
7.87109 
3. 59608 

8. 33290 
0. 24022 
1. 388,72 
3. 36205 
2. 73532 

0.38670 
0. 04506 
0 .196 74 
0. 78270 
1, 96649 

7.09583' 
3.42664. 
3 .93131 

. 3 .91854 
3 .177'4 7 

0. 74060 
0. 01721 
4.03617 
2. 40926 
1.65573 

0. 71969 
4. 45316 
0. 80413 
0. 75164' 
1. 2970.3 

0. 61329 
o-:78882 
1. 03229 
0. 21163 
1. 22641 

-----------------... -~-/ --1·-" _., 

0.00288 
2.59965 
0. 30443 

o,:33796 
0.43436 
2 .08309 
2.18880 

247 

3 .04640' 
0.08782 
0 ,50770 · 
1. 22912 

0.19665 
0.02291 
0 .10004 
0 .39802 

2.23317 
1.07841 
1.23725 
1. 23322 

0.44730 
0.01040 
2. 43770 
1.45510. 

0 .55487 
3. 43336 
0 .61998 
0.57951 

0 .50007 
O .64319 
0.84172 
0 ,172.56 

Note. Conservative degrees of freedom were used in reporting .P. values 
whenever a within-cell source of variation was tested (Winer, 1971). 
a 

All K. values n. s • , p >. 05. 
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Table E .16 

Means and Standard Deviations of Pre- lntervention 
I 

and Rollow- Ip, MAS Scores 

./ 

Time of Tes·ting 

248 

Pre-Intervention Follcrw-Up 

Group 

Males 

Feedback yes· 
Feedback no 

Females 

Feedback yes 
Feedback no . 

n 

13 
12 

12 
13 

' 

89.00 
79. 75 

83.50 
Jl' 76 .62 

Table E.17 

') 

SD 

16 .92 
23. 38 

21.103 
'21.09 

Analysis of Variance on :ere-Intervention 
, 

and Follow-Up MAS Scores 

Source ss DF MS 

A (Gender) 332.3398 1 C 332.3398 
B (Feedback) 3ln.4961 1 3172.4961 
Ax B 18.0664 - J 18.0664 
Error 33241.9492 46 722.6509 

· C {Pre/Post) ·359 .1445 1 359.1445 
CxA , 11.1445 1 

>0 
11.1445 

C x B 256 .6641 1 256 .6641 
• C x A X B 2. 7461 ii 1 c. 7461 

Error 10544.5039 46 229.2283 
a 

* p_ (.05. 

M 

95.00 
80.00 

91-50 
77. 54 

SD 

24.98· 
26.37 

F 

0.4600 
4. 3901* 
0.0250 

1:5668 
0.0486 
1.,1197 
0.0120 




