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ABSTRACT

An analysis of the extraverbal communication
processes in newlywed couples is described. The aim ot the research
vas to discover whether certain extraverbal communications are
related to havpiness in a marriage and, eventually, to its duration.
Among specific significant findings with regerd to behavior ratings
were: (1) chair distance was negatively related to other-touching,
indicating that the closer the couple sat together, the more likely
it was that they also used gestures touching 2ach other and were
touching for longer periods of time; (2) eye contact was the variable
which correlated best with all the other behavioral ratings; (3) open
position of arms was unrelated to open position of legs (open
position of arms appeared to be more related to interpersonal
closeness than open position of legs); and (4) if a person lists a
topic of conflict, he means to say it is also a source of unhappiness
to him. The authors conclude that they demonstrated that self ratings
of marital happiness show a clear relationship to the use of subtle
cues, such as eye contact and touching, which :ndicated pevsonal
closeness. {(Author/TA)
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The present study Is concerned with an analysis of extraverbal
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communication processes in newlywed couples, We wanted:tg &is:aver

whether certalin extraverbal communlcations are related to happiness in

a marriage and, eventually, fo its duration. We thought that such cues

as Ytouching each other,' ''eye contact,! "open and closed sitting position'
of the newlyweds, and ''taking initiative" In talking to each o.her would

be related to the quality of the marriage relatfonship.

The theoretical considerations undeilying the study rest on the
aséumptian that an indlvidual helps to determine the responses be obtains
from others by coding subtle extraverbal cues into his messages. With
such coding he creates an ”emoticnél climate" In the other person Qﬁich iﬁ
turn helps to briﬁg about a response set favorable to the response desired
{Beler, 1966). By creating the response sets in others, a sender will, to
a iérge extent, create his own world by fashianing the SpeGIfIC!FESPQnSE
he needs., With his codings, he then deferm!nes his environment, often
without knowing how much of this world is his own creation. The subtle
cues a perSon.codes fntc,his messages, then wnﬁ]d give information on the
psy;hological environment a pérsan will encounter. In effect then, one
would possibly be able to predict'whather such an environment s likely
to enhance a glven relatiansﬁip and whethér it is definsd as lasting or
nonpermanent,

The present study is only the first In a rpumber of ifnvestigations.

Here we are reporting on verbal and extraverkal cues which were obtained
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from newlywed interactions. Additionally, the couples were given question-
naires to measure their conflict areas, The present study is concerned

with relating verbal and extraverbal cues to the degree of conflict and
stress a couple is reporting.

In the past, research with married couples has concentrated on such
areas as spouses' disagreement with each other (Katz, 1965; Tharp, 1963),
complaints of couples applying for divorce (Levinger, 1966), common areas
of lnterest, patholeglcal marriages (Tharp, 1963), or such specifics as
decision-making procésses (Winter & Ferreira, 1969), More recently, there
have been studies of ad]ustmen£ patterns to predict good and poor marriages
(e.g., Barry, 1970; Hooper & Sheldon, 1969). Some of these studies on
marriage included an occasional index of nonverbal behavior (touching, eye
contact, gestures) to evaluate the status of couples.
| The present study Is not only orlented tovards Investigating the
relationship of stress and interactive cues, but also toward discév:ring
the lnterre]atian;hip of measures of extraverbal behaviors themselves,

The extraverbal behaviors of most interest are those which have been found
to be Indices of '"closeness In interpersonal relatlonships." Eye contact
has égnslstently been found to have 2 positive relationship with Inter~
personal closencss (Duncan, 1969; Navron, 1957). <Certaln postural cues
(open and closed posttions of arms and legs) were related to feelings of
closeness to others (Mehrabian, 1969). Other types of nonverbal behavior
found to be important were self and other-touching,and spatlal distance
between two people (Duncan, 1969; Hehraklan, 1969; Wintar & Ferrelra, 1969).
The time sPant_(Ey each spouse) talklng has also been found to relate to
marital adjustment-(ﬁish]er ﬁ Haxler: 1568; Havroﬁ, 19575i For informatlon

on a couplds areas of conflict and stress, we usad a questionnaire which



contained requests for ratings of such crucial topics as ''friends,"
Yichildren,! "sex," 'recreation,' and the like; but this questionnalfe
not only required information on areas of disagreement, but also on the
degree of unhappiness a spouse would attach to such a rating of disagreement.

An adaptation of the Semantic Differential test (Beler, 1959) was
administered and vas thought to yield differences among the couples with
regard to language usage, The word father, mother, son, and daughter
were rated. It was hypothesized that couples who demonstrate the least
amount of stress (as measured by the conflict questionnalre) would also
rank high in the assumed extraverbal ''closeness" indicators (such as
longest eye contact, other-touching, etc,) Eventually we want to use
this Information to investigate whether this informatl- - would be
predictive of the permanence of the marriage.

Method

Subjects

Fifty-one ccuélés married chm three to six months were seen in this
study, Both husbands and wives were under 2L years of age, and had no
record of any previous marr}age. These couples, whose names had been
obtained from the Salt Lake Clty Marrlage License Bureau, responded to
a letter sent to a total of 350 recently married couPies;'-Host‘religiéns

were represented in this sample, though 75% of the couples belonged to

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, Educatlion and occupation,

as well as socloeconomic status, were heterogensous for the sample., Yet, a
"wolunteer' bias cannot be ruled out.

Procedure and Apparatus

After responding to an Inital letter, each &ouple was glven an
;ppc!ntment to.be seen for an interview at the University of Utah. The
letter indicated that patterns of communication In newlyweds were belng
studied, and that there would be some remuneration for couples who desired

3

tn narticinate In the studv.



Each couple was videotaped for approximately 30 minutes in a studlo
provided by the Instructional Television Department of the University of
Utah. 1In addition to the experimenter, a professional studio technician
was also in the room with the couple being interviewed, The technician
was responsible for operating the video equipment, but otherwise did not
interact with the couple.

An ldentical procedure was used with each couple interviewed. Upon
entering the studio rcom, the couple was instructed to Hgrab' the two
chairs (which had been intentionally placed at the distance of 10 feet
from each other) and bring these chalrs into the suitable part of the room
for videotaping. The spatial distance between the chairs was then unobftru-
slvaly measured and used as data in this study.

Recorded instruction were given throughout the interview to ensure an
identlcal and consistent procedure for each couple involved., After the
couple was seated and chair distance were meaéurgd, the instructions began
with questions relating to background informatlon (religion of each spouse,
length of eégagement, parents! mériﬁa] adjustment and such broad questions
as to "what divorce meant to them').

Following these questions, the Topics Scale (see Appendix A) vos
filled out Indegeﬁdently by husband and wife. This scale was based on
-tcpics often described as ths major problem In marrlages (Blanck, 1961;
Hooper & Sheldon, 1969; Lantz & Snyder, 1962; Levinger, 1966). As stated,
the Scale wes used for:cbtainlng tnformation in maf!ta} disagreements and
the degree of unhappliness attached to such disagreements. After_the scale
was completed, the couple vas told to select one of the topics of the scale
and discuss it for several minutes. The experimenter did not participate
‘in the discussion, but was primarily responsible for controllling the
recorded instructions and for deiivery and collection of the test materials.

He also answered questions needing clarificatlon.
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After discussing the selected topic (3-5 minutes for most couples).
the next task required of the couple was to discuss what it meant ''to be
or feel needed.' Previous research has found this to be a relevant topic
that may be related to adjustment in marriage (e.g., Navron, 1967), MHost
couples used three minutes or less to discuss this topic,

Next, threé TAT cards were simultaneously presented to the couple,

The cafds were placed upon a low table located in front of the couple,

Card L4 was placed in the left most positicn, card 10 was in the middle,

and 3 BM was in the right most posfticn. This procedure was In accord with
one used by Winter and Ferféira (1969) who viere maésuring hostility themes

in familles. Their procedure was employed in t is study, however, to measure
coéperatlcn and comrunication patterns, The Instructions requested that

both husband and wife ware to make up a story which would 1ink the three

TAT cards -ogether, They were advised to ccnstrfct the story in the manner
that husband and wife would alternate In telling the story with a sentence
at a tims, |

At the completion of the sfory, a random version of the Semantic
Differential Scale developed by Beier (1959) was given to husband and
wife to fill out indepeﬁﬂently. This 10 scale instrument rated the
words Ymother," '"father,'' 'son,'’ and "daughter.'" The Interview vas concluded
aftér the couple finished thisscale,

All videotaped interviews were then rated by undergraduates for non-
verbal bechaviors, such as self~touching, ctherntcuéhlng, open and closed
position of armé, open and closed position of legs, laughing, talking,
and eye contact. Each ratef ratedAanly one pF,theseAbehavlars with at
least 10 couples. Inter~-rater reflabiitty of these Eehav!ors (e.qg., eye

contact) was generally found to be reasonably high (.80).



Results
A1l the data from Toplcs Scale (topics contributing to conflict
and unhappiness) and the Semantic Differential test (self-ratings), and
the behavioral ratings (nonverbal) were factor analyzed, The factors
and the correlation matrix are presented below.
A factor analysis with rotations resulted in 14 factors, which are

summarized In Table 1.

Each Factcf is loaded with elther the behavioral ratings (e.g.,
Factor L) or self-ratings (e.g., Factor 10). In no instance do both
the behavioral and self-ratings contribute to any one factor., It appears
that the measures (i.e., Toplcs Scale, Semantic Differential, and
behavioral ratings) are independent of each other and do not maésure
overlapplng attr!butesﬂ

Cnrralaticﬁai Analysis of All_Factors

Results of the correlational analys!s1 also supported the finding_that
the behavioral ratings and self=-ratings were unrelated, Specific signifl-
cant findings wfth regard to the behavioral ratings were: chair distance
was negatively related té other-touching (df = 85, r = -.43, p<.01) Indica-
ting that the closer the couple sat together, the more iikely {t was that
they aisa used gestures touching each other, and wafe!touching for longer
periods oF time; cvher than this, chalr distance was.unralated to any other
variable. Eye contact was the variable which correlated bast wuth 11 the
other behavioral ratlings, which was exgected from p;gvleus research vhere

eye contact was found to be a reliable Indicant of closeness {Fiuncan, 1969;

" Mehrablan, 1969). Open posltion of arms was unrelated to open position of

lHatrix avétlabie on request,
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legs. Open position of arms was found to be related to some of the other
behavioral ratings (eye contact, other-touching, talking and laughing),
whereas open position of legs was not (except for eye contact and laughing) .
Open position of arms appears to be more related to interpersonal closeness
than open positlon of legs.

For the Toplics Scale, the ccrrelational analysis indicated that conflict
ratings were related to unhappiness ratings. This relatlonship vas highly
significant for each topic. That is to say, if a person lists a topic of
conflict he means to say that it is also a source of unhappiness to him.
"Money'' vas the topic found to correlate most highly with the other toplcs
on the Scale, both with confiict and uﬁhappiﬁess ratings, Dimenslons of
the Semantic Differential Scale were unrelated to any of the other variables.

Husbands_and Mives

A1l variables were examined for differences in ratings between ail
husbands and all wives, Means of all variables were compared for signifi-
cant differences with two-tailed t tests. Results etre summarized in

Tables 2, 3, and L,

ﬁ———-—nuu,—ie—n——a

Insert Table %, 3, and L here

As can be ﬁéted, husbands and wives differed significantly with regard
to "spare time together'' and Mmoney'' on the Toples Scale. These two topics
appeared to héve a very different value to husbands than to wives. Husbands
sat with their arms and legs open longer than .wives did and tended to talk
more as weil.z Wives laughed more than husbands. Husbanﬁs and wives did
not differ on touching, although wives tended éq.demanstrate more self-
touching than husbands. . ‘ |

As can be seen from the Table 2 (gemant!c DifFerentfal) the husbands

did not differ in the use of the U key words with the exception of the

. Zan means for behavioral ratings are based on transformed data (cube
root transformation). Orlginal data was markedly skewed to the right, v




son-daughter dimension (p<.10) which has given us some interesting
hunches,

The data were also examined to evaluate couples who more often agreed
and disagreed with each other. This made it necessary to divide the total
sample Into two groups. These two groups were called Low Disagreement (LD)
and High Disagreement (HD) groups. LD groups consisted of couples who had
differences in total scores of less than 5 polnts, whereas the HD groups
consisted of couples with scores separated by 14 points or more (on the
Topics Scale). Means were camﬁuted separate}y for husbands and wives
for each variable, (Results appear In Tables 5, 6, and 7.)

_aﬁ—gs————!ﬁ—g—g——-ﬁi

Low Dlsagreement and High Disagreement groups on extraverbal behavior.

Results Indicate that couples In the LD groups sit closer together
than couples in the HD group., They appear to look at each other for a
fonger tima. touch each other more often and self-touch less often than
the HD group. They also hold their legs In a more open position, The
LD's rate money, religion, and Friend; as the most severe toplcs of conflict
while the HD (that is the High Dlsagréement couples) are upset (and by far
more upset than the LD group) abéut sex, friends, moneyi.and thelr unborn
children's education.

Low Disagreement and High Disagresment groups on topic scales.

Husbands and wives In both LD and HD groups were then compared
separately on toples, ratings, and behaviors to note any differences
between them. Results appear in Tables 8 & 9.
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inSart Tabies 8 &9 About Here-

Husbands in the LD gréup differed from thelr wives on the importance

of spare time. 1t appeared that wives of this group touched
' (o)



themselves and their husbands more often than vice versa, Husbands talked

a little longer and were significantly freer in their open arms and legs
positions than their wives. On the other hand in the HD group, the

husbands differed by being very unhappy about their wives' lack of love

and concern for them, about their spare time, and about money matters,

all of these characteristics being of more concern to them than to their
wives. The .HD husbands and wives, however, did not differ from each other
on self-touching or other~touching, HD husbands had signiflicantly more open
arms and legs than wives, HD couples tended to touch themselves more and
each other less than the LD husbands and wives,

Unhappiness_scales (four subgroups) and extraverbal behavior,

Finally, an attempt vas made to divide the couples irnto four subgroups
on the total amount of complaining they were dolng (Topics Scales). These
four groups were essentially (1) husbands with scores one standard
devfattén above the mean (that is, husbands were high complainers vwho had
wives with scores a% or beiow the mean, or wives who were iow compiainers) .
(2) wLQgs with scores one standard deviation above the_mean, that is high
- complainers with husbands having scores at or below the mean, that ls,
low complainers (3) husbands and wives who had scores one standard devia=
tion above tha mean and k#} husban#s and wives who had scareé one standard
deviation below the mean. Means of the observed beh?viors were then
computed for each group by combining the selected husbands and wives scores,

insert Table 10 About Here

Inspecting Table 10 we note that cocuples consisting of low complaining
husbands and high complaining wives tended to display least ''other-

toaching! and "open arm' positions. They also talked the least though

q
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they secemed to smile a lot. Couples consisting of husbands and wives

who are both complainers tend to sit furthest apart, have least eye contact,
and talk a lot, and Indulge themselves more in self-touching than others.
But where husband and wife are both low on complaints, they have five
“first' rankings In closeness such és 'other-touching'' most '"open arm’'

and Y'1ég'" positions though they also have the least "smiling,' embarrassed
or otherwise., The couples who complain least on the scales, seem happlier
and closer io each other? in %act they show a majority of Ufirsts' In our
Indicators of (Group 4) human éiaseness as predicted, If such data shculd
stand up we may have found in our maaéurement of subtle behavlor cues a
means of assessing the emotlonal climate of familial interactions,

Discussion

OQur main questions were concerned with a greater understanding of the
interaction prccesses of newlyweds and with an analysis of the subtle cues
of thesa Interactions and thelr ralattan to stress In marrlage. We
demgnstrated that self ratings of marltal happiness show a clear relation=
ship to the use of subtle cues such as eye contact and touching which
lndicéted to us personal closeness,

In addition, we analyzed the topic scale for a rank crder of confllcts
separately for husbands and wives and a!sé looked at the way they ranked
from the most to the least important the labels they had assigned marital

unhappiness,

Insert Table 11 About Here

Husbands 1ist politics as a conflict area but thay are most unhappy
about money and friends, Wives on the other hand conslder friends as

the number one source of conflict and unhapplness.’ Wives also 1ist

i0
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rellgion as the second highest source of unhappiness and by and large

seem to be more concerned with "'ambitions' than husbands are, Apparently
newlyweds do not report significant sex problems and it will be interesting
to discover whether this topic gains greater siéniFicance In follow-up
studies. Altogether, husbands give higher conflict and unhappiness ratings

than their wives, which may tell us something about how marriages are made,

The Semantic Differential Scale showed us that the husbana used the
wards "mother and '"daughter' almost alike while at the same time they
used the word ''son' and "daughter'' as very distinct entities, Husbands
place the largest distance between the words "father' and ''daughter"
and so do wives; is this a lingulstic confirmation of the Incest taboo?
The distance between “mother! and ''son' 1s the second largest for both
husbands and wives. Some deept theoretltians may argue that newlyweds
get married because they are able to place large semantic disténcas betwaen
themselves and thei; parents. [t would be Intgresting to know if unmarried
young couples, hsmosexuals or singles would Indeed show smaller semantic

* distances between these words.

This study of naﬁlywed couples! Interactions démonstrated that the
subtle cues we rated allowed us to advance a reasonable hypothesis that
such cues may be prognostic of happy and perhaps lasting marriages, We
were particularly impressed by such meaéures as eye contact, touching,
open and closed positions, and found them to give useful tnfcrmat}on. The
data from this study suggest that subtle cues In the interactlon of newlyweds
are measureable and appear to distinguish stress states. ;!t might be quite
ppss!bie that they also help us to make a reasonable prediction as to
which of the marriages is likely to fail, After all, the micro-analysis

of behavior should contain the pertinent informatlon cf consequent behaviors,

11

ERIC




R L imdeth E Fede et de mimldre sl TR fopmbhe e e Fonte STk oo oot mSe M aTE T T T ) L L R b et b E s ok sk e R S L S i m et xd

Table L
Factor Analysis of All Variables : -

- Factels W1th Signlficanc Lnad%ngq
L Variables : ’ ' o g o
‘ S RS 3 0y 5 6 i

~ Semantic Difiezential -
Son-Daughter : . : «83
- Son-Mother , , ' o - 87
.. Son-Father S - S T
. Pathep-Daughter - . , T .88
-_Fathmr~Mgther BRI - o84
Dauéhter-hgther . S S
Topics Scale
Monay-Conflict (C)
Monayaﬁnhappiness (U)
Children~G- _
Ghildrunnu
: Sex-C.
© . Sex~Y. . :
Concern ‘& Lov:ac’v
Concorn & Love-U. PR
- Spare Time Together-C.
' 8pare Time Togethor-U . B ' U -
© Friends-C : . L .89
- Friends-U | S - L o8
Ambitlon~GC . o ' S - o
Ambition~-U
- Politics-C
~ "Politice-U SRR -
© Childrons?® hducation-c oo - 82
;. Childrens? Educaticn~U : T =76
. Religlon=C , N - = L2
Religion~U : - -0 65
Eehavioral Ravings : O
___‘Ghair Distance (Inahms)
- Eye Contact o ) ' : -
Total Time-seaconds :' S . .ok L =50
Instances of behav;er _ Y N T
Self-Touching o o S : -
Tobal Jime»sccands o o _ L S 023
“Inptances of behavior R R . ogh
-Other»Touﬁhing B S ' - ' S
Total Timamatccnds o . _ , i L =92
. Instances of behavior ' : - e e93
'ﬁ.Dpen Popltion-~Arms o . I
' Yotal Tims-saconds o .58
L Instanc@s of bahavier T .51 .
poen Positlon--~Legs T
Total Time-ceconds ' o -a93
C Instances of beshavior . o 3 : . =90
'-Talking e . I
Total Time~-seconds o . P
: Instances of bahavior . ' ’ L :
A Laughing R o
oY Total Tlha—seconds . 089
-[}{U: ’ Instances of behaviar ' : L .92

s -



- Tarle 1
(Continuad: 7
Factor Analysis i All Y

-

1:‘_

rialles

e

7 ' - Faotors with SigrifizanﬁrLcaéingér
Variables _ & 9 10 11 12 13 14

Semantic Differential
son=-baughter
Sonw-..ctnar o o . C
Lon-Father ' . C o 57
Fatheg-Diughter :

Father-Motheyr
Daughters.other ‘ : ' - Th

Toplcs Scalz . : '

Money-Conflict (T - _ 256
Money-Lnha, pinass (U) S ' A=
Children-C . .86

Children-U- o , ~.78

Sex-C : : i - .86

Eox~l’ ) “o?7 )

Concern ¢ Love-C o 0l3 =, 7e
Congern & Love-lU:. . . o &7 ~.31
Spare Time Togethey~( o176

Spare Time Togothar-U o8k

Friendz-C

Friends-U : - :

Ambit‘-ion“c . . : 688
Ambletion-uy o ) - 580
Folitlcs=C . = .80 .

Politdces-U . ~ .69

Childroens? Education-C ' .

Childrens' Education-U : : ' _ -

Relipion~G : - ’ ' N

Religion-~U : S ' =37
Behavioral hatings ’ . '

Chair Distance (Inches)
Eye Contact
Total Tima-ggconds
Instanges of behavior
Self-Touching
' iotal Time-geconds
Instances of behavior
Uther-Touching
Total Time-seconds
Instances of bshavior
Cpen_Position—-arms
- Total Time-~ssconds
Instances of Lshavioxr
Open iosition--Lags
Total rime-seconds
: Insgtances of behavior
Talking - :
Total Time-saconds
Instunces of benavior
waughing : -
Total Tive-seconds
Insturices of behavior
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations for Husbands' and wives'! Sum of
Diiferenees Sccreg on the.Semantic Differential
" Yariable Husbands! Sum of wives' Sum of p (two-~tailed ti
- Difference Scores Difference Scores :
_ | ) ,;,fviafell',,,(?m%l)) _ Méanmés;én —
Som-Daughter 12,00 5,70  10.04  5.38 .10
Son-Mother | 12.67 5,11 11.37 5.29 |
Son-Father C O 8.96 k.35 9.5 L.7L
Fathor-Daughter 13.52 6.0k 12..75  5.28
Fathexr-Mother o 1312 5.56 11.51 5.1
.Dauéhter—ﬂgther Co 5.90 3,05 702 3.99
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Tatie 3

Husbands?! and Wives' Topicu tuted fow Confllicts o
Tortes Husbande o (e TR (owo-tatled )
o 7 ) Mean sb_ Mean  Si
Money _ 2.3 1.24 2,16 1.45
Children 2,06 1.53  1.63 1.22
Sax S 1.98 1.33 1.39 037
Concern and Love 1.73 1.2z 1.47 o 73
Spare Time Together 2.08 1.32 2 583 .81 .02
Friends 2.26 1,26 2.49  1.54
Ambition 1.65 1.1 1.75 1.16
Politice 2,90 1.94 2.42 1.6l
Childrens! Education  1.56  1.03 1,30 7L
Keliglon - T 2,50 1.94 1,98 1.66
Total Conflict Score | 20.55 6,94 18.0¢ 5.62 .10




Table 3a

Husban«s? and Wives® Togles hated for Unhappiness
i Pl

Topics Husband.. Hives two-tailed t
Money 2,46 1.5 1.88 1.36 .05
Children 1.75 1,24 1.55 1,03

Sex ‘ 2,00 1,51 1.71 1.15

Concern éri iD?&' 1.90 1.43 1.51 1.19

Spare Tir2 Together 2:1L o34 l.41 073 . 002
Friends _ 2,28 1,50 2,33 1l.40C

Ambitica 1,86 .4l 1,70 1,22

Politics ' 2,20 1,535 2,02 1,41
Chilizens' Edueation » l@EB 23 1,30 .74

kel-gion 2,09 1.30 193 1.59

Totil Unhappiness Score 19,71 l8a78 16.90 6,88 .10

Tesal Score for #hole : .
Scale 40,26 14,49 34,96 12,18 .10

16



Table 4

Husbands' and Wives' Extraverbal Bchavior Ratings

o Husbands Wives
Behaviors (N=40) (N=40)
X 5.D, X s.D. p ,
o (two-tailed test)
Eye Contact 3,37 .99 3,32 .94
2.52 .48 2.50 .47
Self-touching 4.38 2.50 5.48 1.74% .05
' : 2.16 .93 2.44 .57
Other-touching 1.95 2.64 2.42  2.78
.92 1.07 1.11  1.09
Open Position--Arms 6.07 1.96 5.21  1.90*% .10
2.47 .69 2.41 .66
Open Position--Legs 6.74 2.37 3,01 3.30%* .001
: - 2.64 .87 1.22  1.24* .001
Talking - 5.54  1.21 5.16 .99
: 3.22 .59 2.98 .64% 10
Laughing 1.81  1.07 2.65  .98*% 001
1.59 .83 2.21 J75% 001

*Indicates 'instances' of hehavior.




. Table 5
Topics Rated for Conflict by Couples in the

High and Low Disagreement Groups

Low Disagreement High Disagreement

Topics ~ (N=38) (N=30)

- Mean Mean P
Money 2.05 1.42 .10
Children 1.50 | 1.61
Sex’ » 1.41 3,57 .002
Concermn and Love 1.21 1.36
Spare Time Together 1.63 2.52 .02
Friends 2.00 3.26 .002
Ambition : 1.45 1,04
Politics. . 1.92 | 2.56
Childrens' Education 1.17 2.9 .002
Religion 2.17 2.35 |

18




e Vable 6
Topics Hated for Unmhappiness by Couplss in the

High and Low Disagreement Groups

Topics Low Disagrasment High Diségr&eﬁent 2_7”"
—REE ~(NEST) —IN=I0T

Money - | 1.70 | 3.04 001
Children | 1.32 2.93 .002
Sex ' a1=3ﬁb "'. 1.52

Concern and Love 1 1.50 1,53

Spare Time Together _ 1,66 1.97

Friends | 1 1.89 1.90

Ambition o loh2 1.27

Politics ', 1.5 . 2.00

Childrens® Education | | 1.19 : 1.11

Religion o 1,97 . . 2.00

Mgair ~~ Mean
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Table 7

Extraverhal Behavior Ratings of High and Low

Disagreement Groups

Low Disagreement High Disagreement

Behaviors (N=38) (N=30)
X S.D. X s.D. P
Eye Contact - 3.30 77 3.03 88
2.43 .39 2.39 .58
Sel f-touching 4.90 2.55 5.08 2,14
2.21 .98 2.44 .68
Other-touching . 2.10 2.52 1.11  1.79 .10
1.04 1.01 .64 .88
Open Position--Amms  5.22  2.30 5.77 © 1.56
2.32 .84 2.50 .53
Open Position--Legs 5.00 3.37 4,81 3.06
1.99 1.24 1.94 1.10
Talking 5.37 .93 5.12 1.38
' 3.04 .61 2.99 .50
Laughing . 2,01 1.29 2.19 .80
1,70 .96 1.84 .51
1.92 .87 .10

Chair Distances 1.49 .94

%#Indicates instances of behavior,



Table 8

Differences Between tiusbands and Wives in the Jow Disagreement Group

Variable
Husbands . Wives
(N=19) (N=19) P
7 7 o . Mean sp Mean  SL B
'_gm_‘“—""%5__§§EE%TT?FEETB§§?LE??ggg_"!M’!ﬁ‘_%"l b S ——
Conflict 1.89 94 1,37 .60
Unhappiness 1.84 1.u1 1.47 .84
Self-Touching , 4.17  3.05 5.58. 1,79
(1.98)*(1.27)* (2.43)( .56)
Other-Touching 1.79 2,359 2.41 2.49
( .88) (1.05) (1.20)( .97)
Talking 5.62 .07 5.13 1.09
' (3.13) ( .42) 2.94)( .76)
Open Position--Ayns 5.61 2,66 4.82 1.85% .10
(2.29) ( .99) (2.35)( .68)
Open Position--Legs 6.31 2,63 3.43 3,587 .02
(2.49) ( .95) (1.38)(1.32) .01
* Indicates instances of behavior,
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Table 9

Differences Between lusbands and Wives in the tligh Disapreement Group

Variable
) husbands Wives
(N=15) (N=15) P
L - Mean S Mean SD L
Concermn and Love
Conflict 2.53 1.55 1.64 .93 .10
Unhappiness 2.80 2.01 1.36 .84 .02
Spare Time Together ) ' )
Cantlict 2.47 1.55 1.64 .74 .10
Unhappiness 2.67 1.63 1.45 1.3] .02
Money )
Conflict 2.67 1.29 2,46 1.94
Unhappiness 5.20 1.66 2,08 1.75 .10
Eye Contact : 3.03 .87 3.03 .87
(2.40)* ( .53)* (2.39)( .53)
Self-Touching 5.16 2.38 5.03 2.02
A (2.45) ( .71) (2.43)( .69)
. Other-Touching 1.07 1.60 1,15 2.02
] ( .67) (..86) ( .62)( .949)
Talking ‘ 5.15 1.70 5.08 1.01
, (3.05) (_.49) (2.96)(_.57)
Open Position--Arms 6.41 1.10 5.18 1.72 .05
(2.56) ( .36) (2.45)( .66)
Open Position--lLegs 6.93 1.64 Z.85 2.77 .001
(2.72) ( .43) (1.23)(1.05) .001

* Indicates instances of behavior.

A
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Table 10

Extraverbal Behavior Patings for Disagreement Subgroups

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 'Gygyp:i
T Husband-High Husband-Low lLiusband-Tiigh  hushand-Low
Wife-Low - Wife-lligh wife-lligh Wife-Low
, Mean Mean  Mean _  ‘Mean .
Chair Distances 2.01 1.95 2,05 1.89%*
Eye Contact 3.12 2.95 2.30 3.34%%
C(2.44)* '2.09) (2.00) (2.44)
Self-Touching 3.63 3.76 3.94 2.40%*
(1.73) (1.79) (1.85) ( .97)
Other-Touching o 1.47 .18 1.76 2.30%%
( .73) ( .18) ( .75) ¢ .95)
Open Position--Arms  4.48 3.18 3.78 6,22%%
(1.94) (1.41) - (1.63) (2.60)
Open Position--Legs -4.20 4.68 2.80 6. 39%*
(1.74) - (1.89) (1.13) (2.44)
Talking . 4.66 3.36. 3.89 5.00%*
(2.80) (1.74) (2.36) (2.48)
Laughing 2.01%* 1.95 1.61 1,22
: (1.72) (1.62) (1.42) (1.10)

* Indicates instances of behavior.

** Indicates most interpersonal closeness based on our estimates.
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Teble 21
Rank Order of Topic
Listad as Confliicts

o5 Stawrces of

Child educazion

Child educa-
tien

Child education

Unhappiness
Cenflict nhappiness

Hhisband Vife fosband 77 T TWife

Politics Priends Money. Friends

Religion Politics Friends Religion

Money Money Politics Politics

Friends Peligion Spare time Money.

Spare times Sex R;-jalig_ién Sex

Childyen Children Sex Arbiticn

Sax Arbiticn Concem Children
EJelye Coaxcern Spave time Asibi tion Concern

Arbiticn Comcsrn  Childesn Spare tine

fhiid educa-
tion
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Dafe:

Department of Poyzhelagy
‘Univereizy of lrah
Salt Laks Civy, lUtah
Beier-Starpberp Project, 1570

TNPORTANT TOPICS TN MARRIAGE

with these scales, we want to find out what you believe are the areas of
agrecrent or disagyeement in your marriage. We also want to find out if these
areas of agreement and disapreement make you feel happy, sad or indifferent.
For example, if money is a topic of wuch disagreement in your marriage, you
cauld nake a merk in Scale 1: Degree of Agreement under the numbers 5, 6 or 7
depending on the exteni of your disaevoerent. I vou were to make a mark
under the number 7, vhis weuld wesn that you feel there is nmuch disagresment
sboui momey in your marrisge. If you were to rark under the nurher 5, this
mecns you feel there is sore disagreemant about rmey.

With Scale 1 ws waant to find cut ha you differ from your spouse in
looking at things, In Scale 2 we want to find out how you feel sbout these
differences. 1If, for eXample, a disagreement were to make you very unhappy,
_as in ths "Money' exanple given above, you would mxrk 6 or 7 an Scale 2@
Results of Agreement or Disagreswent, Plesse check each item inhoth 3cales.
Remsnber, the higher the nurber the more disagreenent or conflict over a

-

particular topic; the lower the nurber, the more agreerent.

:’C‘ﬁ\iﬁsﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁtﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁt

' Scale 1 Degree of Scale 2: FResults of Agree-
! Agraemant ment oy Dlisagreswsnt
| Agres . Disagree | reppr | lﬁ*ézé.;yy
- 112 1314151617 1z {3 14 {5 16 |7
| r«km‘ey:' | SN | . ;*.se -
Childrsn , o {' N
Sex " il S S A
Consern & love A — — SN ISR B - .
[bing things together
_(im spage tirel | - S | T U D S PN N E
| Frima_is and Social 1ife S T I )
Getting shead, Anbition i SR NN N T N N S
Eo?iitics, IR VRO SEULR NN U Y | FUSNS SNUY PEHN NU RS PRI S
(;hildrc—;nr‘s ﬁﬂ;ﬁtﬁﬁﬂ;\”" 4 ~ B N ) o
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