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- . Recent investigations of marital interaction have concentrated on *

the process of communicatdon of couples while di_soussing issues of
conflict within their relatio,nship. These problem-solving interactions r

have shown differenoes between distressed and nondi'str'essed couples in

.the likelihood of euiitting positive behaviors (Gottman, 1979; Billings,

1979; Margolin &Wamgold, 1981), negative behaviors (Gottman, 1979,
Billings, 1979) and in the sequencing of negative behaviors. Distressed
- couplw have been sho;vn to be significantly more likely than non~-
. ‘ - distressed couples to respond negatively after negative behavior from
co . their spouse (Gottman, 1979; Billings, 1979'; Mettetal & Gottman, 1980; .
Margolin & Wampold, 1981) Although agsessments of marital behavior . .
- during less donflictual tasks have permitted some generalimbility for -
‘ these findings (Vincent ﬂeiss & Birchler, 1975; Gottman, 1980), few
studies have been” desi!gned— specifioally to assess emotional '
s -comunication,in couples. : - . o .
"Social learning formulations of marriage have ;clqowledged the
importance of skills in both edb'tional o_ommbhioation and problem-solving

(Weiss & Margo]_.in,. 19773, Jacobson & l:j_;a;‘.golin, 1979) . ~Weiss (1978, 1980)
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has speculated that skills'in elear expressioﬁ and support/&nderstanding

’ Rade U

‘are relationship‘aecomplisim ts which usually precede ‘the developaent’

~

:l . L7

/ of“good problem=golving skills. Couple i'nt(ervention'programs have’also )

assumed the vilue of teaching skills in clear emotional expression and

. ~ i
.- * " active listening (Van Zoost, 1973; Ely, Guerney & .Stover, 1973; .
D'Augelli, et al., 1974; Rappapert, 1976; Weiss & Perry, 1979), ¥et

¥ little emp‘irical evidence~exists concerniné the emotional communicatign

-

'process 'in married éouples. ' o

' Most,of our agsumptions about the role éf emotional expression and

.

support in henan relatiqpships originate not from the study of marit.al )
e interaction, but from models of psychotherapeutic interaction.;g‘rhe ,

. client's open expression of feeling and ‘the corresponding empathic
3 . * ¢ e . ‘ L s . I
response from the therapist are considered éssential ingredients in

practically all f‘orgnulations of pdychotherapy (Tryax & Carkhéxff,~1967;
Lazarus, 1971; Woiberg, 1977). Beciuse investigations of

. . b . N ) : F .
psyc,hotherapeu'd.c interaction have not employed analyses of behavior
. "
sequenceS\, the question of whether empathy temporally precedes increasés
L oLt
e * in the probability of' emotiqpal’ expressiozy has not been answered

- (Gottman & Marlanan, 1978).- . ) ' , ) S

« t
{ .

v The primary purpoSe of the present investigation was to pro\d.de a

T )2
/ . deseription of emotional inteﬁaction in marr:fed éouplee by exaud.nin); the |,
- ’ + overall. distribution and sequeneing of emotional behaviors. As'GotﬁTanj ",
v Markman and Notarfus ( 1977) pointed out, this firs\n stage of desoription
is-often neglected in the proc_ess of scientif'ic valfidation. One way to
\ ¢ ’ b ' ' L '
. = b i - 4
. ' . ./ ] . ) .
—_ . TR : .
. - d * A4 \.
. \:-‘ 'i- ’
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validate the f’unction of a behav:bor within interactioné is to examine
its effect on the probability of subsequent behaviQrs. EIn these lag
sequential analyses (Bakeman, 1978, Sackett, 1979), one, behavior is
"selected as a criterion and conc.iitienal'proba’bili.ties of other matching
l;ehaviors following the criterion are calculated. The observed ‘ )
proportion of a particular ma{'.ching behaviozj at ealch lag is compared to
‘its ‘base rate pi;abability. éunctional analyées of s'equenées of problem- ’
solviri:‘g\ behaviors, for example, have shown_that behaviors assumed to be
aver;ive xincrea{se the s‘ubsequent probability of similar pa_.r‘tner
behaviors (Gottman, 1979; 'Billin.gs, 1979;" Margolin &' Wax;zpold, 1981), ant; -
decrease the subsequent‘probability of positive s;;pusal.behavior
(Margolin & Wampold, 1981). ‘ | ) s .
As gartu of a la\;‘gezj: study, couples in the current investigation‘ were
videotaped while discus?fs‘ing four _issues._ Two i...'asues, one each for ¢
Lgl_upband and w;.fe, wef'e'speci;’ical-ly designed to elicit emotional
comunicatio'ns. Each partner identified an insta.ncq outside oi;_the
'marriage in which’they had been emotionally upset. Their ta.?k was to
talk over this issue with their spouse.” Videotap@ of the discussion
re. behaviorally coded, by trained obeervers. Although the primary

purpose ‘of the .study was to describe the process of comunibaﬂ'c"mt.within

. couples, ther“‘e was aIso an interest in.whether or not couples who

£

\differed in their marit;l adjusﬁnent, would exhibit different patterns’’

of emotion. To, examine this question couples were classified according \

)

i

.,5
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) adJustment. 'I'he distribution of ad,justment scores. was divided' into

@ i

thirds yielding three groups of oouples.‘ Because few: couples JBell

o within a clinicaily distressed range couples were -identified as having “.

-

either' moderate, high or very hi:gh “marital ad,justment. ‘
Jhree hypotheses were addressed. F’irst, supportive behaviors are

expected to increase the subsequent frequency of* emotional expression.

\ ’,

On the contrary, negative behaviors are expected to decrease’ the '

subsequent frequency of emotional behaviors. Sedond‘ oouples with™ very

¢’

high ad,jus'anent‘. are expected to exhibit a higher proportion .of b%viors

+

involving anotional expression and support and a lower proportion of

. negative behaviors: coippared to couples with moderate adjlfstment.. Thi
L Y
couples with very ‘high ad,justment are expected to respond with a high .

N

‘ probability -of supportive behavior and a low probability of negative ,

behavior- following their spouses'-expression of ,emotion.
I ~ N *

.moderate adjustment, however, are expected to respond with a relativelyr

€

Couples with

b

low prohability of support and a- relatively high probability of negative

"' 1

* behavior following emotional expression from their spouses.

-
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i s Subjects™ L . ) : D e . .

3

Volunteer cohples were recruited from La Maze classes ‘to participate
ip 4 larger investigation of ecouples expecting their first children. ’ T

] o Coupl& were asked to participate in. "an intensive study of couples from

«' v \
.. late pregnancy through the f'¥~st two months postnatallyg §ﬁeciﬁ.c \
- feedback regarding their infant based on a hospital visit and home visit
S ‘ -
- L was offered, as well as the opportunity to learmn more about tHeir :
o )

el family. Tt was stressed that no counseling would be offered: All
couples were p_aid $10 .for their participation' and informed consent was
3 " obtained from all voluntegrs. -

v ~* Subjects were ‘initially screened to ensure that this would be a

L] .7 N

first child for the couple, that'the p_regnancy was in the third
o trimester, and that the mother %as free from serious’ medical’ .
camplications. Telephone contact was maintaiged through theddast weeks, ..
of pregnancy and couples were instructed to contact’ the experiménter as.
soon as the baby was born. As a back up, admissions to the hospital
were also monitored. Parents of infants with’ Apgar sco.res.‘ b_glou se}Te)n, %
suspected"'or demonstrated anoxia, congenita.l def'eft\s,lor other.serious
medical complications or illnesses were excl‘uded from the study‘. !
J Mﬁy-eight coupl es originally ‘expressed interest in participatioh = K

but sixteen coupla did not complete the data collection. Couplep were

excluded due to an emergence‘\of mother or, inf‘ant medical problem (six -

"/ couphes). Foprty-two couples were included,.in the data analysi}p. .o

>

-
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Couples were classiﬁ.ed“using a ccmposite score based on three
-marital satisfaction indices, the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Seale '
(MAS Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the two.subsqale, scores of the Area of :
Change Questionnaire (Wedss, Hops & Pattersan, 1973). .(a) desired change

(ACG)) and (b) perceptual accuracy (ACQP). Couple adjustment scores /

v

-

- were mputed using zZ-3core transformations of each score in the )

\ .
- . . R ; 4

following fonnule:

\ (- ’ L
Adjustment = MES, +ACQ®,+ACE,. o X
. Thel distribution of scores was ‘di‘vided into tt;irds to form three groups
N A

of couples. e

‘Inspection of scores .on.the MAS (¥=119.7, S.D.=7.8) revealed that
all couple averages 'egcc'eedeg the adjustment score of 100 uséd‘in'\ '\, ‘
previous studies to distinguish ‘betwe‘e.n distregsed and nonciistres‘sed 3
couples. , The ACQ (X=43:2, S.Q.:iSJ) shoye\d a majority of couples '
falliné in the. nondistressed _range, .aithoizéh several ooupleis'exoeetied

the usual cutoff (45) for marital distress. Given the genéral bias of .

the sample toward a- nondistressed range, ‘the three groups of oouplee

were designatied as Moderate Adjustment, High Adjustmen_t and, Very High

_Adjustment, based on their relative scores .on the composite index. | .

o gp——_—

Spouses averaged a score of 20.9 on the Hollingshead-Redlioh two-

factor index of socioeconomio status had an average age of 28.5 years, .

"were married 4,7 years fqr the 1.2 t:lme, and had 46 0 years of
. education. A series of univariate F tests revealed no dirferences
. between the three groups of couples formed in regard to all of the

demographic variables (F=1.55, 0.87, 1.08, 2,47 respectively) except

-

L5

.
~ [ Y
<
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educatim (F8.68, p< .001 1) ,° Couples with very high adjusment\

'
&
4

ther two groups. C . " o .

:Eraged almost two years more eduéation than couplee in either of 'the”

Procedure < . .

*

Couples ‘were phoned by,a research assistant two months prior to the

1

'projected due date of the infant. The Brazelton Neonatal Behgvioral.f
4 A ! .
Assessmer;t Scale (Braze}ton, 1973) was ddhinistéred to\in{ants at three

and fifteen ‘days postnatally by another, pro:ject member. At'th\irty’and LS

ixty days“postnatally, the whole family visited the laboratory._ The

'
asses‘sment. The \broject staff member who had previously talked with the

sub:jects by phone served as experimenter. \,* : s

:During the ‘assessment session, each spouse indepen ently"eompl\ete'd a .

s . 5 /
battery of self-repo;'t questionnaires and was videotaped in separate

*

face-vto-face interactions with the ini’"ant.
participated in two types of marjital interaction tasks.

~For the’ marital interaction isks, wife and hus
. $

2

Lo Y [

‘Lhich a) they had desired change in some aspect of tneir

{,

behavior; and, b) 8hey were upset’ about something . outside of the

relationship and wished t',o discuss it with their partner. The first

L
Of concern here are the’ situations designed to plicit samples of

»

behavior involved in the expression and support of emotional contents

I~
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. . ’ ‘> In eliciting the issues, the experihent _stressed that ‘all couples

. have to deal with issues \mag these and that‘the i sti@tors ueref

- interested in obtaining a sample 01." how the two of them as a couple )

i

talked,. about these everyday occurences. The expérimenter tried to . y
o=
eJJ.cif. two or three examples of each type of issue for each spouse«and /

‘ ' /
picked the ones whith..appeared most current and/or salient. Index @rds ;

-

were then prepared for g)ur of the issues. For each issue a brief

synposis of the situation .was provided.' This synopsis was then used as/

-
5

»

a lead-in to the discussion. For exampley, ) ‘ - , .
% ' _ Y'I!wo of. your employees.didn't show up for work today. They
, left no indication of the work they were supposed to com= )
oA plete Friday, so you had to .cover for- them when your clients 5 ..
o  came in. When you get -home you still feel hassled, 80 when !

you see your husband in the living-room you say. . s
Prioi( to each‘ disc’ussion, the initiator was instructed go look at .

[ I ’ '
. ' N the cue card, and t4 r-ecreate the situation "as if it we;;‘ha‘p')%%tu t

« -

right now for the.very f‘irst time. The couples were instructed to

) simply talk about each issue for five minutes. After the douple talked
. -‘ / ‘# .
-for five minutes, the experimenter signaled that it was time to move on prs
s . ’ N I} -

to the next issue. The order of initiator (husband or wife) and the
~."
type of situation was counterbalanced across couples. ©o. -

* . . v . . ' -
: ) Measures K . . .
e ——— - . A [} ¢
.

< " The dependent .measures"were derived from a«»comp_]_.ex behavioral coding

/ . a.vstem, the Marital Coding system %MCS), developed as a revision of the

'

. : q
' Marital Interaction Coding System (Hops, Wills, Pabterson & Weiss,
. . A7 1972). Although a few categoaes were’ simifar to the ones in the
et hbarita?l Interaction Coding System, the MICS¢had relatively few

E e

* {




B i . ’f&j, ‘?&' » . ‘I
- ' ‘ 3 N . o ¢ \
‘ R . o : L . ‘ . . . . t . .
R A t . . . Marital Support Patterns
CUC . T, t T
sre v'f" . N ..
1 + o4 M . - . o, R L N 1 0

. R B - ' . y . ! t \
. ~ v

categories "dealing with the range of content and subtl of affect

.t 2 7 P found in the discussion of emotional issues, thus potentially collapsing ..

- across positive, neutral and ne'gative affect. Furthermore, some MICS
< -

A ~
§ categories were ‘very general, ‘and account'ecf for most of the behdvior . -
) which occtirred between spouses. In ord;er to address these probl'ens ‘ans \ Co
'well as improve the overall quality of the measure, three types of.
‘ y changes were incorporated in the MCs: (1) many deﬁnitions were: *
rewrittien so.that they wo_uld be conditional ,upon a positive or negative
y tone of voice‘or. other ncnverbal cues; (2) many def‘initi'ons.’were revised
s . to reflect more cle;rly differing l‘evelse of ggntént speci ficity; and ()3)@
= | affect clearly relating to self, spouse or outsider were all % ” ’
- ﬂ\differentiated o “ " # ‘

LY

The basic unit £ observation of the MCS was a verbal response, ' .

N

. homogenous in content, without considering i,t's duration‘or arbitrary

’ ~

. - LB ‘., \)
gyntagtical propertines.- Sometimes a sentence would represent one
,: codable unit, but in other casegs-a sentence would c'ont.ain two or more .
. . L] . . . " v | .
codabJ,e tmit’s. Sometimes a sentence would be only ‘part of "a larger

“ If\ behavior unit containing several sentences. This type of unitization of
i 2 .o

( behavior is similar to the"thought units" (described by Weiss, et al.

(1973) and Gottman (1979), where the ,imediate repetitiongof the same ,{ T

- behavior by- the ﬁ person is _not coded. Written tran‘.!scripts were. . .. .

» . Lo

; L prepared from the videotapes in advance. The coders' task qonsisted of
.o * 7 a) discriminating behavio)r units by’ attending to changes in content or ¢

__.:/ éffect, ‘and. b) assigning one of‘ the 25 behavior ¢ des tQ each behavior.
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O Videotape recordings of interaé’tions were coded persons who were

blind as to fhe hypotheses oﬂ the study s well as to which 4djustment‘
gnoup (moderate, high or’ very migh) the couple had bee@n assigned. _ -~

Coders watched‘ the videotapes in a predetermined random ordervwhile -

« e

. -following the dialogue on a wr}tten transeript. To ensure accuracy of

judgnen;t, coders were required to play each'interaction at st twice, NN
. . [
IR starting, stopping and rewinding, as needed. Y ’

- Videotapes weré ,initi,ally ¢oded byl.one persch and then coded by two r p
. s - : * ’ .
e ."- 3' myre coders wl'io f.uncti,oned, independ;ntly of eaclr other, but had :access'\\
© T ‘o, the',originai_;coded transcript. Reliability betwesn the latter two +/
.,coders was then ccmputed 'separ‘ately for each code in each-interaction.v

N

Tt ﬁifferences in lmi‘timtion as well as.in which‘che’was assiéned to.a

1 -

~

given behavior were counted as disagreements. L

Coders were fourteen undergraduate students who underwent an initial
. ) . - - !
< . 26-hour ,training course on the use of the M@S.. For. their participation,‘ -
. v e 1 3 ’
'observers received university.credit in an‘indepen_dent”study coprse.

‘i‘wo—hour booster tyaining sessions' were conducted .weekly .f\or the ten

© 4 . weeks of actual coding. These sessions copsisted of computing ...
. . -reliability against Belected criterion coded tran'scripts, as well as
A\ ] ’ ‘ " Q

. codin8 in a group or 'alone with a graduate- student 'tréner.. .. - .
- ‘ i

o For 'each of the two interactions either the wife or husband was

alterffately designated the in.itiator of the task while their partner, was

. \ S
'( design’ated assrespondent.’ The initiator's task was to begin the .
oo T interaction around the issue that had previously been identified in’ the

&

: /
. ' interview. Initiator and respondent behaviors were considered

“

- + -
. ' i *

‘.JK‘a ‘ . ot .- , B ]
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separately in the analyses. The spouse whc) initiated the issue was

expeéted Jto exhibit higher rates of expressive behavior wher
' .
.expected to exhibi~t higher rates of supportive

B .

. ') '
ese a?sunptions ‘were confir.m y the data. Five of'the 25

4'

additional negative dimension was derivsd whil:h contai'lxed nine low base

\' - I v - &
» ) =

rate codes. . ) .-

;JTtmee behaviors were selected as indicative of emotional expression:.

-of the initiator, '1‘\ were types ot}.gpla'ints’{defined here s

sométhing outside of the //‘

expressions of dissatisfaction regafdi

_/marital relatiomhib Théy were usually accompanied by negative

-

) agfect. A Focusged Complaint required the speaker to state the perso, '

- behax_ior and situation _being ccmplained about (e.g,,_,\"My boss was really

~

saroastic this mornipg when he asked me what time I came in."); whéreas

e s -

a Vague Ccmplaint may have only some or none of these referents

v identified (e.g. y "™ork is really getting me down.")\\ It was assumed~

. that the emissi-on of a Focused Ccmplaint represented more effective

- ~

co:ﬁm%mication than a Vague Canplaint because Focused Complaints are ‘
usﬁ&lly less agbiguous 5nd prt{vide more cues to spouses concerning the
nature of their partner'é upse;. ,,:Criticism of the spouse was e’ltcluded )
from gﬂther typé of complaint,” ‘and Both were frequently delivered in a
whiny manner. The third typegoi,emotional expression was State Label
whioh was coded for any expression of emotion unambiguously referring to

self (e, 8., "I feel happy.")
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)‘ -7 ' State Label was also selgcted as a r&pondent behavior of 4interest

' because it 'clearlyy?epresented a:n expression of feeling. Two other*

L4 . e vy ’

behaviors were selected from ‘the MCS because of their" similarity to
!

behaviors rated in psychotherapy research (Truax & Larkhuff, 1967) and

.- '
their identif‘ication by Guerfiey (1976) as important for couples in

situations requiring emotional support. he first, Approve/Caring, was
/ded for statfme}ts indicating either approval of the spouse s actions, .
statement%‘g attributes; or caring[ statements e‘xpressing_ concern about
. - a spouse's bad Peelings (o-g, "I's sorpy you had a bad dream.").
Legitimize/Empathize was coded for statements acknowled%{ng the factual’

or emotio for the partner's expressed feelings. They usually

implied artner had every right to react the way they did

s ’

(e.g., "I know, my_mother can be’ really tactlesg\") Positive affect was

often quite apparent in both Legitimize'/Empathize and Approve/Caring. .

- - For a dimension reflecting negative or aver}s\ive t\éhaﬁors, ten codes ' P
were Orig'lnally selected. Most of these definitions were not- only .

written to be avérsive, but gre similar to cod.{ng deﬁnitfohs that have = . .

-

been found to distinguish between distressed and nondistressed couples .,i

(e.8s, BirchIer, Weiss & Vincent, 1975) ' Process Comment, although not \7‘

- = . a

originally intended as negative,ﬁ?as included because of its more

- H R S

.frequent occurrence in the interactions of distressed eouples cémpared . f

' to nondistressed. couples in.a previous investigation. (Gottman, 1979). S

v / e
) Because we wished to aggregate negative behaviors into a single w8
7z ¥

dimension,” only those behaviors which were predominantly correlated with

the other* behaviors were retained/ Only on€ of ten beha /rs (Vague
< . . e : .

A~ . !
- ‘\ .
o N [
o . . - .




. . . ’ ' T ) Marital Su‘ppo\rt Pati:erns )

PRV ’ . e .. :y - hd . i Co 2 ] -
cov R A AR Wl e
R . ) . .~ , . . . 9. » . -

[ IS . b

A k Negative Suggestion) was excluded based on’ ?his erity[ on. Separate | ‘
' scores or qh of the other nine behaviors were added t;ogether and

N .
! anaglyzed as ¥-single zflegative dimension. The behaviors chosen for the .
Negative Behavior dimension wére Baok Pat, Critioize, Defend/Juatif‘y, A

Invalidate, Mind "Read, Process Gpmen&, Pu&_ Down, Sgroaem/’l’ease, &nd

.

Specific Negative Suggestion. - - . . A

. R . . .
e [~ N

- . ¢ R%ults ) * "
’ : . Reliabilit éb £. the Co tém cL .

_ _N,.‘ e e LY
3 v

Thirty-nine interactionslvere randomly, seleoted from the total 811 U

sugggrt/upderstanding interactions in order to as'sess"coder agreement. = g

——

. Following the procedure outlined by Gottman (1979), Kappa'was.computed
1 - « . R .‘ ~o l‘f
on the sequen‘tial data for each, of the five‘behavior codes and the '

’ . .

' ) Negative Behavior Dimension to assess point-by-point reliabiliby., S "
Kappa was equal to .59 (Approve/Caring)\ 61 (Negative Behavior), 62

(Vague Canplaint), .70 (Focused Ccmplaint), .77 (State Label) and 82 L
. (Legitimi-ze/&npathize) These values provide an index aisto the N .
== ) . proportion of agreement -of the two judge eoqers after chance agreement '

has been removed fraf consideration. All errors of commission and - ¢

£

omission by both coders were included in the computations. This is a

e

» considerably moresconservative procedure thah preseieoting one coder as

v . i, * the criterion for computing reliabili:ty.. Exoept: for one cat.ego'v'yﬁ‘

’

(Approve/Caring) ) theSe values meet or exdeed the reliability standard

. of .60 generally aecepted for observational sequential data (Hartman, f

;A

s
S

s

-

19773 Mite}hell 1979)

.

d . - . . ‘ . - # . ~ ~ .
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- Overview of Sequential Agalyses A X IR
- *" For each of the twoj five~minuté interactions, one spouse was '
. f - ' ~

dedi gnated- as i'nitiaftor‘of" the’ fssue, ‘and the other spouse as

respondent, a.nd t.hen 'Spouses reversed roles. To controlcfor. differencea 3

'
' -

_ across couples in behavioral output, proportion sqores were canputed by\'

dividing the frequehcy of a particular initiator or* respondent behavior

-

by the, total number of behaviors for that couple. These proportions are

o

unconditional probabilpities qmployed in the sequential analyses.

-

The« valence of supportive and’ aversive behaviors can be functionally

s

V.4
etermined by looking at ‘the nature of the behaviors which precede thf&
8 <y .
angi the probabilities of bebaviprs which follow them at subsequent

B
lags ﬁehavior stréaihs may “be suggestive of one of four functional

patterns. ﬁ behavior which is e!mitted contingently upon another X

. ebehavior and- has an excitatory effect on the subsequent probability of

’ that behavior exenpiif‘i& positive rginforcement. Contingency with an
. ™ "-41“
inhibitory effect"suggests a punishment fmct'ion. Behavior sequences
. _~ ., 9 ..
. » ‘; -
u,ggestd.ve of extincﬁon and negative reinrorcement are also possible,
# . “

-

bu were "not Qoamiﬂed.- o LT .
(\The analysis of behavior sequences was perfonned using LAGS, a
=computer program developed by Sackett (1979). This program computes

’ .oonditional pi‘obabilitiés ‘for any matching behavior selected after a
-designated oriterion behavior. The behaviors which imnediately follow

“the oriterion are peferred to ‘as 'lag ane; the next as lag two, and 80

on. The conditional probabiliti’es of each lag ‘are tested against the

unconditional probabil'ities by 8 z-scpre appronmation to the binomial ,
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di,strfbution. The direction of the z-score determines whether the

‘ criterion has a relatively excita.tory or inhibi tory effect on the '

o

probability of behaviors following it. whereas the magnitude of the

»

- score detj.ermines whether or not one can re‘ject the nvll hypothe_sis. Z-

scores grea_terythan +1.96 occur by chance less than five percent of the
. A

tme. <. ) , . A3 ,

In order to choose which behaviors should be looked at sequentially,

Sackett (1979) has, suggested that each behavior considered should have -

»an unconditional probability of at least .05 - .10, 1In order to include/

most of the behaviors of interest the actual cutoff for inclusion used

in the sequential analyses was .046. Each behavior considered actually

o« -

occurred 204 times’ or more in the 84 coded interactions. Thbése

béhaviors originaIly planned- but excluded from further analyses because '

of low base rates were Initiator State Label ( 030), prondent State’

" Label (.005) and ‘Respondent Approwe/Caring (.010). 2

First we, efamined the effects oi’ Legitimize/&npathize and Negative
‘b
Behavior o the subsequent o“babilitiw of partner emission of Focused

\\"“a-- 1

Ccmplaint and Vague Canplaint for all couples as a group. Second the

emissio? 2of Legitimibe/EmpathiZe and Negative Behavior contingent upon

partner emission of Focused Ccmplaint or Vague Ctmplaint was examined

for coup]:es with moderate, igh and very high marii',al adjustment.

Finally, supplementary analyses were conducted to explore the .

consequences of ngitimize/zmpathize and Negative Behaevior within each

. of the three groups of couples-.
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The probability ?f both Initiator Focysed Camplaint and Initiator
2 :

~ N

Vague Complaint following a Respondent Legitimize/Empatbize~are Co.

preserxted in Table 1, At the first three lags Focused‘Canplaintt

L3 * ~. \'
5.1\6, 3.82 re?ec,uvely)_. Vague Compllaint also tended to increase at

all arly la.gs over basé rate probabilities tut only at lag two (z=2.26)

wae this increase statistically significant. At later lags, the

4

’ conditional probability of Focused Ccmplaint showed a mixed pattern.
The conditional probability of Focused CcmpIaint was significantly lé’ss

than its unconditional probability at lag four (z--3 65), and tended to.
ggr IR e
be greatepr a‘b lag six (z= 1 28). At later lags t e conditional

<

probabilitiés of Vague, Canplainta given Legitﬁgnize/Empathize were
significantly inhy'tibited at laffour and. si'x (z=-T. 76 -7 65
e

ﬁr‘, § -

respectiyely), and ded tb
9 ten

inepection of the eonditional probabilities show that ?ocueed Canplaint

3

, appears to be more likely tw\ ague Camplaint at eveny lag following

Legitinﬂ.ze/ﬁnpathize.

.
W ? 5

The proba,bilities of Initiabor Fooused Canplaint and InitiatorWague

',

]
Canplaint follouing a Redpondent Negative Behavior are given in Table 2.

i

As expected, negatbv& z-values indicate that fpllow:l.ng Negative
Behavior, a Foou.seg Complaint was less likbly at all six lags (z..-l 03,

$ T2 60, '-6.514 -5'.03 Ng.82, -9.95 respectively Only at leg aie was
L ¥
this difference noxteignificent.) ‘The probability Vague Canplaint was

a

also aignificnntl:f inhibited at lage two, four, fi an& six following

1 4 . T

B - T [ e e -~ e - -

. ‘ - ! LA
~ - e . et
! 4% ' ) - s
( x 18 oo / C 4

e - ‘ : ' {' . Marital Support Patterns .
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inhibited at lag.five (z=-1.60). Visual

J

) Be21>\a\\or Following Empathic and Aversive Behavior T v / By

e
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Legitimize/Empathize (z=-11.44, -%.76, -7.22, -8.35), Wcreued

~

significantly at lag threé (z=2.83), and tended to increasg at lag e

I - - /
) ‘ (z=1@072)o i ‘ . [
Group Differences in Responding to Complaints— = =
' | . —— Before :mdertald.ng segyential ag«alyses of behavior saz;plw from each
i N of the tjree groups of -couples,. gro&p diffarences in the mconditional

probabilitiw of behaviors were examined. Separate one-way analyses of -

va'éance were done on @dch of the six behaviers used as depende\nt

' variabl. Prior to analysis, arcsine x transformations were performed
on the proportions o;\behaviors {rcm coupl &s - with @mderate, high and
very \high adjustment. There were no differences in the proportions of
Z’ oo behavior emitted except for Approve/Caring behavior, which was )
poéi’cively rela:ted to\adjustment (F = 4,88, p< .O';) and Negative r

'(> Behavior whioh was negatively related 'cg,.adjustment/(? = 4,42, pc- 05). ‘

in, addition, the proportion ‘of Legigimize/Empathize b .vior

‘unexpectedly showed a cﬁrvilinearfrel
' v y p
wit high adjustment emitted the highegt proportion of empat

"o

ehaviors “(F = Zf .85, p<. 0016/ :-': : ' » 4 e )

/ R 24

( - Patterns of pon’cingent emission of empathie andﬁaversive %‘e‘baviors

~ .
were explored next. Data fram oouples with moderate, ;}igh and very high

L - roughly one-third ‘the mmber of behavioral oodes anployed in the

S St ‘previous, anal’yses. When oonsidering low base rate behaviors within .

-

\ ' 'samples as sznall as these, j:he conditional probabilities are not ] ¢

no ly\distributed as assune\cj by\the binomial test of significance.
: ¢ . -~ ,

\, ! ad,justment were analy.zed separately. Each of these analyaes 'employed ' ( '
" H
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.._.)To partially offset this, a more/ stringent criter!.on of s_ignif‘icance was
o édoptied.. Only z-séqres of 2.58 or greater (p<.d1’) were consijered

' -8 . [}
statistically significant when looking at patterns from .each of the

* three groups of couples. . . " . . !

. . “ . »
, 0t Four possible sequences of behaviors were exgmined: (1) Focused

,

‘Camplaint followed by Legitimize/Empathize; (2) Vague Canp’l;(nt followed

egative

by Legitimize/Empathize; (3) Focused Complaint followed by
Behavior; and (4) Vague Complaint followed by NegathKBehaviom o .

. - \ )
*,Couples with very high adjustment 'wgre expected f:respond with an

- \

increased probability of empathy following complaints. 'No deviation- .

' +

from base rate probabilities were predictéd Jfor negative es;;onses. . By

contrast, couples with moderate acUustmént were expected to )follow

’

complaints with little or no increse in empathic rescmses over base rat

'pmbability,, and respond with an increased probability of:aversive

behavior following complaints for couples with high ad.justme/ﬁt were

.

expected to'exhibit .’Lhtemediété patterns, "and -generally did except wh.er;

’notedf’ The 1ag one eonditi’on?l and unconditional probabilities for the.

behaviar streams irom each. of the three groups. of fourteen couples are,
. < k3

'presented in Table 3. o : ' 4

. In all three groups of couples both types of cog!plain‘ts were

followed by empathy fg more. often than the uncondi ti onal probability of
T _ \ -

Sl
»

empaﬁhy. There, were no appaz;er{;t’differgncesggétween the three groubs of - 1

couples unless specificity of complaint was also considered. Thé

" increase .of empathy in couples with very high adjust&nt was most

£
’ ‘ . ’ .
pronounced for sequences beginning with Focused Complaint (conditional

. .
. a

DO
S

: . _ . /\_/ )

"

.
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. p=.190, 2=39.98), whife the z-s'corefah,owed a lower increase in empat%y
] . following Vague Canplaint (p-.?ﬁ,‘ z=18.79). Couples thh moderate .z

ad;justment showed the greatest i crease in empathy following Vague

¢ . Py

Camplaint), (p-.162 -!2\ 73) and ‘evidenced a smaller increase in empathy

. inmediately following canplaints,\whereas couples in the. modex‘ate~
adjustment group were expected to respond with a high pmbabi}ity .of

Negative Behavior after ccmplai_nts. These patterns were confimed when
. ' ' !
examining’ either type of complaint. In co J;; with very high .

L

N 1
“adjustment, the probability of ,Negative Behavior given a Vague Caan;ai_nt

4id ndt appear to differ from the base rate/o{ )ﬁtive Behavior

P (p-.05§, 2=0%91), whereas Focused Ccmplaint appeared to *ppress the

-

T\ emission of Negative Behavior (p=-.024, 2z=-3. 537\ Thus quite low rates

of Negative Behavior were found in the very highladjustmen{‘. group after

~

either type of oomplaint, and Fows%‘;nplaints in particular ‘were

extremﬁly unlikely to. be followed by a Negative Behavior. As hypo~
sthesized couples in the moderate adjustment group emitted relatively

) (more Negatd ve Behavidb following both Focused Canplaint (p-.1’47, 2=9.03)

Yo .a;d Vague Complaint (p-.108’ z..3.62) ‘than they did at other times doring
the interaction. Thus, the moderate group appeared to emit Negative

- ’;Behavior contingently following both types of oomplaint but especially

after Fooused Ccmplaint. .

X followlng Focused Canplaint (p;.088, z-8.§3). - ‘ '
‘ The .proba.bilitiee" of negative consequenoes to. complai:ts were ‘
L‘ e‘galnined rext. It was predicted that couples in th? very high
o \ adjustment grofxp would emit a log: probability of gegative Behavior \

ol

V.

-
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_ /gapplenentary Analyses | . ' , .
A ’ ) 4 ‘ .;’—’— ) .
Sequential analyses of the behavioral consequences of empathic and

. 3
aversivé behavior' within each of the three levels of couple a?Justmmt

‘were also undertaken. Although&patterns of oomplaining following, .

, empathic and aversive behavior were already examined for couples in
<

geszral the d#ffering contingencies for emission of empathic and
—~ aversive behavior within each group of' oouples suggested the
possibility that the subsequent probabiliti% oﬁ oomplaints would also
differ according to couple ‘adjustment. For example,, couples with very
( high adjustment were found to empathize, more contingentlg with a partner
Focused Ccmplaint compared to a Vegqe.Canplaint. We might then expect

that these couples would show a graten increase in the prob’abilﬂ:y of

FoouSed Ccmpraint relative ..to Vague Canplaint after anpathy.

~

Cmv'ersely, oouplw'uiﬁh moderate a.djustment empathized most

[y

contingently with Vague Canplaints. We;\would expect them to show a

greater increase n ‘the subsequent probability of Vague Ceamplaints

>

follogd.ng emp thy . ¢
Lag me probabilities of oomplaints [pollom.ng empathio/\t‘ aversive

. behavior for- each group of couples arehgiven in Table 4, Couples’ ‘with

1]

.very high adjustment responded to L;%gi.timize(Empathize with a -
significantly greater probability of Focused Complaint cafpared to '
baseline probabilitfy (;:.076'1, 2=6 .58) q:nd tendéd to decrease their
probability of emitting Vague Camplaint below baseline (p=.030,

z=-2.33). Por couples with moderate adjustment, the probabiiity of

"+ Vague Complaint following Le?gitimize/ﬂnpatnize increased significantly

]

=
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above.baseline (p=.073, z=3. 073 . whereas the subsequent probabili_ty ‘of\

. A .
Fows;&d Ccmplaint appeared to be near baseline (p=.067, =-0 58). No

-

: {

effeots were predicted‘for coupl’es with high® ad:justvnent. -Thus, empathy

&

. ‘ R did appear to have a reinforecing _effect on tpe'probability of vspguSal
. eaq’piain.ts. This effect, however, depended on both the level of couple
. adjustmept and the specifiéity 'o;’ compl'aint.',

.o Condf tional and unconditional probabilities of’ behaviors followihg
Negative Behavior for\ each grcup of couples wer,e,emmined next. For
couples with very high adjustment, Negativé Behavior -inhibited the

. subsequent probability of both Focused. Ccmplaint. (p=.011, z--‘?\ﬂ) and
Vague Cnnpla.int (p=0, z=-8, 0'4) below‘\their respective baseline _

LYy probabilities. For couples with moderate adjustment the probability of
Focused Canplaint given Negative Behavior was significantly inhibited
below baseline (pg.037, z--3 62), wheraas Vague . Ccmpla.int appeared

' ,unaffected (p=.063,:z=-0 97). - Although no effects were predicted for
couples with high ad,justment Neéative Behavior unexpectedly increased -

d the probabilities of both Focused Canpla.int (p=.081, z=3, 12) and Vague °

Ccmplaint (p~.093, 2s5.59). above their respective“unconditional

) - .

7 _ probabilities. Thus, the function of aversive behavior on subsequent

partner behavior probabilities also varied with thp degree of e&tple

¢
. , - H

) . addust'nﬁ?nt. ’ - . o T .- ' o

‘ i} ' Discussion ) ‘ . .

" The results of the present Study may be sunmarized as follows: .
bt ‘e .
“ . 1 ‘ﬁFor most of .the six behaviors following empathy, there were =t .

sign,ificant increases over base rate probabilities in the proportiohs’ of *°
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IR ' T e spousal ccmplaints whicy specified person, place and situ‘ftion._ There

- also tended to be a.n increase in nonspecific ‘complaints at( first, mt )

v ., - . after several .behavioz‘smompecific canplaints were inhibited.
: ‘2. \-Follo'wing aversive behavior, there were significant decreases in the

subsequent rates of nompeciﬁ.o camplaints for most of the next six

% -

. i behaviorts» Specific complaints were inhibited at each of the six ~

behavior's ‘yﬁllowing aversive gghavior. .
. &, . [
N Couples with very high adjustment emitted d gr‘eater' proportion of

]
appmval and ca:*ing behaviors and a lesser pmportion of negative
behaviors when compared to cbuples with moderate adjustment. o

4 a "2 et

Unexpecte“dly, couples with high adjus'anent emitted greater proportions

Y

- r

‘of empathy than the .two extreme groups. No si:gnficant differ‘ences

=

between _groups. were found in the pmportions of ccmplain’l:s or affective

L3 L. g

- statements. . " , .

ot N \ . ”

Y

4, All oouples followed complaint.s with ‘proportions of empathy o
significantly greater than ba‘se rﬁte. When considering specificity of

complaint"however; couples with moderate, high and very high adjustmgnt
M - ~ . < " .
: . showed v'a'rying levels of contingency between cc'tnplaints and empathy.

Couplw with moderate ad,justment evide’ﬁced their greatest increase in

- -‘-

. anpathy following nonspecific canplaints, while couples with very ‘high

R adjustment showed their gr-eatest increase in empethy after. specific

canplaints.. g L o

'n_, >

- * . % : ‘
’ . "5, Only moderately ad,justed couples followed both types of complaints

*

with increses~in the proportion of hegative behdvior. Ver'y highly *+ .

adjustid couples however; showglqno increases in negative behavior rates
.. ) »
LS . . . 1

Vo . ' . i - . - .
. . . R
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couples. ’Couples with moderate aajus

" empathy model of self-disclosure (Truay & Carkhuff, 1957) to the marital

Marital Support ]:’atterns .
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following spegific A compla;ints.

6. Exploratory anal'y'ses of s’fous

n showed ‘increa‘see‘in the

-

probability of nonspecific complaints after empathy, ‘whereas Oouples
_with very high adjustmept showed increases in speci‘fic complaints after
empathy. Couyples with moderate adjusuﬂent showed inhibited rates of

specific complaints after aversive behavior_whereas couples with’very

-
= .

high~adjustmentg showed inhibited rates of both types of complaints. - )

.. LY ]
Couplgﬁ with high adjustment showed no changes in complaint
probabilities following empathy, but unexpectedly appeared to increase

both types of oomplaints after their partner emitted negative béhavior. |

€ L3

-

Findings from the curreéus.tudy support the applicability of the

o

The combined data from d11 couples showed that following

/2

_probabilitieés ot%spousal oomplaints, but appeared tb differentially,

relationshi p.

empathy, spousal eomplaints were .more ly for a least three

behaviors. Enpathy nob only temporél eceded higher than base rate

affect the’ two types of complaints. Although~the base rate probabilify

of nonsp‘ecific complaints appeared to be slightiy higher ‘than the ba;e
rate probability of spFoiﬁ,c ccmpl'aints, after emﬂathy, spousges appeared ) 5 ’,‘
to be more likely to speoify the person, place and situation with which
This sugggsts 'that empathy he],.ps partners €0 delineate

they were ‘up_set.

their complaint. ‘

~ ~/ '
»

The eventual inhibition of nonspeoii’ic compljinté ,
y . e * YR

-

4
25
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a}‘ter several behaviors (lagg 4-6) is also consistent with this

interpretation. . -~

- sy ® v , . . 0
Examination of behavior following those behaviors thought to be

aversive shows a pattern opposit*e to tha!' shown with, behavior following v
empathy. Aversive behavior had an inhibitory effect on the subsequent
probability of both specific canplaints and, to a lesser extent
nonspecific complaints. ‘Both empathic and ‘aversive behavier appeared to

show more consist\rft)func&nal repationships to well delineated:
P

-

) expressions of nonmarital gssat sfaction. o ' ‘

y Base rate differences in aversive behavior betgeen couples varying

in their mari tal adjustment are si'milar to the results of previous

<

studies comparing pnoblem-solving behavio_r in distressed and _
nondistressed couples (Vincent, et al., 1975; Gottman, 1979; Biliings,
'197,9) Although the range of couples uged in the current study nas more-
restricted than in previous studies, the relatively high proportions of
-negative behavior in less well adjusted couples is a finding which
‘. appears Lto generalize from interac&f'Gns around marital oonflict to
) discussions of situations which do not directly involve the spouse. N
- Approval and caring behaviors were found in greater proportions for

/

oouples “with very high adJustznent when canpared to coyples with moderate )
adjustment. These findings seem to replicate similar di‘fferences in
posit:!.ve béhavior obtained in previous studies (Vinoent,/ ‘et al., 19%,

i Billings, 1979 Gottman, 1979; Margolin &Wampold, 1981). Contrar'y to
expectation, oouple? in the high adjustment gmup emitted -—§23. greatest .
proportion of empathy behavior. Though oouplw with high adjustment

¢
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\xp'ressed po t:l.ve sentiment predominantly thmugh empathy, coaples with

&;.-.

ver“y higb atfjustmen{: emitted more equivalent proportions of. ‘approval or
] caring behaviors and anpathy. Further study is needed to explore the

diff ces between various supportive behaviors. - N
In thé present study, moderately adjusted couples as a group weré&

R g

most’likely to follow specific complaints from their partner with
3 s
negative beha"vior; Although the uéiprocal continuation of" this pattern
v -~
. over several lags was not examined (as in G‘ottman, 1979 Billings,

5M

1979), the f‘indings suggest thel: contingent emission of aversive

4
behavior after speciigic complaints functions to inhibit the probability

of further ‘expression of specific canplaints in modérately adJusted b _
‘ couples. -This &‘ern ma lect a coercive behavior chahge strategy

(Pattersm &”Reid, 1970; Patterson, Weiss & Hops, 1976).

@ Dirferences in the probability of' positive reciprocity between

L

distressed' and nondistressed mtfples have not been t‘ound in previous

J

s investi@tions of couples problen-iolving, although there is evidence

for. some positive neciprocity in both groups (Gottman," 1979; ftargolln &

&

Hampold,' 1981). Similarly, when ignoring speoificit'sr of complaint,

' there was %evidence for greater contingéhcy ‘of supportive behavior
9

any of the three groups of couplee. Perhaps because few of the couples

in this stu"dg were seriously distressed, all couples showed some skill

v,

’

in supporting their spouse's compl :

- =

A“-_H

Analyses of behavior streams f‘ran couples var-ying in their

-

adjustment suggest that empathio and antB{% behaviors may function as

! N
. rqint‘oroers and punishers reepegtively, but that these relationships




&
1 o

e *‘“‘adjustment for example, anpathy seemed to reinforce specific complaints

-appeared to function as a reinforcer relative to specific cctnglaints in

. probability ‘of negatﬂ.ves after speciﬁc ccmplaints. o .

-
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va‘z:y acco:;ding to marital adjusunent. In couples with very high
since enpathy was emi_tted'contingently thex} specific complaints and ‘
also preceded increses in tif sub‘s.e,quent probability of specific  °
"ccmpl nts.' doupla with moderate a_djustnent, howe\;er, empathized fore |
readily with nonspecific .co'mplaintsrand nonspeci?ic complaints were - K
:Lmilarly more likely to oceur after empathy.- - 'rhus, although empathy ‘

was contingently administered to all complaints in all groups, it PP
— »

very highly adjusted couplw and as a reinforcer of nonspecific -

canplaints in moderately adjusted couples. Aversive behaviors appeared g , %
to qualify as punishers relative .to specific complaints in ,the moderage '
adjus'anent gmup because they were emitted contingenw and also -

inhimited t.he subsequent probability of specific complaints. Couples . .
with very high adjustment, however, showed no patterns of behavior.: 1’,,_\ f;

suggestive of punislment. Rather they showed a substantially decreased
’ . 0

While the findings ‘are suggestiwe of the applicability of positive :
reinf'orcement agd punishnent paradigm to marital interactions, several '
limitations of this study sbould be notéd.: only chains of twg pehaviors
-ha\;e been examl.hed. OccuiiMoes of Longer behavior chaliis have not been
direct:ly emined. For example in couples with very higb adjustment it
was found that anpathy follows specif‘ic ccmplainta more often than would - -

be expected by knowledge o} mconditional‘probabilities alone" Specific LT

& Ty

cunplaints also follow empathm more orten than would be' expected. . T
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Although these findings taken together strongly suggest the seguence of

specific complaint -—9 empathy'-——y specific complaint, this lmger
sequence may not have actdally occurred in the data. . KR

The educational ]:evel of couples represénts a potential confound in
;lthis study. Couples with very high marit adgusment had also achieved
. a high‘er level of educational attainment than coup]es in the other
.
_ greater satisfaction in these -couples rather than specific interactional
" properties of ‘the rel*ionship/. Because‘ the difference between the
- highest ar;d lowest group was only two years and sinoe almost. all persms
had sane post-secc:dary educat:.ion! this explan;gotim seems uplikely, ° ,
x Neve;'theloss, research is needed in which either the level of couple
_adjustment or education is held constany. The couples partg.cinating in
. - this study were ali*?elative.ly well adjusted and were recruited from the
F same population. The relatiomhip found between maritd adjustment and

0 M

pattérns of emotional oommmication therefore may not generalize to more

§
‘

seriously distressed couples. ‘ C
) Couples in the current: study were aJ.l assessed one month after their
h‘; fimt /aaby was born. The effect of this exciting yet demanding life
event on couple commmication may be quite profound. Life cycle
research thus far, 'however, has been inconclusive in showing effects
speoificably relatld to th& birth of the first child (Schram,’ 1979, =3
Nock, 1979, 1981). Replicaticn of the current study with couples in

, other stages of the 1ife oyole would e,%d in generalizing these findings
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together with their apparent

The apparent avoidance of #pecifics by"moderatel? adjusted couples

e of ooeroive control techniques may -
oonoeivably leed to more‘ seriou.s “problems for tHe marriage.

Data from

patterm predate marital dissatisfaotion.

Markman's (1979) loﬂgituditgi study indicated that hegative interaction

Additional longitudinal
studies are »needed to clarify the etiology: of marital distress.

,gﬁe with all laborﬂory findings, the question of generalizability to
naturaliatiq environments can be raised.

Mettetal and Gottman (1980)
found scme géneralizability of behavior sequenoing when asld.ng couples

to diswss a relationship probleni at home or in the laboratbry

Y
£

setting. Bemuse of the many diffenences between that

dy and_ the

current one however, generalization to the home 'enviro ment is still
A

uncertain. ‘Future in.vest:Lgators would do well to consider more

Christensal (1979) in order to deorease couples'’ reactivity to being
observed\ — ’
" ,

/
e

‘unobtrusive meﬁhods of home data collection such as that employed by

A

*

Ccnfirxi!ation of' the emotional behavior patterns suggested by the
current: study is needed.

The findings appear to support numerous
intbrvention* prograus which have,laavttempted ,to teaoh skills in emot.ional

e:tprtession anﬁ aotive listening to oouples (Ely, et al., 1973,
D'Augelli, et’al., 197ll Rappaport, 1976)

¥ o

’

9

Although those studies
showed that training iﬁoreases self-reported marital satisfaction,.
their relationships.

$
further use“‘or observational ou’toome methods are needed to assess the
extent and eonditi.Ons under whioh oouples implement these skia.ls in
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j_:; . ) A - . X T
EN e ' . TABLE 1
. . . ' -2
‘Sequential Analysis of Focused Complaint (FC) ami
3 - ' . - ‘
- . ! . Vague Complaint (VC) Given Partner ‘
Lo Legitimize/Empathize (LE) for Total §aﬁp_ie AL
. ‘ ¥ ’\ * I"AG ° : «
-, . . * 2 3 & 5 8
p(FCILE).- "+ .067 63 . .058 .035 .060 .050
. * p(FC) . .049 046 ..046 - .046 .046  -.046
- . ' . t ’ .
' ' z _ 5.60%% 5,16%% 3.82%% 3,65%k 4,37%% 1.28
p(vC | 1E) | .057  .058  .053 .025 .045 .025 -
[ v \ .
p(VC) . ,053 .050 - .050 050 .050 .050
- z ‘128 2.26%  0.95 -7.76%%1.60 -7.65%%

A

Note: ‘Cor;d;ltic_mél probabilities of initiator behaviors fFC or VC)

T g:{ven respondent behavior (LE)- “ ) .
( aadj{;stfed ‘for th:a imppssibility of_respondeni: LE following i;:self
“ *p < .05 ~ - o .
) ' : Fekp <'101 s / 7
- . £ -~ ’
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B . TABLE 2 I - .o
) Sequential Analysis of Focused Complaint(EC,) and Vague Complaint (ve)- ‘
B Given Partner Negative Behavior (NB) for Total Sample -
] . .,'_ | ’ = LAG )
< b 23 St s e L
a p(¥C | NB) ;046 .038 - .026 .03  .031  .027 .- %
B o p(FC)/‘. 049 .046. .046- 046 .046 6 . .64_6
z - -1.03,, -{.sq**: ~6.54%% -5.03**‘ -4,82%% 5. 95w
¢ p(c|N8)  .05& , .013  .060 .035 .027 \ 023
p(VC) © 053 '.050 .050 -.050 . .050 _ .050
z 1,42 -LL.GGkh 2.836K 4,76k ~7.22%% B35 .

. Note: Conditional probabilities of initiator behaviors (FC or veC)
A given respondent: behaviqr (NB) /‘b-———"" )

adjusted for t‘he impossibility of'respondent NI; following itself.” -

¥

wp <ol v
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- * - TABLE 3 , ' S
. ~ . . - : I
g /.  Lag One Probabilities of Legitimize/E:’ipathi‘ze(LE)v and ' .
R K Negative Behavior (NB) Given Focused Complaint(FC{
. , or Vagtfe Complaint (VC) for Couples with Varying Adjusé{nent
. - . . . \o,
o el Marital * R AU , N
- Adjustment 7 ) LE | FC IE IVC " NBIEC NB | VC
) o Moderate '“ > ’ ’ .
. .. Conditional p 1& .088 4162 G147\ . 108,
Udconditional p - (L041) (.042) - (.081) (.082)
'z , 8, 83%% 22.73%% T 9.03kk | ¢ 3.62% .,
High - ' ' ) ‘
\ ‘ : Conditional p ©.130 .182 - .076 . 136
' Unconditional p (.083) 7  (.083) (.064) (,064)
: . z SN T 14, 30%% 1,92 )11.74%
= - . B . -
. , Vgry High ' : . ’
S Conditional p - .190 X .1037 .024 .052
« ., |[Unconditional p ..(.025) | (.025) (.042) (.047)
- ozt 39.98%* 18,79%* ~3.53%% 0.91
. R . . * ' . e -
Note: ./ Lag one probabilities of respondent behavior (LE or NB) given
initiat/or\behavior (Mr VC) are adjusted for the ?ﬁossibility of )
o . a behavior following itself. F . '
-~ p **p'<.661 . N
. ‘ < .
. : ' . <L =
. -, . . .
;‘; * - f/’ .,
. R : - : l‘.g
= * ‘] ’
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TABLE 4 -

Lag One Probabilit:ies of FocuSed Complaint:(FC) and

—

Vague Compléiht(VC)ﬂcivén Legitimize/Empathize(LE)

Negative Behavior (NB)for Couples with Varying Adjustment:‘
kS 7 -~

[4
Marttal . L ' _ .
t Adjustment FC | LE vel FC | NB VC INB

.

Moderate .
‘Conditional p - .055 b7 .031 - .063
Unconditional p (.W (.054)° (. os3f (.057y °
z 0.67 - 3,07% Y _y=3.62%% - 0.97
. % “

High . . . e .

. Conditional p 074 .057 .081 .093 -
Unconditional p, (.064) - (.061) (.062) (.060)
z 1.66 -0.58 , 3.12% 5.60%%

. \ — : ®
Very High . .

. Conditional p 061, .030 .017 . 000
Unconditional p - (.031) - (.043) (.031) \ (.044)
z 6.58%* -2.33 -3.01% -8.04%%*

]

Note: Lag one probabilit:ies of init:iat:o%gehavior (FC or VC) given
' respondent: behavior (LE or NB)'are adjusted for t:h? impossibilit:y
of a{behavior follovlving itself.
*p < .01 = -

*%p < .001




