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ABSTRACT

Thv'purpnsc of this studv was to examine the relationship between
stcholoﬂicn] ditferentiation and Earitnl problem solving. Psycho-
logical diffcrontiqtion‘is an individual differences concept measured
by tests of the cognifive style dimension field dependence/independence
(Witkin, Dyvk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 1974). Compared to those
who are fieéld independent, field dependent persons experience less
self - nonself segregétion and subsequently depend more OQ_EPC
external fiela as a referent for behaviour.

Marital problem solving, unlike individual problem solving, is
.primarily an interaction experience. 1t is a context in Qh{ch both
problem structuring and social sensitivity skills are required.
ngchological differentiation encompasses both of these skills. Klein
-and Hill'si(1979) theoretical framework of marital and family problem
solving effectiveness was utilized to examine the relationship between

~

psvchological differentiation and three main aspects of ‘the marital

‘problem solving framework. Since this study was considered to be

i

theoretical and exploratory, a small number of participants was

includ%d in the study.

fhe independent variable consiéted of four combinations of the
cognitive style1field debendence/independence within four married
couples: field dependent husband with field dependent wife, field

independent husband with field independent wife, field independent

husband with fieéld dependent wife, and field dependent husband with

<

,)

iv
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field independent wite. Field eréndence/ﬁqdependencé was measured
with the Group Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, Oltmén, Raskin, & Karp,
1971). The dependent variable was inclusive og three areas pertaining
~ to problem solving dynamics: (a) marital StrUCtural properties
indicated by couple perception of marital cohesion and marital adapta-
bility measured by FACES TI (Olsonz Portger, & Bell, 1982); (b)
marital interaction indicated by the amount of intéraction, the
distribution of interaction, and the sequencing of interaction
measured by the Marital Interaction Coding System III (Weiss &
Summers, 1984); and.(c) pfoblem solving effectiveness as indicated by
the couples' perception of their abil%ty to solve problems ana their
satisfaction with their problem solving effortsl(%uthor designed éelf
report measure).

Descripﬁive statistics were used to identify differences. The
results indicated that couples mismatched according to cognitive style
percéived\themsélves as more effecti&e problém solvers than the couples
who were matched. On most m;asures of interaction, both self report
and objective, the field dependent husband and the field independent
wife functioned more efﬁectively than the other three couples. In
~addition to this finding, some'cduple.differences were observed that
were chsistént with field dependent/independent cognitive style
char96£eristics. After discussingcéertain methodological considera-
tions including sample size, it was concluded‘thap psychological

differentiation in relation to marital problem solving should be

studied utilizing a larger sample.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

t

Personal ity characteristigs are otten acknowledped by social
sclentists as plaving an important rvole in marital dvnamics. 'l\wy)
research traditions as reviewed by Tharpe (1963 and Barvry (1970)
reflect the direction that personality and marriage stnul%vs have taken
in previous vears. The tirst tradition focused on personality and
mnrikhl adjustment (Burchinal, Hawkes, & Gardner, 1957; Burpess &
Cottreli, 1939: Tesman, 1938). The sccond tradition primarily dealt
with the effects of complementary personality characteristics on
marriage (Tharpe, 1963).

There has been some suggestion that since this sccond tradition,
research on personality in relation to marriage has subsided (Deherty
& Rvder, 1979). Subsequcn&ly, contemporary writers in the social

‘science field have cited the need for a renewed interest in this area
of research (e.g., Dohertv, 1980; L'Abate, 1976).

In seeking to respond to this particular challenge, one is

cautioned Lith respect to the need to work toward conceptual clarity

in - rempting to link individual personality factors and marital

d-namic: (Doherty, '1980). Klein (1983). for example, in his

~

d :russi o1 of family problem solving, i~ : ated that the properties
of <~ iividual family member are important as explanatory factors in

family dynamics. He then goes on to make the point that a crucial

question remains as to how to combine psychological properties in



order to understand their predictable ettect on the group.

The purpose of this study was primarily to respond to the concern
of how the personalfty characteristics ot the indi vi duals in a marital
dvad would relate to particular marital dvnamics.  Due to the scope ot
this studv and its emphasis on theoretical concerns, it was desipned
as oan o exploratory study.,

In order to pursue the above stated purpose, a particular theory
of personality characteristics, psvcholopical ditferentiation (Witkin,
Dvk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 1974), has been considered in
relation to marital problem solving dvnamics.  The intepration of
these two concepts has been undertaken using Klein and Hill's (1979)
model of family problem solving effectiveness.

Psvchological difterentiation theory (Witkin et al., 1974) has
been selected for this study primarily because of tﬂc potential it has
for facilitating a link between the individual and marital levels of
svstems analvsis. Such a link may be grounded within general svstems
theorv (Bertalanffy, 1955). 1In addition, the body of literature
relating to psvchological differentiation has indicated that it has
definite implications for an individual's problem solving stvle,
particularly as it pertains tc one's ability to structure or organize
a problem in order to solve it, as well as one's interpersonal
behavi~nr (Witkin et al., 1674). Problem structuring skills and
social sensitivity skil.:; pertaining to individuals operate at the
marital level of analysis and lend themselves to a study of marital
problem solving dynamics (Reiss, 1971a). A fimal value of utilizing

psychological differentiation theory is that it can be operationalized

LN



with the copnitive construct f {cld dependence/independence (Witkin,
Goodenouph, & Ultman, 1979, The copnitive personality construct has
been utilized in recent marital studles (Doherty, ‘I‘JB(); Doherty &
Rvder, 1979; Sabatelli, Drever, & Buck, 1983). The cognftive
personaltity construct has been considered by some to be a more
functional variable than the personality tralt approach in that

N\
copnitive sets are beliceved to be used fairly consistently by
individuals in a varicty of settings (Endler & Magnusson, 1976,
Mischel, 1908, 1973).

Marital problem sulviqg, as previously mentioned, has been
selocted as a viable context within which to determine the effect of
psvchological differentiation on maritdl system dynamics. bmi]e
choice of mérital problem solving dynamics is related to a conceptual
argument, it is a choice which has been baéed on practical considera-
tions as well. By working‘with marital problem splving dvnamics, it
was possible to utilize Klein and Hill's (i979) model of the deter-
minants of familv problom solving effectiveness. This model, whicﬁ
is considered Fo be compatible with systems theory, has provided this
study with operational clarity.

The objective, then, of this study was’ to describe the relation-
‘ ship between individual cognitive stvle characterisfics cambined
within a marital dyad and couples' problem solving dynamics. 1t 'was
proposed that the distribution of individual cognitive style
differences or similarities within a ma;ital dyad would‘relate

to vatrious selected determinants of marital problem solving

effectiveness. I have referred to the various types of marital dvads



determined by a cohbination of indlvidual cognitive style and gender as
the Independent variable in this study; however, it should be noted
that, in the strict.sense, the term Independent variable implies an
experimental study, which this is not.

In summary then, this study examined the following problem: What
is the relationship between individual personality chéractcristics
combined in a dyadic relationship and marital problem sglving
dynamigs? Working within a mo?el of family problem solvihg it was
proposed that field dependence/independence, a cognitive sgyle

. A

personality dimension that has implications for information\ﬁfoceSSing

\

and interpersonal behaviour, would relate to marital relationship

. ‘ \
dvnamics and in turn to marital problem solving dynamics. The \
\

independent variable considered was four types of marital coup]es\with
respect to type of cognitive style combined with gender. The
dependent variable was inclusive of three areas pertaining to problem
solving dynamics: (a) marital-structpfal propertigs indicated by
couple percéption.of marital cohesion and marital édéptability;

(b) marital ;nteraction indicated by the émount‘of inté{action, the
distribution of interaction, and the Sequencing of iﬁ@écaction; and
(c) problem solving effectiveness as indicated by the couples' -

perception of*their ability to solve problems and their satisfaction

\

with their problem solving efforts.



CHAPTER 11

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

In a study concerned with determining the inflnende of cognitive
style constructs on mnrinn] problem delving dynamics, it is necessary
to select a conceptual framwdrk capable of accommodating individual
and couple dynamics as well as the relationship between these two

P LD L . .
levels of {unctioning. In addlqégp, it is necessary to identify a

. ‘t.,vﬁ; ! .
framework that would be compatible with both family problem solving

theory (Klein & Hill; 1979) and psychological differentiation theory
(Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 1974). General systems
theory is a‘theoregical modei (Bertalanffy, 1955) which has sought to
consider those_s§stems concepts which are relevant to all open
systems including both the individual and the family. As a result,
genegé] avotems theory has been éphlied to theories of the
individual's style of cognitive functioning (Royce & Buss, 1976;
Werner, 1957) and theories ef-family functioning including the marital
dyad (Broderick & Smith,- 1979; Ja;kson, 1965; Klein & Hill, 1975; -
Speer, 1970; Wertheim, 1973, 1975). , —

| A system by definition is a set of interacting barts and the
relationship that exists among the parfs. Such interdependence implies
that any change that occurs within one part of the system will bring
y about a'change in the oﬁher parts of theisystem and the system as a
\whole. A family system in this respect is a unit that is eomposed of

interdependent members who interact with one another. Any change in



[

one member will influence the other members (Hill, 1971). 1In order to
further elaborate upon the relationships that exist among members from
a systems point of view, these relationships can be regarded with a

view to both their structure and their process (Royce & Buss, 1976).

"

System Structure

The scope of systems applicat}on includes a hierarchy that

: )j
extends from the very small system such as the cell to the very large
supra-national system and several varying sizes in between (Miller,
1973). In order to bring clarity to the notion that the universe
includes a hiera?chy of smaller systems within larger systems one can
speak of variéus.levels of systems. The higher level systems sgbsume
those smaller systems which exist at a lower level. The accompanying
resuit is that higher levelksystems will havé qualities that are
greater than the characteristics of thé parts of which they are
.comprised. Within the hierarchy of systems, then, a subsystem is in
effect a system withinva larger system or supra system. The subsystem
in this respectpis a component of a larger system with a pa;tiéular
func;ion that is directlf related to the larger system of which it is
a part. The structural dimension of a system then refers to the
arrangement of the«varigﬁs subsystems of a system at any particular
time within the history of a system (Royce & Buss, 1976). These

' ,

subsystems are separate entities with particular functions that are
independent of the larger system and the other subsystems.  The

.functions served by the subsystems, however, bring them into relation

with the other subsystems and the larger system of which they are a



part. As such, the various subsystems are marked by boundaries which
s
delineate them from eacB other and the larger system. The 1é;ger
.system as well is marked by boundaries which delineate it from other'
systems and the environment of which®it is a part. The purpose
served by system boﬁ;dariés is one of regulating the degree of
segregation and relatedness of a subsystem froﬁ other subsystems and
the larger system. Within‘é given system struckure, then, there are
varying degrees of system differentiation or separateness of
subsystem.functiéning within a conﬁext of relatedpness. System
differentiag}on, then, depends upon how the varioﬁs subéystems within
the systém function.in relation to one another and the system as a
uﬁit.

In applying the notion of‘systeﬁ structure to this study, two
levels of systems analysis have been considered: The marital system
is ‘the larger system and the two individuals in the dyad are the
subsystems within the marital system. At the level of the marital
system consideration has been given to the individual subsystems and
the relationship that exists between them. At the level of ﬁhé
individual subsystem consideration has been given to the persomnalities
of the individuals as structured in part by a cognitive component
which has a particular influence on how the individual subsystem
functions within the marital system. In viewing the marital system

~-ructure from the smallest level of analysis under-consideratiqn to
largest, it can be stated that cognition was considered within.

‘nality, personality within the individual subsystem and the

. ~
“¢ual s-bsysten within the marital system.



The rflationship among these various cdmponent parts was
conéidefed with respect to the degree of differentiation that exists
among them, The degree of differentiatjdn within a system structure
has been determined to relate to the overall functioﬁfhg>of the
system in a congruent manner (Witkin, Goodenough, & Oltman, 1979).
The importance of this concept in this study is that it provides
a link between the individual levei of system analysils and the
ﬁarital. At both the individual and marital levels of analysis in
thié study, differentiation refers to degreg of segregation of

component parts (Witkin et al., 1974).* A more differentiated system

"

e

is likely to be more complex 'and haVe more definite boundaries among
its combonent parts and between itself and the outer environment )
than the.less differentiated system. For example, at the individual
subsystem level the more\differeﬁtiaged person functions with a
greater degree of segregation of psychological functioning than the
less differentiated person and is more capable of seeing him/herself
vas a separate identity (Witkin et al., 1974). In this respect he/she
.1is betger able to distinguish the differences between his/her own
thoughts, feelings, attributes and needs and khose of others than is
the undifferentiated person. The undifferentiated indi&idual, on the
other hand, with a lesser Aegree of segregafion of psychological
functioning, shows more connectedness between self and others. The
degree of differentiation within an indiyidual has-implidations for
interpersonal behaviour. The aiffereﬁtiated individual will'morg

F]

readily discern and demand distinct differences betwezn him/herself

v

and others. Such an individual is more inclined to fuhction‘

-
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autonomously while the uAdifferentiated person, being more connected
to others, is more likely to turn to others as external referents
(Witkin et al., 1974). ( o
In order to gauge Ehe level of differentiation of an indi&iaual
in this study, the fielqﬁdependenceYindependence cognitive style has
: \
been used. Field dependence/independence as a cognitive style refers
to a tendency by an individual to rely on sélf (fielé independent) or
non-self (field dependent) as ppiéary referents Iin processing
information (Witkin & Goodenough, 1976). The particular style adapted
is said to be a result of psychological differenfiation or the degree. -
of self and non-self segregation (Witkin, Goodenough, & Oltman, 1979).
The theory states that the field independent individual who functions
witﬁ greater autonomy tends to developyindividual coénitive
restructufing skills, whereas 1ield depenQenp individuals tend to
develop interpersdnal competencies to a greater-extent (Witkin et al.,
1979). ‘In other wofds, psychological differengiation is related to
cognitive style oriéntation which in-turn influences the development
of gpilities:related to éogqitive restructuring skilis and inter-
Apergonal cﬁmpetencies.' To determine an individual's level of
- differentiation by a measure of their field dependence/independence
provides a method for determining, to a certain extent, information
about their'style of information processing and relating interper-
sonally. ” N
Whereas psychological differeﬁtiation theory has -provided a means

for detérmining the level of differentiation in the individual

_(subsystem via a measure of field dependence/independence, there is

!



10

no provision made for a measuré of a dyadic system differentiation.
The circumplex model of marital and family system%'proposed by Olson
and assoclates (1979) offers two concépts which would appear to
provide a necessary link to differentiation yithin a systems théory.'
In this model, marital cOhegioﬁ and adaptability areé two dimensions
of marital and family behaviour used to describe marital and family
dynamics in a way that closely res;mbles tgose ideas found ;ithin_
differentiation theory. Maritai cohesion{.for example, refers to the
degree of‘bondiné‘in a marital -relationship. The model proposés that
levels of cohesion ranging from separated to connected are related to
marital functioning. The apparent similarity bétween differentiation
and cohesion is the idea of varying degrees of autonomy within a
context of relatedness. The Suggestion being made, tperefore, is that
aﬁxiHQiyidgal‘ps&chologiéal characteristic, difﬁérentiation, will
relate to a ;imiLar marital charécteristic, cohesion. For e§ample,
a field dependént individual, copsidered fo be less differentiagid
p;ychologically and to have’}ess ofia sense of separate ‘dentity, is
characterisfﬁcally more sensitive to issues pertaining to felatioqship
cohesion than is a field indepéndeﬁt individual,K (Witkin & Goodenopgh,
1976). What the nature of the marital relationship‘will be, then,
will be influenced by the degree of differeptiation of the maritél
partners in relation to_one aﬁother.

Similarly, marital gaaptability would seem to provide a

nec  ary link with differentiation theory, although the fit is not

as clear~cut as with marital cohesion. Marital adaptability refers

™
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to the exfent to which the magital system is‘flexible and able to
"change its power structure, role relationships, and relationship
rules in response to situational and devélopmental‘stress" (Olson et
g;., 1979, p. 12). The proposal is that the levels of adaptability
which range from structurea to flexible cbnéribute to marital
functioning (Olson et al., 1979). The apparent link between marital,

adaptability and individual psychological differentiation is that

highly differentiated individuals are characteristically more
. Py

-

structured du%\}o their greater extent of self and non-self
R N4 :
segregation and, therefore, are more inclined to function in a
structured and less flexible manner in relation to others. ’For
. example, a field independ;nt individual, considered to be mére
differentiated‘&ith a‘greater senée of separate ié@étitQ, is more
. Tk
inclined to function in a less flexiple manner in relation to others.
In'othe? words, field independent individuals would likely be less
adaptive interpersonally.
In summaf?, to this point it has been proposed thag conceptually
this study is cencerned with two levels‘of sysﬁems'analysis, which are
the individual level and the marital levell Although the marital

System is the primary focus of the study, in order to understand the

relations of the two individual subsystems that comprise a marital

v
.

system, it is necessary to take into.account the contribution that
each subsystem makes to the whole. The structure of the marital
system then was analyzed first with a view to determining the degree

of differentiation that exists in each individudl subsystem by

b



.

measuring the field dependence/independence of each marital partner.
Secondly, the degree of differentiatidn that exists in the ﬁarital
system was determined by a measure of marital cohesion and adapt-
ability. 1In this wayeq a measure of differentiation provides for a
necessary link between the two levels of systems analysis. HaQing
discussed the tbeoretical structure of a marital system, it is now
possible to discuss the wiy in which'this view of.a marital system
. N ,

stru%ture relates to the w%y in which the marital system functions.

System Process" ) J -

The ﬁrocess dimension of sysgems énalysis refers to the change
that takes place in the systém over time. One of the aspects of
systems pfocesé relevaﬂt to thi; study is information processing,
which is considered to be important_fdr under;tanding system
.behaviour‘(Royce & Buss, 1976). At the levei of thg individugl,

information processing includes the intervention of the individual's 
cognitive ané affective components in Qrder to_transmit and traﬁéfer
incoming information and respond accorﬁingly. The imme. ate go;l of
such information prqceésing for the individual is the maintaining of
a non-stressful state of functioning. At the marital level of
functioning-thelpredominant f;afure of information processing is

vthe communication process (Buckley, 1967). The i@mediaﬁe goal of
these communication procésses is the negotiation bf a familiar level
§f functioning between marital partners. The interplay. between %he‘

two levels of systems occurs when each partner tries to maintain a

behavioural pattern which provides the greatest level of satisfaction
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for bothvhim/herself and his/her marriage partner (Lederer & Jaékson,
1968).

In ordé: to utilige this particular system functioﬁ wﬁich is
relevant to both levels of systems %nalysis, this study has chosen
to fbcus on marital problem sélving as an oécasion for observing'
infofmation processing at. both system 1evé}s. In the marital problem
solving.‘ truation, a problem is defined as "any situation involving an

3 h

unachieved but potentially attainable goal in which the means for
overcoming barriers to achieving the goal though not immediatély
apparent are eongidered feasible" (Klein‘& Hill, 1599, p-495). The
goal under consideration would be a ”desifed %tate of afféirs whose

I

attainment fequires some sort of activity" (kiein & Hill, p.495).
yl K

The barriers to the attainmegp of the gqal are thosé conditions which
impede the attginmentAbf thé gbal,fthus creating ; certain degree of
ambiguity apout the possibility of goal attainment.

' As was mentioned previously with respect to information
processing, an important factor to be considered in moving from
individual probhem ;olving to marital problem solving is the
interaction component. The individual problem solving effort can

| be considefed as a cognitive, perceptﬁal’activity while the marital
problem éolvihg effort must be considered as an interaction ﬁrocess.
In going from>indiyiéual to marital problem soiving, two considéf;
atibﬁs must be taken into account. These are/the nature of the

goal strucﬁure and the organization of the behaviour of the partners

(Kléin &‘Hill,‘l979). It is with respéct toothese two considgratioﬁs



that there is again a link go the individual cognitive style
differences mentioned earlier.

The nature of the.goal structure according to Klein and Hill has
to do with the setting up of the problem solving process. Problemhj
solving begins, they say, when a common goal is agreed hpon; therefore
negotiation must take place first in order to éstablish goal consensus.
An integral part of attaining goal consensus is the clarification of
goals and the establishing of a hierarchy of goals before setting out
éo discpss ways and means of échieving them. Success at this ;ask
&ill facilitatea.mofe effective handling of the subséﬁuent problem
solving task. In other words, good problem solving necessitates the
effective structuring of goals. Tﬁis task requires the ability to
disembed problems from the context of dafly living. Furthermore, it
.requires the ability to clarify the apparent needs,to,bé met and theﬁ

. ‘ ‘.

ability to structure a hierarqhy of gogls to meet these needs. 1In
addition to inﬁerpersonal skills; the ability to give'structure to
" ambiguous situatibns is needed.: As previously mentﬁbned, those
individualS*ofra field dependent cognitive orientation should be
bettervat the interpersonal skills while the field independent-
individuals should be better atvfﬁe strucﬁuring skills (Witkin &
Goodenough, 1976) .

| The second major consideration in marital problem solving is the
organization éf the behaviour of the p;rtners into anAinteraction

. ‘

pattern aimed at problem consénsus,’solution and evaluation (Klein &

Hill, 1979). Klein ahd Hill suggest that interaction structured. for

problem solving becomes stylized so that identifiable roles are



observable in problem solving situations. For example, one individual
may take on the role of arbitrator, another may be a facilitator, and
still another a non-participant and so on. The suggestion being
offered in this study 1is that in a marital problem solving situation
those observable roles will likely be consistent with the cognitive
style characteristics of each indfvidual in the marriage. For
example, one would expect that field dependent individuals, given
their tendency to rely on external referents, would not assume

k
leadership roles in problem solving, but rather would take on more

supportive roles whieh complement the leadership of the other in the

problem solving task.

An Integration of Two Levels of Svstems Analysis

Within a Proposed Theory of Marital Problem Solving

Having d%scussed the various aspects of this study within the
framework of general systems theory, this third méjor section of the
Concepﬁual framework will serve to integrate those various aspects
into a theoretical model of marital problem solving which will add
further clatrity to the organization of the study. For ease in
-following the discuséion, this section has been supplemented with a
diagram that outlines the various component parts involved in this
study (sge Figure 1). : . : ‘

The theoretical model ofhfamily problem splving proposed by Klein

and Hill (1979) is stated to be compatible with general systems theory.

.

Although it is stated to be a family problem solving model in this
’

study, it is referred to as marital problem solving since marriage is

«



16

UOT3I0BISTIES
3UTATOS wWaTqQoig

UOTINTOS WaTqoid

S EREVS S RER R
3UTATOS waTqoid

£3r17qe1depe

Teataew ¢
UOTS3Yod TeITIBW ‘7
uoT3IdEBI2IUT
JO @duenbag ¢ ~
uotlioeaLjuT
Jo uoTINQTalsIdg "¢ souapuadapul
4 . PIaTj pue
uoT3ldoeIajul @duspuadap Ppyraty wu:wvmm@wmcﬂ PToHd
jo Junouy ‘7 Jo suofjBUTqUWO) T aduapuadap prald ‘I
uoT32ea133UT . se7319doag

BUTATOS wWaTqol1(g

Tean3ionilg dnoiay

[4aN

S2T3STa93dBaIRY)
; 12quBay

sjusuoduo) JUTATOS wa[qoid TBITIBR Y3l

T 2and1j

Juowy drysuor3elay ayj



the particular form of family being considered in this study. The

theory 1s particularly useful for this study in that it has been

structured in such a way as to include concerns of both a sociological

and psychological naturo.‘ In charting the effect of }sychological
influences on marital problem solving, the relevant factors under
consideration are !'member characteristics” which relate to "groun
structural properties'. These in turn have an effect on problem
solving process dimensions referred to as interaction and problem
solving effectiveness.

-&ember characteristics are defined as the skills or competencies
possessed by.family members who are marriage partners (Kleih & Hill,
1979). It has already been suggested that field dependence/inde%
péndence is an appropriéte operationalizétiop"of this component ip
that field dependence/independence is related to the two important
problem solving skills of problem structuring and social sensitivity.
Within a marriage system, these two cognitive styles can combine to
form four possible types of marital arrangements. Klein and Hili
refer to‘such arrangements as ''group .structural properties”,'meaniné
the distribgtionnof cqmpetencies as they contribute to organization
features and interéctional patteris in marriagé (Kiein &.Hill, i979).

As discussed earlier‘in this chaptetr, cohesion and adaptability
are the two dimensions of the marital system structure which.are
cémpatible with differentiation theorv as applied to the individual
subsystem;' These two system structures are also group structural
properfies. Marit;l cohesion is a concept chosen by K -in and‘Hill

as a group structural property and marital adaptability is a concept

17



that is similar to the group structural property which Klein and Hill
call developmental flexibility (Klein & Hi1ll, 1979).

In this study, then, a major concern has been to determine if
there is a relationship between the various combinations of individual
cognitive styles, member éharacteristics, and marital structural
properties as measured by marital cohesioﬁ and adaptability.
Furthermore, combined member ch;racteristics and group structural

properties are considered to be linked to.interaction behaviours;

therefore a suhsequent area of analysis was that of marital inter-
action as it pertains to marital problem sol?ing effectiveness. .Three
areas of anélysis were considered as being relevant to marital problem
solving and related té cognitive style influence. These three areas
are the amount of communication, the distribution of interaction and
the sequencing of iﬁterac;ion. The interactional compénent of this
study has been selected to provide descriptive information on both
the style of.the couples' interaction as well as the problem sblving
process itself. The purpose of selecting these variables was
twofold: First, they are valuable in describing any differences that
may or may not exist among the couples repfesenting various cognitive®
style combinations; and secondly, they provide a valid link between
the couples and theQr problem solving effectiveness (Klein & Hill,
1979). : ) ‘ ~

Of final consideration in the problem solving model and in this
study has been consideration of the couples'’ percgption of the quality
of and their sat;sfactiop with both the problem solving process and

the solution. In this study these have been-considered with respect

18
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tP both the immediate problem solving situationvas wéll as their
problem solving efforts in general. Given the fact that the field
independent’cqgnitive style lends itself more to certain marital
problem‘solving skills such as disembedding and structuring goals and
the field dependent orienfation lends itself more to interpersonal
‘skills, it remains to be.seen how various combinations of these styles
will influence the perceived problem solving effectiveﬁess of the
various couples.

In summary, the conceptuai framework chosen for this stﬁdy was
general systems theory. The value of systems theory %or'this stgdy
has been its utility for‘incorpofating the EndiVidual and the

(4 ' A
dvad levels 1Into a systems analysis. Mardital cohesion and
adaptability as proposed.within a circumplex modelvof mérifai and
family dynamiés Qefe seen as‘adequately representing the systems

notion of differentiation at the marital level. The individual

.subsystems were considered from.the psychological differentiation

N~

chcause of the possible influence of field dependence/independence .

)

{
upon competencies related .to marital problem solving including problem

structuring and social.sensitivity skills, the marital problem solving
model proposed by Klein and Hill has served as a model by which to

+ ‘organize the various components of this study.

Lhéory perspective and measured by field dependence/independence. -

19



CHAPTER III

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE®

There does not appear to be much research regarding the role of
psychological differentiation in marital problem solving, therefore
a history of the development of psychological differentiation theory

will be presented first. This will givé added clarity‘to conceptual
ideas discussed in the previods chapter and lead'ub'to the second
section whichris a discussion of the pertinent field deﬁenden;e/.
independence literatire. Of.special considerétidn in this section
will be the two components of this cognitive style construct that
appear.tq be relevant to marital problem solYing; These are éognitive
restructuring and social sensitivity skills. The third sectioﬁ Qf

' this chapter will include a discussion of the‘maritél probléﬁ solving

literature particularly as it pertains to the variables relevant-to

this study. \ ' - .

A History of the Development of Psychological Differentiation Theory

. Witkin and associa;es (1974) introduced psychoiggical differentia-
tion into_the literature on pérsonality in ofde; to give\;Eructure to
his experipentgi.findings in the study of field dependence/indepen-
deéce. Research related to psychological differenfiation begdn with
Werthe;mer's classic study of a person's perception of ap upfight
object in space (cited iﬁ Karp, 1977). The issue under consider;tion
.was the type of cues used by individuals in determining the vérticality

of objects. Were the cues provided by the visual environment or were

20



£
they provided by the body of the perceiver? Wertheimer concluded
that, in thié body adjustment test, fhe visual cues provided gy the
environment were predominant. Subsequent research by Witkin began
wi%h the development of the rod andfraﬁe test (Witkin & Asch, 1948)
and the body adjustment test (Witkin, 1949). Both tests were a means

, !
of studying the individual's perception of the upright. He concluded

0

’

that individuals differed in the extent to which they Qsed either
external environmental cues or intérnal cues. From this'point
Witkin's focus shifted to the chéracteristics\of individuals that
might contribgte to the differeht ways in which they arrived at their‘
perception of_the uprighti In other words, he became concerned with
individual.differences in perceptual and personality characteristics
as they were related to.a person's tendency to rely on external or
internal cues during studies of the perception of the upright. This
.Ied to the dévelopment of the Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, 1950) as

1 . : ) - ,
a correléte to the rod and frame test and the body adjustment test.

‘'With the Embedded Figures.Test (E.F.T.), subjects were shown a

simﬁle geometric figure and then ingtructed to find the figure when
it Qas eébedded witﬁin a complex design. The complex design was
strugtufed in such a way that the simple figure was an integral part
of the more complex pattern and therefore hidden within it. In order
for a‘subject to find the simple figure within the éomblex design, it
was necessary to restructure it in one's mind in such a way as to

‘ Y
" expose the simple figure.  Subjetts who found it difficult td perceive

the simple figure within the complex design also had difficulty

21
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separatjhg the rod from the frame in the rod and frame test or thé , Q
body from the room in the body adjustment test.

In thé Embedded Figufes Test it was dctermined that indiyiduals
who relied primarily on environmentalvcues took longer to find simple
geometric figures emﬁedded within more coﬁplex ones than indiQiduals
who were reliant on their own ability to break up the environmental
pattern and reorganize it in order to expose the hidden figure. With
the correlated results that emerged from ﬁhe studies involving these
various perceptgal tests, it was determined that what the thfee tests
had in common was the ability to determine the degree to which the
individual was dependent upon the immediate visual field surrounding
an object in making judgmenﬁs abéut the object. Emerging from the
above evidence was tﬂe térm field dependence/independence as a
description of vainUS'perceptual orienpations adopted'by indiyiduals
engaged in these berceptual tasks. The field dependencé/indépendence'
dimensioﬁ came to represent a con&inuum of relative positions from

; .
the field dependent orientation to the field independent orientation.
Oﬁ perceptual tasks that involved separating an itém from its organized‘
field or context, field dependent persons were said to be reliant upon
external referents while field independent persons were said to-be
reliant upon internal Eeferénts. In other words, field indépepdent
persons were considered to have a greater ability thgn fiéld
dépendent persons to break up a'configuration and isolate relevant
cues from an embédding context (Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman, Machover,
Meissner, & Wapner, i972). |

Studies by Witkin and associates from 1954 to 1962 led to a



broadening conceptualizatiog of the field dependence/independence
concept (Witkin.& Goodenough, 1976). These studies Qere concerned
with relating disembedding ability in pérception.to disembedding
ébility in intellectual functioning- In relation to intellectual
functioning, it was determined that dise&bedding was in effect an
analytical ability wh%Fh involved problem restructuring skills. 1In
this context, restructur‘i‘ng skills referred to the ability to a.ct-upon
a problem solving task b& organizing it or imposing structure where
.it may be lacking. Field independent persons have been fqund to
possesgs a réstructuring ability and, therefore, wilkl act upon'them
stimulus material presented to them whereas field‘depend;ﬁt persons
&ill leave the stimulus material as 1s (Witkin et alr,l974)( ~ This
difference in problem solving orientation was felt to depict an
articulated versus non-articulated cognitive aEErgach.. An articulated
approach is one in which the inéividual has the ability to articulate
an item from its context and imposé Structure on a field when structure
was lacking. The articulatéd fiela approach'was contrasted by a
global approach which referred to a preference to aCCépt an item
within its global field, as is, even if the field or context of the
item was unstructured. Thg articuléted f}eld apérSach then became
inclusive of the field independent individual style and g;obal field
approach inclusive of ﬁhe field dependent individual style (Witkin
et al,, 197%).

As additional research continued to link individual differénces5‘

beyond the scope of perceptual and intellectual functioning to

additional areés, another theoretical effort wasﬁundertaken to



cogceptualize individual differences in psychological'functioning. It
washat‘this point that the concept of psycﬁological diffe;entiation
was formally introduced (Witkin etal., 1974). Within ghe individual
_system-hierarchy,'differentiation was considered to be the highest
order of indiviéual diffgrence constructs. As such it was theorized
to be manifest in ghe lower order constructs ghat are infiuenced by

v

it. These four functions as reviewed by-Witkin and Goodenough (1976)

are as follows. (a) Articulated cognitive functioning represents the
ability to overcome embeddedness, a perceptual %ﬁtellectual actiQity'
that relates to differentiatioh'in cognitive functioning. (Bb) A senée
of separate idenfity relates to‘the individual's ability to re&ognize
-Ehose characteristics such as attributes, values and needs thqt-

represent thq«sgij as distinct from those same characteristicsnwhichp

N

make for the identity of othergﬁi Those persons with a greater sense

2

of a distinct personal self are more inclined to function Qith a
greater sense of personal autonomy than those who have a less
differentiated view of tﬁemselves in relation tb others. (c) Articu-
lated body concept is related to an individual's ability to perceive
a body as discreet within'a étrugpure. (d} Control over impulse
expression and the'ﬁse of specialized defenses in dealing with
potentially threatening circumstances is a fourth catégory of/

"~ differentiation.* Greater differentiation i; revealed by more
specialized defenses such asgintellectualization, whereas

less differentiation is revealed by unspecialized defenses like
repression, Aenial, and indiscriminate turning‘away from external

-

threats.

g
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Given the self consistent nature of psychological functioning,
it was argued that with a measure of any one of these categories of

psycholog%cal-differentiation, it would be possible to infer with a
high degree of probability a number of charaéteristics which are :
likely to be present within the individual personality under certain
cifcumstances (Witkin et al., 1979). In other words, the degree‘of
differentiation determined by an.individual's articulated cognitive
fuﬁcﬁﬁon\pg abilitygdcan be expected.fo relate to that individual's
sense of separate identity, articulated body concept, and use of

specialized defenses. 1In determining, then, the degree of differen— ,

tiation with respect to ahy one of tve four categories; one can

”

infer a wide range of behavioural chéracteristics relaté% to all four '

categories. One benefit of this particular conceptualization has heen
the utility of field dependence/independence theory as a measurable

component of the articulated cogndtive function category within the

-

" psychological differentiation scheme.

o~

8 ‘ Fiéld-Dependence)lndependeﬁée

Having discussed the field dependeﬁt/independent dimension in

general, studies will now be presented that relate to two major areas

: f s . . Sy
of interest to this study, cognitive restructuring and social |

sensitivity skills. This section will be concluded with a discussion
of the literature pertaining to cognitive spyle in relation to dyadic
and marital relationships. . o T,

Cognitive Restructuring Skills

The cognitive restructuring ability associated wifhéfield

independence includes skills related to breaking up an organized

25



field; providing organization to a field lacking:in organization, gnd
imbosing a different oréanizational field than the one that is in
existence. There 1s a considerable amouﬁt of empirical evidence
linking field independence to a variety of cognitive restructﬁring

dimensions (Witkin & Goodenough, 19Z§b). In addition to perceptual

)
* '

disembedding which was described earlier, two other-dimensions appear
< S t

to have special relevance to this study, concept attainment and
s

perspectivism.

Studies of concept attainment have indicated that field
independent persons-tend t; addpt a hypothesis/testing approach to
. Jearning, while field dependent individuals learn gr;dug}&y over -the
~course of a number of trials (e.g., Nebelkopf & Dreyer, 1973). The
hyggghesigﬁtestéﬁg style is indicative of an acfive participant

approach to learning as antra§ted~with a more passive, spectator .

-

approach. For e#ample, in comparing cognitivé style differences oﬁ
strategies'for comprehension of prose, Dayg (1983) found that as long
as instructions regarding problem éolving séfétégies were explicit,
field dependents were able to benefit froﬁ a léar;ing~situation as

much as field independents. . In situations in which subjects were

required to draw upon their own inferences, field independent,gubjects

.

performed better. While field dependent individuals are capabie of "7

adopting a hypothesis testing approach, when they do they usually
sample from a limited number of stimulus cues in : nstructing-a
hypothesis (e.g., Kirschenbaum, 1968; Shapson, 1973). Field

independent individuals, however, tend to adopt a 'wholist" strategy

\ _
rather than a "partist' -one in formulatin 'hypotﬁeges during problem
: g




solving (Witkin & Goodenough, 1976b).

| Another cognitive restructuringnability characteristic of tbose‘
who are field iﬁdependenf is referred to as perspeetivism.
Perspectiyism is a term,suggesfed by Werner (1%48) to refer to the
ability to recegnize that one person's perspec;iVe may differ from
vfhet of another. If“required, a differing perspective cae pé adopted
for one’s_own. While persﬁectivism"is a eoncept that is linked
primarily to spatial v;sualizagioﬁ.ability,_it\has also been
coneidered‘in eocial~eituations. Feffer (1959) developed a task in
which a eubject makes up a seory and then retells the stéry from the

U

perspecfive of each of the characters iﬁ the Story. Consistency of
theme from story to stofy is a measure of an individeal's perspectiyism'
in this situe;ion.- Sfudies utilieing"this~task have generally found
that field independent subjects have greeter perspectivism than field
dependent subjects (Fiscalini, 1975; Futterer, 1973; Perkins, 1973).
Essentially, then, field independent persons have particular

cogriitive restructuring skills which have developed as a result of

their reliance on internal referents during problem solving

S :

situations. Some‘of the advantages field independent individuajs hav
over field dependent persons in problem selving situations are';;Eaféij
to their‘disembédding ability or their ability toe isolate various
siéuatipnal«componehts or oréanize problem situations that lack
sFructure. Fieid independent individuals take an active approacﬁ to“

- learning (Goodeﬁodgh; 1976; Nebelkdﬁf & Dreyer, 1973) and are better
at concept attainmen i persons (Pfovost, 1981).

In self ratiag studies they describe themselves as@beingAlogical and
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theoretical (Pemberton, 1952) and on voéationai interest tests show a
preference for analytical areas of interest (Witkin &’Goodenough,
19763).‘ In working with others, they are also capable of separatiné
their own perspectives from those of others. These‘then are some of
the advaﬁtages of field independeﬁt cognitive restructuring ability. as
related to problem solving situations. The diéédvantages of the field
independent orientation for marital problem solving may be in the fact
that they pref;r to work aﬁtonomously and marital problem solving
requires interaction or social sensitivity skills as well. We turn our
attention now to field dépendence/independence in relation to thé
second coméonent of marital problem solving, interpersonal behaviour.

Social Sensitivity Skills

Persons wi;h a field dependent or field independent cognitive
style will differ in their interpersonal behaviour in wayé thaf are
consistent with the theory of psychological’differentiation‘(Witkin &
Goodenough, 1976b). In éeneral,'field dependentvindividuals make -
greater use of external referents, are more attentive to social cues,.
and therefore have a more interpersénal orientétion than field
independent individuals who are more autonomous ana impersonal in
orientation. -One of the specific ways in which this in:efpefSOnai
orientation manifests is in regard to opinion change during'group
interaction situations. In one of the earlier studies, Linton (1955)

found that field dependent subjects' judgment of movement during an

dutokinetic situatiorwas §ignificantly related to the-effect of °

.

confederate iﬁgut while field indepgndents' judgment was not. Subse-

N : v 2 )
quept studies have confirmed these earlier results (Antler, 1964;°

-



Balance, 1967; Birminghqm, 1974; Wachman, 1964; Weinberg, 1970). These
studtes indicated that, in géneral, f{icid dependent persons have a
greater need for social approval, are more acquiescent or conforming,
and are more apt to change their opinions in group interaction situa-
tions ghan fic1ld independent persons. In Shulman's Sthy (cited ié
Witkin & Good-nough, 1976b), opinion change was studied in group
situations in which the groups were required to arrive at consensus on
an issue about which there was disagreement. Amoﬁg the group members
were stooges who outnumbered the subjects and, therefore, represented a
majority opinion. The groups that failed to reach consensus included
field independent subjects who would not change tﬂeir.opinions in the

face of group pressure. Those groups with field dependent subjects,

however, did reach consensus. One other significant study in this

1} ° \ .
regard examined matched/mismatched dyads in a conflict situation

(Oltman, Goodenough, Witkin, Freedman, & Friedma. . 1975). Female
squec£§ identified as 'field dependent or field independent using the
Group E%}edded Figufes Test and Oltman's (1968) portable fod and frame
test wefe pa;red on one occasion with a partner of similar cognitive
style and on another occasion with a partner of diffefing cognitive
style.' Each dyad was giveh the task of reaching agreement on a course

T
of action for several choice/dilemma problems for which it had been

““established that they disagreed. Subjects were given 15 minutes to

(44

solve the problems and three extra minutes if needed. Outcomes were
classifi®dd as disagreement if neither paréner changed her position in
any way, opinion change if one partner gave up her position and totally

accepted the position of her partner, and compromise if partners



apreed to accept one course of action under certain conditions and the
other course of action 1f these conditions were vot met. The results
of the study indicated that highly differentiates pairs failed to
resolve their initial conflicts in an‘averagc of 357 of the problems
they discussed. Matched undifferentiated pairs failed-to agreé on an
average oi 5% of their proﬁlems. Mixed pairs failed to reach
agreement on 18% of théir problems: \Those results indicate that in a
conflict situation ficld dependent or undifferentiated individuals

are more likely than field independent individuals to contribute to °*

’
/

conflict resolution by accommodating to the/yiews of others. In this
situation then a field dcpendent matchéh Hyad performed better than a
matched field independent dyad in resolving conflict.

In ambiguous situations involving opinion formation o; judgment,
field dgpendent individuals are more prone than field indeﬁendent
persons to structure the situation by seeking information from others
wﬁo are regarded as being knowledgeable informants (Witkin &
Goodenough, 1576b). For example, in a study-by Mausner and Graham
(1970). subjects were placed in gwo—person groups and given the task of
. kel
judging the rate of a flickering light. In thé first trial each
subject recorded the judgment of his partner. Each partner was then
given different information about the accuracy of the‘results so thaﬁ
each thought that on the initial trial they were accuraﬁe and.their
partner was inaccurate. On'a subsequent trial each partner was given ’
false information about tﬁe partner's judgment priar to méking his own

judgment, which would thereby serve as a decision making aid. The

influence of the partner's judgment was considered in relation to the
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extent of field dependencéi Results indicated Lhaf for field
independent subjects there was very little difference in partner
influence between thé&g who believed_that they were more accurate in
the initial trial .run and those who wefe\toyd that they were
inaccurate. The field dependent subjects, however, who were told that
they were inaccurate initially tended to shift their opinion in the
direction of their partners, who they were led to belicve wefé more
accurate. When fie%d dependent subjects were told that:-they were more
accurate than théif partners they showed a smaller shift‘toWard‘their
partner's opinion than did the field indepenaent‘subjects. In other»
words, field dependent‘individuals are reliant on the opinion of others
in situations in which the input of the other is considered to~be
helpful in increasing their effectiveness. Field independent
indivianls tend to mainto:a an individualistic strategy reéardless

of the situation.

The significance of.the role of ambiguity for field dependent
persons in‘social interaction situations.is pgrtinenﬁ,for situations
involving role definition. Ambiguity of role defiﬁition was sthdiéd
by Culver,-Cohén, Silverman, and®Shmavonian (1964). Iﬁ»this‘study
‘different ins;ruétions were given to subjects before their involvement
in a sensory Aeprivation experiment. -Some subjects were given
specific instructions prior té the experiment while o?hers'were given
ambiguous instructioﬁs and very\little feedback duriﬁg the experiment.
Based on measures of.heart rate during the experimént,,uninformed
field dependent subjects appeared to be less relaxed when they were

c

not sure what was expected of them than were informed field dependent



subjects. For field independént subjects the opposite was found;
informed field independent subjects were less relaxed than were the
uninformed field independent subjects. Additional studies have teﬁded
to confirm therhotion that field dependent persons are more
comfortable when theig roles are structured than when there i;
ambiguity surrounding vole definition (de Crbot, 1968; Gates, 1971;
 Steingart, Freedman, Gfénd, & Buchwall, 1975), Most of these studies
involved an interview situation in which the subjécts' behaviour
duriné the interview was monitored. For example, Gates (197i) found
- . ,
that field dependent subjects were less communicative with a silent
interviewe; than a responéive one. In studies of therapy matched
with gognitive style, supportive and structured therapy has been
found to be preferred for field dependent patients while a more open,
{
less structured therapy is preferred for field independent patients
(Greene, 1972; Karp, Kissin, & Hustmeyef, 1970). While these studies
tend to confirm the notion that field dependent persons make ggeater
use of external referénts than do field independent-?ersons, Witkin
and Gpodenough (1976a) suggest that thes? major differencés occur only

in situations that are characteristically ambiguous.

t

Another area of significance in relation to field dependence
and interpersonal behaviour is soéial sensilivity. Field dépendent
partners are attenfive to social cues. They will look to their
partner during problem solving, particularly if the problém is
ambiguous and the partner is regarded as a reliable source of
information (Johnson, 1973; Ruble & Nakamura,'l972). The intensity

. . N . . A
of their looking behaviour is increased if what they perceive is

\
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regarded as disapproving (Konstadt & forman, 1965).

Field dependent individuals, being more socially sensitive, do
better at tasks when others are present (Birnbaum, 1975). They are
open to the feelings of others (Ancona & Cafli, 1971;IWestbrook; |
1974) and will self disclose more than field independent individuals
(Sousa-Poza, Rohrberg,.& Shulman, 1973). They prefer physical
closeness (Holley, 1972; Justice, 1969), smile more often (Mpnes,
1974), and demonstrate a greater amount of eye contact (Badarocco,
1973). Field independent individuals demonstrate nonverbal behaviours
of a distancing factof includinglleg crossing, arm crossing, and
‘leaning back (Mones, 1974).

Field independent individuals, not being as concgrned'ﬁith the
social context, are more likely to éxpress criticism or hostilify,
while field dependents will avoid such expressions,’tﬁrning instead

against themselvesh(Dengerink, O'Leary, & Kasner, 1975). Field
‘\\:
independent individuals have been found to express negative acts more

frequently (Goldstone, 1974). Goldstone observéa\four-person groups
who wereigiven the task of composing a stofy for a Thematic

Apperception Test ‘card. Using ﬁales' Interaction process defiﬁition
of negative acts, itvwas found that there were more ﬁquuent negative

acts in the field independent groups than either thé field dependent
. or mixed groups..

fn addition to the studies that have been mentioned, other
areas of research point to further aspects of the field dependént
social orientation.. In terms of time orientatiéh, thé field
dependent would prefer time spent in an interpersonal or relational

¢
t



context (Nevill, 1974) wheréas the field independent individual would .
be more concerned“with efficient use pf time which may eliminate much
social exchange as superficial to the task at hand (Arbuthnot, 1968).
Similarly? for the use of space, field‘dependentg prefer physical
closeness (Justice, 1969) and become uncomfortable with increased
distance (Greene, 1973; Holley, 1972). f;r interests and recreation,
it has been determined that field dependent persons prefer team

a

sports rather than individual activities such-as jogging (Schreiber,

1972). On the Strong Campbell Interest Inventory, they prefer careers
related to berSuasive abilities while field independents enjoy
analytical pursuits (Alcock & Webberley, 1971; Biggs, Fitzgerald, &

Atkinson, 1971).

Field Dependence/Indepgndence and Marriage

Having discussed éhe relation between field dependence/indepen—
dence and interperéonal behaQiour in general,‘I wish to focus on field
dépendence/independence in dyadic and marifal situations in order to

A

discuss the implications of cognit?Qé'style match and mismatch for
specific beﬂaviours. In general, Aostvstudigs in this respect have.‘
examined the conseguences of cognitive style match/ﬁismatch-in
relation to teacher—s;udent and patient-therapist dyads. The results
from these studies support the notion that matched dyads tend to
develop positive féelings towards each other and miématched dyads
develop negative feelings (Di Stefano, 1970; Folman, 1973; Greene, ¢
1972; Loékheed, 1977; Packer & Bain, 1978; Sousa—Poza\& Rohrberg,

1976). TFor example, Di Stefano (1970) found that students and

e )
teachers who were matched for cognitive styles rated each other more
- i



v
positively on cognitive and personality attributes than did mismatched

students and teachers. While these studies havé examined some of the
various effects of cognitive style in stranger dyads, few stgdies have
examined the relevance of psychological differentiation within a
marital situation. One recent étudy, however, has produced results

which differ from predictions based on the literature cited above.

\

Sabatelli, Dreyer, and Buck (1983) examined field dependenée/indepen—

dencé as a potential mediatdr of relationship quality in married
dyads. Based on Witkin's theory of psychologicél differentiation, it
was hypothesized that couples witﬁ'matched levels of differentiation
would have fewer complaints and that spouses married to field
dependent partners would have fewer éomplaints due to the inter-
personal orientation of field dependent persons. Fou%ty—eight couples
with a mean age of.24.6 vears and a mean length of marriage of 32.8

\
months took part in the‘Study. The independent variable, field
dependence/independencé; was measurgd with the Embgdded Figures Test.
(E.F.?.). The.dependeﬁt variabie ﬁas_assessed with the Locke Wallace
Short Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the Ryder
Lovesickness Scale (Ryder, 1973). Husbands' and wives' E.F.T. scores
.énd their E.F.T. differencé scores were correlated with their éwn and
their partners' two measures of marifal compléints; The results of
the stuay, contrary to expéctations, yielded evidencevthat both field
deéendgnt and field independent ‘husbands married to field independent
partners had fewer Locke Wallace complaints than those married to”
field dependent wives. Wives from dyads with mismatched cognitive

4.

styles had fewer Locke Wallace combplaints than wives from dyads with
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matched cognitive styles. Thé authors suggest that the differences
between long term relationships and adhoc dyads may account for
d;ffefences found in this study as compared to studies of dyads done
previously. For example, they suggest that in a long term situation,
men may findAinterécting with field dependent women difficult since
they require considerable s;cial and interpersonal support.” On the
other hénd, field independent wives may:contribute more to a sense of
separateness and independence.in a marriage relatignship.- It'ig
difficult';o draw conclusive inferences from one study; however, the
unexpected results‘clearly point to the need to pursue further
research with respect to the mediating effect of cggnitive style on
marital interaction.

|
i

Marital Problem Solving

According to Klein and Hili.(l979), the heritage of family
problém solving analysis can be traced to the following areas: (a) the
faﬁily\and social problems (Gébde, 1961; Sprey, 1966); (b) family
crisis and adjustment (Fa?ber, 1964; Hanson & Hill, 1964; Hill, 1949);
(c) normal family development (Aldéus, 1974; Duvall, 1971; Hill &
Rodgers, 1964;'Rapop6rt, 1963); (d) small group problem solving; and
(é) decision making (Bales & Stodtbeck, 1951).: Turning now to
family problem solving research, ahnumber éf noted reseaféhers havé
‘contributed to theoretica; advances in‘the family problem solying area
during the past sixteen years (e.g., Reiss, 1971a, 19%lb, 1971c;
Straus; 1968; Tallman, 1971). Subsequentiy a number of efforts have

been made to combine and integrate relevant ideas pertaining to family
! T .
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problem solving (e.g., Aldous, 1971; Klein & Hill, 1979; Klein, 1983).
The problem solving concepts deemed relevaﬁt to this study‘are some of
tho§e wh;ch Klein and Hill (1979) have selected from among the various
strandsﬁgf family pfoblem solving literature and woven into a theory
which proposes several determinants of family problem(solving
effectiveness. The literature pertaining fo the concepts integral to
this study has been digcussed as follows: (a) cognition as it relates
to fémily problem solving; (b) cohesion and adaptability as group
structural factors in family problem solving; and (c) the amount, the
vdistribution, and the phasing of interaction as three major areas of
interaction considered to be relevant to family problem solving
effeétiveness. |

|

Cognition and Family Problem Solving

©

In a discussion of the structural propetties of the family group,
Klein and Hill (1979) acknowledée that similarit "'differences
among family members include no£ only cultural fa > th also tralts
sucﬁ as age, gender, interpersonal skills, and cognitive skills. In
this régard the distribution of cognitive skills in a marital
relationship is one way of examining couple cognitive style
competencies related to problemvsﬁlving. Precedent for this assertion
can bé found in the family pr Eleﬁ solving literature. "

In a study which linked the cultural variable, social class, with
family problem solving effectiveness, Straus (1968) tested three
factors as a possibie rationale for differences he discovered in "blue
and white collar" family problem solving effecpivenéss. Of special

note are the factors of creativity and communication. Creativity for
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Straus was a major component of what he referred to as a cognitive
style theory. He defined creativity as ériginality of thought or the
ability to break uﬁ perqutual sets and he éperationalized it as the
number and range of ideas for problem solution. His finding was that
middle class families were more effective problem solvers in part due
to their greater abilityito be creative or flexibleﬁft generating
problem solutions.’ Since middle class families were considered to be
more verbally fluent than blue collar families, the ?econd factor
conéidered, the amount of commun%cation, was theorized to be rélated
to class diffefenges and problem solving as well. Low correlations
were found for both cfeativi{y and communication in relation to.
problem solving effectiveness. As a result of these findings,'a
limitation of this study was that creativity and communication were
not. found to be an adequate explénation for the differences in problem
solving effe%tiveness"found to exist in the various social classes.
Although the evidence from this study was not ééﬁclusive, it did lend
support for the fole of creativity or cognitive style and communica-
tion in relation to problem solVing'éfféétiveness.

El;borating on the research/bf Straus, Tallman (1970) -theorized
that the cognitive style dimeYSion was one of a number of related

)
ideas pertaining to problET/gﬁlving effectiveness. In general, an

N v

elaborative cognitive style would be capable of specifying and

differentiating situational cues as opposed to simplistic interpreta-
tion. In his structural/cultural theory of family problem solving,

Tallman suggested that two important group structural variables, -

cognitive style and power relationships, would cantribute to »
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\\ differences in social ciass problem solving effectiveness. Cognitive

4style was defined as creativity and elaborateness of language, which

. : .
he felt required a power structure to facilitate a maximum openness of

communication and coordinafion of family effort at solving problems.
The tw6lfactors{ cognitive style or verbdl capacity and family power

/ .
strpcture, were included in a study of social class and problem

soéving effectiveness (Tallman & Miller, 1974). In ghié study, verbal
capacity in;luded the openness and‘amount.of communication as well as
the elaborateness of speech étyle. The results of this study failed
to support the earlier fihdings of Straus (1968) in that problem
solving effectivess did not relate to comhunication. .

A third study involving social class and family problem solving
effectiveness (Cohen, 197.4) considered’the role of communication st&le
in problem solving as well as leadérship patterns. It, was proposed
that white collar families might rely on verbal communication and blue
collar families would rely on non—verbai communication. Among Coﬁen's
findings were the following: (a) There were no class d;fférences found
with»respé%t to family problem solving effectivenesé; and (g).fof both
classes the rate of verbal communicétion'was positively and signifi-:
cantly related to family probiem solviny effectiveness as measured by
performance on a laboratory game. This finding lends support to
Straus' (1968) earlier findings about tﬂe relationship between amount
of communication and family problem solving effectiveness.

- Though there have beeﬁ contradictory results among these early

studies of social class and marital problem solving effectiveness,

they would aﬁpear to offer limited support for the suggestion that

3¢
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the environment. The family's cognitive perceptual orientation then

gogﬁitive stfié is a factor in family problem solving effectiveness.
In all of these studies the culﬁﬁra} variable, social class, is
related to cognitive style and operétionalized as creativity (Straus,
1958), verbal style and capacity (Tallmaﬁ & Miller, 1974), and style
of communication (Cohen; 1974). 'ﬁhe‘underlying premise is that
families from different social classes will reveal differences in

cognitive functioning as reflected in a family problem solving

" ‘context. Studies of socialization, problem solving style and

-

cognition cited in a review article by Bée (1971) lend support for
class differences_}p/problem solving and to the suggestion that family
problem solving is structured, id part, by cogniti&e competency
traits. In these So;ializa;ion studieé, mény traits which included-
creativity and the amount and sﬁyle of communication were found {Q
relate to a varie’  of determinants of problép solvi;g effectiveness.

A separate body of literature relating cognition tovfamily
problem solving haé been generated within the research effort; of
David Reiss ?nd his associates (1981). Reiss' theofy of conseasual
experience has advocated.that a crucial component of thg experience
of being a part of family is ‘the sharing among family members of a

-

common perception of the environment and the family's place within
will affect its' problem solving efforts. In this regard, Reiss has
studied three family cognitive perceptual orientations which he refers
to as environment-sensitive, interpersonal distance-sensitive, and
consensus-sensitive (Reiss, 1971a). The environment-sensitive family

perceives the environment as predictable and controllable and

40



therefore works together at interpreting the environment. The inter-

i

personal distance-sensitive family orientation is oné in which the
family perceives the environment as controllable but meﬁbers are more
individualistic in their‘approach to the environment than the
environment~sensitive family. In the consensus-sensitive family

orientation, the family perceives the environment as,;hzgéfening,

' . - . \
chaotic and unknowable. This family is highly cpordinated, effettive
~ .

AU . RN ]
.at utilizing cues from one another, but ineffective at processing cues

from the environment. In relating these family typologies to problem

solving, Reiss has considered basically the following three variables:
(a) problem solving effectiveness, (b) coordination, and (c) closure.

Problem solving effectiveness’ is defined -as the .contribution of the

/

family effort to problem solution and the extent to whigh the problem
solution is detailed and structured as contrasted with a simple
chaotic solutiont (Reiss, 1971a). Coordination refers to the family

—————

members' ability and cooperation at developing problem solutions that

/

are similar. Closure refers to the families'ﬁékaracterispic style of
either suspending or imposing familiar structure on sensory éxperience
and the speed with which closure is initiated despite additional
information (Reiss, 19713). Some of the expected relationships
between the three faqily typologies and these problem solving
variables are as follows: (a) Environment—seﬁsitive familieé would
rate ﬁigh on problem solving effectiveness and coordination and low
on closure; (b) interpersonalpdistancg—sensitive families would rate

moderately high at problem solving effectiveness, low at coordination,

and rate variable with respect to closure; and (c) consensus-sensitive

-
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families would be ineffective problem solvers but highly cgordinated
and high with tespect to closure (Reiss,fl97la). Studies of -the above
the?ry which most oftep have been based un psychiatricallybdiagnosed;

| populations have supported the gtated links betweeq the three family
types and problem solving performance with respect to effectiveness,
coorﬁination, and closure kReiss, 1971b, 1971c).

Reiss' theory of consensual experience has been criticized for

various reascns ingluding his use of psychiatrically diagnosed

“\~\\,\\\"\~Hfgpulations as well as hi%s blendipg of independehc.gariables

e
——

(orientations, cognitions, perceptions) amt-dependent—variables _
B M e SN

\

(problem solving iﬁteraction patterns) in describing familyhtypes

(Kleim & Hill, 1979). Neverthgiess, his fesearéh has demonstrated

” 2

perhaps more than anyﬁpther‘a persistent effort to link individual
cogniti&e perceptuél s;yles and family interaction. His fesearch‘is
ofTspecial interes; to thislstudy in that one can find the influence o
of.field articulatioh theory (Witkin et al., 1974) iq hi§'work. It
was Reiss' (1971a) cqntention that family éfoblem solving effective—
ness would.require the ability to articulate structure in a éomplex Py
- !
stimqlus field. Such a capacity on the family level is similar to
that which was degcribed in Witkin's concept of field articulation
(Witkin ef»al., 1974). It was Reiss' (1971a) conténtion ;hat |
families thét are made uf of field articulate individuals will
. . ‘ S ] : .
‘deVelop concepts regarding their environment that are complex énd

structured. Furthermore, they would interact in such a way as to give

one another the necessary opportunity to examine the stimulus field

~
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without coercion. In a study of families tested with three different
.
types of problem solving procedures-that allowed for simultaneous
analysis of both family and individué] thinking, Reiss (1970) found
that, while the families were interacting to produce solutions, the
indiyidﬁals were processing information in a field articulate fashion.
In other words, the individuals were able to discard irrelevant cues
and develop and articulate structure with respect to the stimulus
field. The difficulty with the study was that formal field articu-
latibn assessment pfocedures were noL utilized.

In pursuing the utility of field articulation theory for family 
problem solving further, it was suggested that not only would field
independence account for problem solving effectiveness but field
dependence would account for social sensitivity (Reiss, 1970;

Silverman, 1967). In other words, field dependence would account for

the perceptual basis of Reiss' notion of family coordination. In

VAN

. S o . N
.environment-sensitive families, which app&ar to demonstrate both

structured and articulated concepts of their environment as-well as
social sensitivity skills, Reiss expected to fina poth field
independent and field dependent members. Evidence frém his research
failed.to support this suggéstioq (Reiss, 1970) and, after conducting
further research, Reiss conciuded that the perceptual dimension
related to coordination is unrelated to field articulation. At this
point alternative perceptual dimensions than field articulétion were
considered in order to account for this independent dimension of the
family probiem solvidg experience.

Unlike the previously discussed family researchers, Reiss has
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gone to great lengths to develop and test a theory of family probiem
solving that has attempted to relate. the cognitive-perceptual style of
individual family members to family problem solving dynamics. While
vet other theorists (e.g., Turner, 1970; Weick, 1971) have made
reference to the role of cognitive competencies as a mediating factor
in family problem solving, their efforts are of a theoretical nature.
In summary,‘it can be stated that while there are difficulties
in determining the effect of combining individual cognitive style
characteristics at the marital or family level of analysié, there
would appear to be support for thé notion that cognition is an .
important factor -in the marit;l problem solving process. While k\

acknowledging that the characteristics of familvy members are crucial

to the understanding of the problem solving process, in studying thew,

“
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marital unit of analysis one must begin to assess the diétribution
effects of such variables as cognitive style (Kléin; 1983). 1In this
respeét the studieé.mentioned have offered limited suppgrt for the
notion that differing cognitive competencies or styles will have an
effect on the problem solving process. This influence extends to the
way a family perceives their environmént, structures their relation-
ship and their problem solving effort (Reiss, i97la), and the way a
f;mily cgmmunicates (Cohen, 1974; Straus, 1968). Furghermore, it
would appear that field dépendence/independenge theory does have a
degree of compatibility with certain family pfoblem solving concepts.
Therefore, this study will explore the relationship of éognitive‘style

to the amount, distribution and phasing of interaction.
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Cohesion and Family Problem Solving

The significance of the cohesion dimension to marriage and family
“dynamics can be inferred from the reported evidence that there are
forty concepts related to the cohesion dimension and that six
different social science fields have utilized the concept (Olson,
Sprenkle, & Russell,. 1979). Some of the related concepts that appear
in the literature are separatedng§§—connectedness (Hess & Handel,
1959), disengagement-enmeshment (Minuchin, 1974), differentiated self
(Bowen, 1960), and mutuality (Wynne, 1958). 1In spite of the wide-
spread support for the cohesion concept, two important related issues
are mentioned within recent cohesion literature. Althéugh marital and
family cohesion has peen discussed extensively it is a difficult
concept to operationalize (Russell, 1980) and it is a concept that
req&ires more empirical evidence to support widely held theoretical
assumptions based mostly on impression and clinical experience (Bilbro
& Drever, 1981). One of the observations called into questién by
Bilbro and'Dreyer (1981), for example, is the one pertaining to the
pep .lar notion that a moderate level of systems cohesion is
preferable to eithér a high or low level of cohesion. It is Bilbro

and Dreyer's contention that there is not enough empirical evidence as

yet to support this notion. ' .iﬁﬁ,

There is some support for the notion that extreme cohesion
.inhibits family functioning in Reiss' (197ib, 1971c) findings that
families classified within his family typology as ''consensus-sensitive'

were highly coordinated on a laboratory test but inéffeftivé&in

4
reaching a suitable problem solution. Additional support for the



preferred moderate level of cohesion 1s cited in Russell's (1979) study
of family triads which included parents and adolescent daughtérs. In
this study fdmily results on the Simulated Family Activity Measurement
(S{raus & Tallman, 1971), a structured family interaction game, were
chpéred with self report questionnaires that measured four variables
including cohesion and adaptability. The analysis of the data
indicated support for the association bethen high family functioning
$hd moderate cohesion and adaptability.  Low family functioning was
related to extreme cohesion and adaptability.

"While there is some support for value of the moderate level of
cohesion for family functioning, Bilbronand Dreyer's (1981) call for
more evidence-does not appear to be unfounded. 1In a recent
theoretical update of a circ;mplex model of marital and family
systems, Olson, Russel%, and Sprenklg (1983) indicated the P:ed for
cohesion and adaptability data from éouples and families spanning the
life cycle. ‘At this point it is only "suggested as to what level of.
cohesion is related tS optimal family functioning ét various family
development states. ;osg of the normative data available with.Olson's
circumplex model (1979) is related to the family with adolescent
children. It is Olson's opinion (Olson et al., 1983) that couples in
the éarly stages of marriage shouid:tend to score within the mid-range
of cohesion on the circumplex model o .. "tal aﬁd family functioning.
He does suggest, however, that coup.ss ¢~ families with extreme levels’

of cohesion can function well as long .. ..l the family members prefér

it that way (Olson et al., 1983).



. 1t was Turner's (1970) contention that family cohesion is

G

positively related to family problem solving in that it provides for a
supportive environéent in thch risk-taking and creativity are |
possible. Aldous (1971), on the otﬁer hand, suggested that, while
cohesion can make the problem éolving proceés enjoyable for families,
too much cohesion can inhibit conflict, phasing rationality, and
creativity. 1n other words it is possible to have a situation where

a family 1s more Concerned_with group maintenance than with solving
pertinent family problems. ' Within the Klein and Hill (1979) framework
of problem solving effectiveness, cohesion is considered to both influ-
ence and be influenced by interaction patterns. The level of cohesion
that exists prior to the problém solving episode is considered to
have a positive influence on the.amoént of interaction? coordinative
leadership, phasing fationality, expert power, and legitimacy of
powe}. It will.hayg an inverse influence on ‘the concentration of
interaction and the centralization of power. There are within the

literature on marital and family cohesion differences of opinion as to

the role of cohesion in problem solving}

v

\

Adaptability and Family Problem Solving \
' f

The concept of adaptability is referred to directly or indirecg@y
within various marriage and gémily thebret?gal approaches. For \\
example, withiﬁ a family systems approach adaptability is defined in
the following terms: "An adaptive family system can be conceptualized

by an optimal, socio-culturally appropriate balance between stability

promoting 'self-corrective' processes, or morphostasis, and change

I~
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promoting 'self-directive' processes, or morphogenesis' (Wertheim,
1973, p. 286). A slightly altered but compatible definition of
adaptability has come oﬁt of the family development literature (Hill,
1971; Hill & Rodgers, 1964). Within this approach a@aptive families
are seen as capaBle_of change, adaptation, and the ;z;rdering of their
structure in response t; normal and inevitable changes in family life
brought about by developmental processes. More specific still is
Olson's definitién of famil? adaptability referred to earlier. His
definition bears répeating in this immediate context. Adaptability is
"the ability of a marital/family system to‘change_its power structure,
role relationshipé) and relationship rules in response to situational
and developmental stress" (Olson,.Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979, p. 12).
Within the family problem solvinglliterature Tallman has been one
of the most involved with‘the adaptability concept (Tallman, 1961,
1970; Kieren & Tallman, 1972). In Tallman's (1970) typology of the
determinants of éffective family problem solving behaviour,’ this
concept, "openness of communicdtion', was related to attributes that
are included in Olson'; definition of adaptability. Among these
attributes are ingluded power, roles, and norms for negotiation.
Openness of communication in relation to these attributes implies that
optimal problem solving effectiveness requires flexibility and
acceptance of_change given the develoémental nature of family. While
the findings of Tallman and Miller (1974) did not find support for the
communication variable in their study, they did find thaf equalitarian

leadership styles were more conducive to effective problem solving.

v
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This finding was confirmed in a study relating the adaptability
dimension as defined by Olson to a samgling of clinic and non-clinic
couples (Sprenkle & OlSon, 1978). Using the same laboratory family
problem solving game utilized earlier by Tallman and Miller (1974),
'Olséﬁ and Sprenkle (1978) found that cdup1e§ with an equalitarian
style 'of leadership functioned more adequately than couples who were K
either non-traditional or traditional. This was particularly evident
when the relationship was supportive and the problem situation was
stressful. When there was low support in the relatioﬁship, the
husband dominant traditional style of leadership was suggested to be
as effective as the equalitarian stvle. Least effective was the wife
domihant, non—traditioﬁai style of leadership. Couples represénting
this style of leadership were theorized as bging too adaptive. 1In
relation to other Vériables, non-clinic couples were found to be
modefately adaptive, more supportive, more.creative, and more
responsive than clinic couples. Othgr studies utilizing the adapt—
ability diménsion ﬁropqsed by Olson have found tha;_high fuhctioning
families had moderate scoreé on adaptability as compared to extreme
sgores_of either high or low‘adaptébility. These faﬁilies were.also
:(foupd’to score high on support and creativity (Russell, 1979).

Klein and Hi1l°(1979) propose that developmental flexibility, a
similar concept to adaptability, is positively related to the amount
of interaction, coordinative leadership;'phasing rationality, expert
power, and the legitimécy of power and inversely related to concen-

tration of interaction and centralization of power. Research on the

~
o



édaptability dimension within a circumplex .model of marital a#a family
systems has iIndicated that couples and families scoring moderstely
adaptivevare chafacteristically more supportive, creative, and
flexible (Olson: Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979).‘ With respect to the
expected variétion in level of adaptability due to developmental
stagés of familiés, Olson has suggested that couples in the early
marriage stage most often score moderately adaptively or what ge
refers to as in the flexible and structured.range (Olson, Russell, &
Sprenkle, 1983). As stated previéusly in regard to cohgsion, extreme
levels of ada?tability are not coﬁsidered to be detrimental to marital
functioning as long as bbtﬁ partners prefer the existing level (Olson
et al., 1983).

fn,summarizing marital cohesion: and adaptabilfty the following
' suggestions have been offered by Olson and associates (1983).
Although the support is not extensive, moderate levels of cohesion and
adaptability are considered to-%e related to optimal famil;
functioning. There'may, ﬂoweve;, be exceptions to this, particularly
if family members agree on a preferred level of sfsteﬁ functioning.
‘Other exceptions may be related to stages of family dévelopment since
normative data is not yet available for how normal couplés and |
families tend to fu.ction with respect to cohesion and adaptability
at various stages. In general, cohesion and édaptability are |

considered to be group structural variables that are positively

related to particular problem solving interaction variables.
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Communication . )

There are a considerable number of studies that have employed_a
wide range of research methodology to determine how distressed and
npn—distressed, adjusted and non-adjusted, satisfied and non-satisfigd
couples differ with respect to marital interaction variables. Some of
these studies were conducted in a manner similar to this study in that
the interaction was monitored during a conflict resolution laéoratory
session and then coded for analysis. Referenée will be made to some
of rthe pertinent results that were obtained.

IQ studies of distressed and non-distressed couples in which
ten-minute videotaped segments of couple'proﬁlem solving interactiqng‘
were coded with the Marital Interaction Coding System, data showed
that Qistressed as compared to non-distressed couples engaged in a
greater frequency of negative behaviours and a reduced frequency of

f

Wampold, 1981; Vincent, Friedman, Nugent, & Messerly, 1979; Vincent,

positive behaviours (Birchler, Weiss, & Vincent, 1975; Margolin &

Weiss, & Birchler, 1975). 1In the study by Margolin and Wampold
(1981), base rate analysis of the Cduples'éé a unit inciuded
husband-wife sums to analyz; fgr mean group differences as‘well as
'husband—Qifé differences. Data on summary categories which entailed
a prioridclusters of behaviours yieided significant reéults. Non-
distressed couples emitted significantly more Probiem Solving, Verbal \
quitive and.Nonvergai Positive behaviours than distressed couples.

Within these summary categories non-distressed couples showed more

Problem Solution, Agree, Assent, Physical Positive and Smile/Laugh



behaviours. Sex differences indicated that wives compared to husbands
demonstrated more nonverbal positive behaviours, particularly Smile/
Laugh, and more verbal negative categories, in particular Complain and

Criticize. This study falled to support the evidence that distressed

couples exhibit more negative behaviours than non-distressed couples. -

A partial explanation for this discrepancy was that in studies where
results were obtained in whichl;egative behaviours discriminated
distressed and non—distresged couples (Vincent et al., 1975, 1979) a
standardized Inventory of Marital Conflicts Task (Slsén & Ryder, 1970)
was used and in this stud& with no negative behavioural differences
(Margolin &‘Wampold, 1981) couples discussed individualized conflicts.
Some ;f &he findings indicated from this study are supported by
other studies utiliziﬁg a diffefént resea;ch methodology. The idea
that non-distressed couples exhibit‘a greater fréquency of positive
behaviours would ap?ear to be similar to Olson and Sprenkle's (1978)
claim that non-clinic couples were significantly more supportive than
élinic couples. The results indicaFing a higher rate-of neutral

behaviours for non-distressed compared to distressed couples qonvergé

with findings in the family interaction literature which have

.

indicated that well-adjuéted families are characterized by high %gvgls'

of simultaneous speech and overall involvement (Alexander & Paréonsiv
1973). Finally, sex differences indicating that wivésﬁwere more
positively expressive é; well as more verbally negative are consistent
with other studies (Broverman, Vogel; Broverman, Clarkson, &
Rosenkrantz, 1972; Buck; Miller, & Caul, 1974; Notarius & John;on,

1982). With the exception of the reference to Olson and Sprenkle



N
© (1978), none Of thesé studies involved problem solving effectiveness
5

as a dependent variable. The findings, however, offer much by way "
\

of identifying those communication behaviours that discriminate

distressed and non-distressed couples in problem solving situations.

The literature from the family problem solving field as reported

earlier regarding studies by Straus (1968), Tallman and Miller (1974),

and Cohen' (1974) reported mixed results with respect to communication.

v,

rength of these studies, Klein and Hill (1979) havq/

at amount of verbal communication, nonverbal communication,
3

i oﬁt‘are positively related to problem solving effectiveness.

Q .

“The :gg, howeve®™ state that no definitive empirical evidence exists

eitber foraor against any of tpe interaction variables in a problem
solving context. On the strength of his own research in regard to =
circumplex model pf m;}ital and family systéms,dOlson has proposed
that couples with positive communication skills will tend to have more
balanced FACES scores on cohesion and adaptability than couples with
negétive communication skills (Olson, Russell, & Sprenkle, 1982). ’He
suggests that positive communication skills include clear and congruent
messages, empathy, supportive statemeﬁts, aﬁd effective problém
solving skills. Negative coémﬁhicatfon skills include incongrue%t and
disqualifying messages, lack of empathy, ﬁon—supportive or negative
statements, and poor problem solving skills.

In summary, communication during problem solving .can bhe
coggigered to contribute to problem sol§ing in the followin; manner.

The amount of overall verbal communication, nonverbal communication,

~— -~ ~and support are positively Pﬁ}ated to problem solving effectiveness.

~
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Positive verbal and nonvérbal communication skills relating to problem
solving can be considaged to contribute to problem sol-ing effective-
" ness. in that they tend to, be more freqpent amoﬁg.non—distressed
couples functioning in.ﬁroﬁlem solvihg situations. And finally, these
same positive comﬁunication_ggills are said to relate, to more balénced

scores of adaptability and cohesion by couples who are considered to

be more functional at problem solving than couples who score on
p .

extreme ranges of these two dimensions. As suqh in this study the
above can be used as determinants of problem solving effectiveness;

In addition, the distribution of interaction is considered to be
a valuable complement to the consideration of amount of‘intgraction in
that it may help to determine such variables as cegtralization of ’
powe; aﬁd coordinétive leadershiﬁ (Klein & Hill, 1979). These later
twé variables have already been diécussed in relation to mérital
adaétability. Essentially, the literature discussed indicated that
eQualiﬁarian leadership styles aré conducive to effective problem
solving (Sprenkle & Olson, 1978; Tallman & Miller, 1974), particularly
when the relationship is supportive (Sprenkle & Olson, 1978). When
there is iow support in the relationship, the husbénd dominant leader—vj
ship stylé is ﬁore effective tbat the equalitarian léadership style.
The least effective leadership pattern of the three discussed was the

wife-led, nontraditional style (Sprenkle & Olson, 1978).

Phasing Rationality

‘While problem solving rarély occurs according to neat stages

(Crutchfield, 1969), fhere is some consensus that ﬁfoblem solving is
. : ' 3 ‘

a process that involQes a series of phases (Alddﬁg;'i97l; Brim, 1962;



D'zurilla & Goldfried, 1971). The plrases of problem solving

generally agreed upon are as follows: (a) identification and defini-

tion of the problem, (b) colle;tipn of inférmatiqn rglevantrtéhthéhm”m“’ e
problem, (c) innov%tion d;rected toward generating alternative solu-
tions, (d) decislon making regarding a choice of action from aﬁong
various alternatives, aﬁd (e) following action steps, an eygluation of
the consequences of the action takén (Aldous, 1971). pAldous (1971)
has asserted :that families may not exert the same phasing £ationa}ity
as individuals or ad hoc groups and committees. It is her contention
that families usually have limited kﬂowledge abput‘possible alter-
natives, seek solutions in order to maintain day to day functioning,
and infrequently defiﬁe problems explicitly. In this respect,. while

phasing rationality is important to family probfém solving effective~

. e
ness, it should be considered within the limits of ‘a family's

resources. J
Phasing rationality is implied as well within Reiss' theory of

" consensual experience (Reiss, 197la). In discussing problem solving

.

effectiyeness; he Suggests-that a solution can be either detailed and
structured or simple and chaotic. * In addition he referred to the
variable "closure'" as the speed with which a solution is adopted and
maintained. 1In operationalizing this concept_héjhas considered ghe

ratio of the time spent in the first half of a card sorting task trial

—_—

to the total time spen;/%uring the trial.

In reviewing the literature related to this concept,. Klein &

Hill (1979) suggest that while there are few measurement procedures

4

for this ideé, it is an important area of~research,- Based on the

\

—_—
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studies of Reiss §l97la, 1971b, & l971c), they suggest“tﬁat 1t is

positively rei;ted to problem solvipg effectiveness. TIn Reiss'

studjes environmentésggsitive families who exhibited a logical search
‘_\“~\£ox\é_problem solut{%ﬁfand delayed clo;uré in solution until they had

-examined as m;EE§EVideanmas possible were considered to be effective

—

at problem solving. T ' e

Summary and Research Questions —

While there are not many studies that have examined psycholbgical
Aiffeféntiat;bn'in~relation to marital'variables,-theret19 enough .
evidence to sugg%st_that.tﬁgre are potential links that.requirg
further examination. Based on the literature considered in this
chaptgr;‘a reasonable assumption Qoeld be that fhe cognitive construct

7 field dependence/independence with its accohﬁanying cqgnitive S

.restructuring‘énd social sensitivity skills would have a media;ing
effect on the mariﬁal problem solving situation. The research by
Sabapelli et al. (1983) ‘has indicated that it is diffiéult'td make
ppgdictioné about psychological differentiation in a mari;al«context
with cergainty. Primayily for this régson,.the reseaiéh.undertaken
in this study has been exploratory and is‘structured Ey a number of
qﬁéstions and subquestions conéefning the possible relationship of

cognitive style to marital problem solving variables. The specific

b "

nature of each of these areas of inquiry has been based on inferences
. oW : .
drawn from the previous research and the theoretical discussion. The

e

areas .of inquiry were as.follows: .
A., What is the relatio#hip between couple cognitive style match and

‘ /



mismatch and their percepr ..u of their relationship structure?

1. What is the relqtionshipApetween couple cogqitive stvle match
and mismatch and their perception of their marital cohesion?

2: Wwhat is the felationship between couple cognitive style match
and ﬁism;tchznuiéﬁeir perception of their ma;ital adaptabi}ity?

3. What is thexfelationship between couple cognitive style match
and mismatch and their perception qf tﬁeir ideal cohesion?

4. What is the relationship between couﬁie cognitive style match
. i
and mismatch and.their pérception of their ideal adaptability?

L3N
»

B. What is the relationship between couple cognitive style match and
mismatc¢h and selected marital problem solving interaction variables?
. 1. What is the relationship-l2tween couple cognitive style match

and mismatch and the amount of interaction? g
. s S
2. What 1s the relationshin between couple cognitive style match

and mismatch and the di. " iuvu " n of the interaction?

t

: . "L )
and mismatch and the phasi»n i the intﬂractigh? . RO
't . . o
C: What is the relationship between couple cognitive style mdatch and
'- ' Dy o

. - . v C e
mismatch and their perception of their marital problem solving

LR

effectiééhé;s?
»l. What isithe'relationship between couple cognf%iﬁg:st;le match‘
;ﬁélﬁismatch and tpeir percebtion of the qual{tyldf“fﬁeir,solﬁtions?
2. Whéf is -the relationshiﬁ between cohpgé cognitive style magch

and mismatch and their satisfaction with: heir solutions?

-

S

3. What is the relationship between couple cognitive style match

" and mismatch and their satisfactién®with the problem solving process?

9
S

3. What is the relat:onship between couple cognitive'style ma§¢% w~f”

a
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CHAPTER 1V

METHOD

Participants

The Seiection Method

Four married couples were selected by contacting a number of

churches, one liberal arts college, and th« author's personal social ,
. »
network within a large Western Canadian ciry. In order to qualify for

the 'study, couples had to be married between one and five vears. 1In

L\ N . RN

- additiop,, it was stipulated that 'ithey could not have been invulived in

L

E

;gﬁdr;iégé cduQ§é1ling within. the past twelve month period nor intend to
B R . . g
" .jbe atthe fime of the. study. Whether or not the couples had children

was‘not a criterion. The four couples were selected for the study on

the basis of their cognitive style, using the group form of the

Embedded Figurequééﬁ,(G.E.F.Tt) to measure their level of field

-dependence/independence. ¥h order ‘to arrive at the final four couples,

a total of 19 goﬁples‘was tested from among the éreatéﬁxpopulatioﬂ:
Results of the G.EthTﬁ:scorgs for these 19 couples fsee Téblé‘l)
indicatéd that the mean scores for both males ané females were
~sliéhtly’hi§he§ than those of the ligeral'arts‘collége norm group

. oL . .
cited in the G.E.F.T. manual (Witkin, Oltman, Rankin, & Karp, 1971).
Consistent with sex.differgpces usually obtained with the Embedded
Figures Test, me5-pérfofmédisiightly hipher on the test than women.

"In order #o idéntify.;hose indiviauals who were eiﬁheybfiéld‘

dependeait or field indepéndent, individual scores as deférminéd byitﬁe

¢ . ' 58
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Table 1
Group Embedded Figures Test Scores for 19 Couples
Difference
Couples __Husband Wife (Husband-Wife)
1 18 v 17 1
2 (FIH-YDW) 17 1 R
. ko &
3 12 17 B
T
4 18 4 »ﬁn§3§, 14
5 18 16 - 2
6 15 16 -1
7 L 2 13 -11 PR
. . * . . “‘:}‘,\'
8 (FDH-FIW) 8 16 H -8 ;gFi,;ﬁﬁb\b
9 15 17 N D S
10 13 11 2 e
11 11 15 -4
12 10 14 -4
Lo >
£}3 12 17 ' -5
T4 17 12 5
S
15 2 , 12 ’ -104
16 (FDH-FDW) 12 3 9
17 (FIH-FIW) 18 17 1
18 17 18 -1
19 16 1% 5 11
!‘ A\
Range 2 - 18 < - 1B
» 4\\ . !
X '13.2 T 12.68

L-')



number of correct answers obtailned on the G.E.F.T. were compared with
available norm scores provided by the G.E.F.T. manual (Witkin et al.,

1971). Those individuals whose scores fell within the first quartile
. e

were. considered to be field dependent'and those wﬁose scores were
within the fourth quartile were considered to be field independent7

The final selection consisted of four couples with each couple
representing one of the four possible combinations of cognitive styles:
'(a) husband and wife both fiek@ dependent, (b) ﬁusbénd and wife both

field independent, (c) husband field independent with wife field *
O

dependent, and (d) husband field dependent with wife field independent

v

(sce Table 1).

- \/.

General Description of the Participants

0f the four couples who participated in thisgéﬁudy,,three couples ’

included individuals whose G.E.F.7T. scores placed tHeﬁ witHin.the

original criterion used to measure field dependenée or fieldV£hdepeﬁf,
dence (see Table 2). The husband in couple one (FDH-FDW) did not meet

criterion,. but since there was difficulty finding a couple for this

category it was decided that his score could be accepted as an
o

indication bf field dependence. .This decision was based on the fact
that his G.E.F:T. score was below the mean score for the group of 19

couples. Inetomparison to the other field dependent participants

whose scores on_the G.E.F.T. fell within the first quartile of the

-

norm group distribution, this indiﬁ;gual's score placed him within the -

second quartile. : . Lo

. :
The G.E.F.T. scoreg, WAIS-R vocabulary scaled scores and general

information about the demographic data of the chosen couples are

‘o
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listed in Table 2. The mean age of the'samplg was 26.63 years ranging’
from 23 to 34 yea;s. .The average length of marriage for the four ’
couples was 3.5 years ranging from two to five years. With respect to
age. and leggth of marriage, couple four was slightly oldggﬁand had
been married the longest. Couple one is distinct from the group in
that both have more education than ény of the other individuals
included in the study. They also were the only couple who did not
ﬁave a child. Finally, it is significant to note that the mean score

on the WAIS-R Vocabulary scale was 9.25 with a range of 8 to 10.

These scores are all within- the average range on the vocabulary scale

W

(X = 10; SD = 3).

Materials

The following measures were used in this study: (a) the Group
i

Embedded Figures Test to measure cognitive style; (b) the vocabulary ¢
scale of, the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Revised Edition

(Wechsler, 1981); (c) FACES II as a test of marifal cohesion and

gﬁ.

mari;al adaptability (Olﬁg?{ Portner, & Bell, 1982); (d) the consensus
component of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spaniéf; i976);”(e) the
'MaritaL:Interaction Coding System (Weiss & Summers;'l984); and (f) a

A

' problem solving questionrajire.

The Group Embedded Figures Test

The Group Embedded Figures Test was/de?eloped as an adaptation of
the original individually administered Embedded Figures Test. ?&e
purpose of the group test was for ease of administration with many

persons. The Group Embedded Figures Test 'is designed to resemble the



-Embedded Figures Test.as closely és possible. Like the Emgedded
Figures Test, the Group Embedded Figures Test measures an 1ndividual'é
competence at perceptuél disembedding, which i1s an ability related to
field dependence/independence. The test appeagg in a booklet form
which each subject is required to have.> The booglet contains explicit
instructions and examples of the required task performances. Following
the instruction section,vthe booklet is divided into three separate
sections. Eaéh section contains a series of complex ééometric
figures. Over all three sections, 17 of the 18 compléx figures of the
- Embedded Figures‘Test arewused{ In the first section there are seven
relatively easy complex figures. The second énd third sections of the
booklet eagh qontain nine complex figures of greatef diffiéulty. On
the back cover of the booklet are printed eight siﬁple geometric
forms, each'onggid?néiiiéavby a letﬁsg ffom A to H. Different ones of
these éimﬁ{é forms éfgj;mbsgded with;; each o£ the complex figures.
The task confronting thé sugject is to.work through eacﬁ test section
separately by locating Ehe requestea simple form ﬁhat is embedded
within each cqmpiex de;ign. For example, the first tésk in the first
section consists of a compiex geometric figure with the instructions
stating,‘"Find<Simp1e Form B" (Group Embedded Figuré; Test booklet,

p. 5). The subject first turns to the Bagk cover to identify Form B,
then turns back to..the fi%st{que§tion and attempts to locate Simple'/ .
Form B. When he/she is certain of its;;gcation, the Simple Form is
traced and the subject moves on to question two.

The Group Embedded Figures Test is a timed test that requires

strict administration procedures. Participants are required to have

63
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a test booklet and a couple of pencils with erasers. ‘When directions
have been read and undgrstood and practice qqgstions completed, then
the participants begin the firs£ section when éignalled by the
instructor. Two minutes are prgvided to compiete section one and five
minutes for each of the last two sections. When the alloted time for
each section is gone, subjects are asked to stop working on that
sectlon and to turn to thé next section and begin when the timer is
ready.

Since section one is considered to be a practice section, scoring
is determined by the total number of simple forms correctly. traced in
the.combined second énd third sections,o% the test booklet. 4Available‘

\\\§}orms for the Group Embedded Figures Té;E are based on men ;nd women
college stﬁdents. Men in the first quartile scored 0 - 9 correct
whsﬁe women scored 0 — 8. Men in the fourth quartile scored 16 - 18
corﬁect while women scored 15 - 18. The male mean score Qas 12.0 with

.a éqandard deviation of 4.1. For females the mean score was 10.8 with

a standard deviation of 4.2. Consistent with sex diffe. aces usually
/v v N
found with the Embedded Figures Test, men ii

‘the norm group performed
, higher than women. Although-the differences are slight, they were
' g

_found to be statistically significant at the p € .005 level (Witkin,

'“Qltman, Raskin, & Karp, 1971).

The Group Embedded Figures Test has been found to be a valid
measure of field dependence/independence_given its reaéonably high
correlation with the Embedded Figures Test. The Group Embedded
Figures Test correlates with the\Embedded Figurés Test at .82 for

males and. .63 for feﬁales. Other measures for evaluating the validity .
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"of the Group Embedded Figures Test have included the portable rod and
frame test and the degree of articulation\of the body concepf applied
to human figure drawings; both of which are considered to be measures

.

of psychological differentiation. Although correlation between the

» . C o L ?.5_“:’1'..
Group Embedded Figures Test and the portable rod and frame test grefxuf

quit{‘low (.39 for men and .34 for women), they are considerably
higheryiq the case of the Group Embedded Figures Test and the |
articulation of the body concept (.71 for men and .55 for women).
Since the validity of the Group Embedded Figures Test tg an
extent is related to its parent form, the Embedded Figugps:%esF, a
aiscussion of the validity of that test is in order. The field depen-
dence/independence percépfual style has been found to be related to
perceptual tendency theory in studies where significant correlations
were found between Embedded Fiéures Test scor Rod and Frame Test
scores, and Articulated Body Test scores (Gardner, 1957; Jaékson,
1955, 1958; Newbigging,_1954; Perez, 1955). 1In additioﬁ, high
correlations have been found.between~the Embedded Figures Test and
both tactile and auditory disembedding tasks (Axelrod & Cohen, 1961}
White, 1954; Witkin, Lomoﬁaco, Birpbaum;'Lehr, & Herman, 1568).

W0 ,{;

Similar concepts to the field dependence/independenéé measure deter-
mined by the Embedded Figures Test have been id;ntified in factor
analytic studies.” Two of the more widely recognized of these concepts
are Guilford's adaptive, flexibility dimension (1952, l955a, 1955b,
1957) and Thurston's flexibility of closure dimension (1944).

One important qualifying factor concerning the E.F.T. is that,

although it is related to performances that require perceptual

y2
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disembedding, it ié noﬁ related to perceptual situations that do not
involve the disémbedding component (Karp, 1963); In othér words,
competence on the E.F.T. requires not only'the ability:to discriminate
the parts of a field from its contextual organization bug also the
ability to break up or restructure the oréanized field in order to
isolate its various component parts. <

'Another qualifying factor regarding thé Embedded Figures Test is
that performance o% the E.F.T. is not related to intellectual tasks
ﬁhat do not include a disembedding reqdiremént. For example, scores
on.the E.F.T. were found to load on the analytical factor of.the
Wechsler InFelligence'Scale for Adults and for Children but they did
not load on either the verbal - comp;ehension or atten;ion - concen-
tration factors (Goodenough & Karp, 1961; Karp, 1963). The anadlytic
factor of the WAIS is comprised of the block design, object assembiy:wr

3

and picture completion suBtescﬁ. Since performance of these subtests

. o g _
requires simil%r perceptual abilities to those required for
performénce on the E.F.T., field independent individuals have Seen
found to score higher on this component of the WAIS than do field
dependent équviduals. The other two components of thé WAIS whiéh
measure iﬁgélligencé without a disembedding requirement do not
discriminate . ‘eld dependence/independence orientation. The

" evidence to date has iﬁaicated that the'E.F.T. indication of the
field dépendence/independence orientationlis not a measure of ggperal

intelligence as %gdicated by the WAIS score (Robinson, 1983).

The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Vocabulary Subtest

It is known that subtests of the WAIS can be used either

. 9 . - A - ' - ’ . - \\7\ :
‘ ' | - T
QQ ’ |
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independentl&ﬁor in any humber of combinations (Zimmerman & wdo—Samg
1973). Furthermore, as Zimmerman and Woo-Sam have stated, "Vocabulary
is generally considered the best single measufe of general intelli-
gence" (p. 107). Since a fai;ly brief, yet reliable, measure of
in;elligence was required for this study, the vocabulary subtest of
éhe WAIS-R was selected. The vocabulary subscale correlédtes ;t .90
with the WAIS Verbal Scale and at .85 with the full scale. The
standard error is ;61.

The vocabulary subtest consists of 40 words which are listed in
an estiméted order of difficulty. These words represent.a cross.

| . . . :
section of the various parts of speech including nouns, -rbs,

adjectives, and an adverb. The subject's task i1s to define audibly

each word in order. A p--clt,K logist traine usage of the WAIS-R

&% rates each definition on its level of diffichity and awards a score

from O to 2. Upon test completion, test scores are summed and-
converted to scale scores. The norm group mean score for the

vocabulary' subtest is reported to be 10 with a standard deviation of

g

Ql

three;

The vacabulary subtest‘is said to be an indicator of educational
experi;néés as well as’ an individual's "senéitiyity to new’informatiqn
and ideas and the ability to store an&\associﬁti?ely regroup these as
the occasion demandé” (Zimmerman & Woo-Sam, 1973, p. i08). It has been
determined that E.F.T. scores do not load on‘the WAIS verbal comprehen-
sivg factor (Gdodehough & Karp, 1961); The importance of determining

Mintelligéﬁce in this way was to eliminate the possibility that couple

67



differences on various variables were related simply to intelligence

rather than cognitive style.

Family. Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales

The couple form of the Family Adaptability and Cohesion . o
Evaiﬁation Scalgs (FACES I1I) measures how individuals within the dyad
perﬁeive their felationghip with respect to cohesion énd adaptability
(Olson et al., ib82). The FACES I1I inétrument was the product of a
factor analysis on the 50 items from a prgvious scale (FACES) that
sought to measure the family cohe;ian'and édaptability dimensions.
The'FACES,II was reduced tg a 30 item scale 4 includes 16 statemenks
pertainin; tc'> cohesion and 14 st.._:cments pertain.ng to adaptability.

The FACES II adaptability s - cbnsists of six‘concepts:
assertiveness, leadership, discipline, negotiation, roles, and rules. )
Each of ‘these concepts was measured by two or three qgestions about
an individual's perception of that area.- AssertiVenegs is a measure
5f aﬁ individual's>perception of the fréedom of the marital partnérs

y
to express their opinio?s (e.g.7 "We freely say what we want").
Le%dership is a measure of who controls in the relationship ke.g., "We
each have major input regarding family decisions'). Discipline’
measures perceived fairness in the relationship (e.g., "We opérate on
the principle of fairness in our marriage"). Negotiation is'measuréd
in terms of coﬁpromise, problemydiscussion apd exploration of néw
ways of handling problems Ee.g., "We try new ways of dealing with
" problems'). Roles refers to the perceﬁtion of responsibility she

and exchange (e.g., "We shift household responsibilities between

Finally, rules are their perception as to whether or not rules are

‘.‘(‘;
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)

s

known and c%angeable (e.g., "It ;s hard” to Hhow what the rules are in
our relationship"). Gn all, the adaptability score of FACES II
.53ncludes a total of 14 statements categorized into these six aréas.
The cohesion dimension of FACES 11 measures the perception an
individual has of the degree of er i nal cioseneés wﬁich he/she is
cur;éntly experiencing or desires i. i.e relationship. The cohesion
dimension is understood to ii ude the followiﬁg eight'concégts which
appear on the FACES II scale: emotional bonding, family béuhdaries,
coélitions; time, spa;e; friends, decision making, and in;erests and
recreation. Emotiénal pshding is measured in terms of éibseness and
support (e.g., ''We are supportive of eachbothef during difficult
times'"). Family boundafies deals with aa individual's perception of

the ease of communication with persons outside versus inside the

relationship (e.g., "It is easier to discuss problems with people

ok

outside the relationship"). Coalit;oﬁ is measured as a tendency to
function separately or auéonomousiy. ‘Time is measﬁted from the |
perspective of time spent together. Space is measured as ﬁerﬁaining‘
to the desirability and reality of proximity of family members (e

"We spend time together when we aré home"). The friends subscale
pertains to the shéring and approval of éther.membéré' friends.

" Decision making includes pérception of joint consultation and coopera-
tion with partner deéision‘making. Interests and recréatioﬁ measures
perception of shared interests and joint acitivit§ (é.g., "We have
difficulty thinking of things to do together'}. 1In all, the co%esion

dimension of FACES II includes eight concepts as measured by a total

of 16 statements. .

"
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The format of the éouple form aliow; fgf easy ;6méletion and
scoring. The subject is askgd‘to reaq a stétemént,and'then to iﬁdicate
‘on a separate answer_sheet their response. RéspO? . alternatives are v
on a five-point Likert;type scalg,théf indicates . Zuency rate for

I}

behaviours, ranging from‘almost_never to almost always. The scoring
. » S .

procedu?e for FACES II is clearly outlined in the,an;wer sheet
pr;vided for the subjects. The range of scores for an indiviéual is’
" between 16 and 80 for cohesion and lSAto‘iO for adapgability. Couple
scores were determined by calculating a mean score for each couplé
‘pased on individual bartner,scores. Norm groups providedrfér'uSeré'
of FACES II are family gfoups. Since onlyffouf or five items on the - k‘
FACES Ii form have been changed by the authors to make it rélevaﬁt for"
cpuples, the suggestion is that these hgrms are fﬁnctional for"ég;ples : _ ;
as 'well (Olson, 1983). The norms"are,ﬁgﬁed4on a totél of 2,082 ° X

-

parents who participated in a national U.S. survey. The mean score

>

forﬁéhose é;ﬁples included wi;ﬁin this’haém group is 64.5 with-a “ '

standard déviation of 8.4 fé} cohesion gpa 49l9 with a standard

deviation 0f.6;6 for>adaptébilitv. In?adéition to meaﬁs‘énd standard o
deviaﬁions, cutoff points arg}prvidéd fo% plottiﬁg scores on a ) %; v ’

. .

circumplex model grid withﬂ;hé.bohésiéﬂ}ﬂimension segmented across the
top and the adapt;%ility dimehsioh_g%éveﬁted vqrticaliy.> For each of ° -

the designations a cutoff gpore_is suggested based on the norm group.’* -

- & 4

Given the scoring procedure, it is possible to locate a touple on the

circumplex model grid. This grid cqnsiswg of 16 difﬁéfent typés.of

<
% .

families based on'ali of the possible combinations of cohesion and *

adaptability scores (see Figure 2) . S %{2

o ’ : -
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,'Kdeal di'scr@pancy score. Individuals respond to the statements twice.

e d

. Qa\ N

In additlon to the “above proceduék FACES II can albUrbe used as

.

Y

a measure of marital satisfaction by obtaining a perceived versus\\“wh

[

First they indicate how they perceive the current situation and second
* -

they irfiude how they would like things to be ideally. The smaller
tqﬁ discrepancy between'the two 5cores} then, thé greater the level of

6‘,-5 - v
i

1,

_desire for their relationship., "%

consistency and test/retest For the 1hterna1 con51suency, the . ™

Crnnbach Alphas fot the samai

§al satisf&ction. Also, this procedure affords the researcher an

rtunity to record the direction of change which Various individuals

o
)

“
»

Reliability stati§tics are availabie with respect to both interﬁaid,

S ’ Yy

87 for .the cohesion‘

. [y
dlménSlon, 98 for the total scale On a Ay

u -
\J

. - . "o h' .j]'»* . . g
. of the first and second. test the*Pear;on;correlatlons were .83 for o
@ g o
cohesion, .80 for adaptabiiity, and .84 fgrfthe’gctai ecalen N -
The Dyadlc AdJustment nga’.l.ie"I "ll‘ T {\;n.’Q* N .- » L .
vThe Dyadlo Adjuqtme ’cale'is a measure for asse851ng marifal
i N ;, @, . e

- ‘ Kvl
quallty It 1s a self admlnistered questionnalqe tﬁﬁa 32 item scale

e : R e ‘<

that measures four specific componénts o!’marita quality: dyadif
. : "2 .

P | . A - . '
consensus,xdyagic satisfaction, dyadic'dﬁhesi?n, and affectional

t

, expression. - The format'requ1res that a@suﬂgect read ‘a statement and -,

. -i

then indicate, by c1rc11ng a number on ‘a five- p01nt leert type scale{'_

.theé extent to which he)she agrees Qr dléagrees with the statement. <

In order to determine an area of marltal dlsagreement that was

“;.< B
N ~
- R . ,
f R
2 : * .

. P

N . . v, ' ‘:1' K

o -




“%alient to each of the - four couples, the dyadic consensus component of

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale was used in this study. The conséisus

“

‘rbmponent_is comprised of 15 items that are fairly indicative of those,

andard areas of marital liTe in Which there is potential for ‘-;ff\w

e R otk

disaggéemént. The first five items of the 15 items are exemplary .of’

the kinds oﬁnareas of marital life that are included'in this subscale;

Ko

these items refer to finances, recreation, rel%gion, friends, and

-

cbnventionality. It was expected that'these items would -be general

enough that e%en 1n 1dent1fy1ng an 1tem of concern, couples might

',l - 7

'stlll‘need to dlsemhe a spec1f1c problem from the general item

conteit in orde- to- &ﬁ%k towafﬁhresolxlng thelr dlfferences
- . H((v,r g o3 ﬂ\ ",)
_ Instead of usagé- ERL o rma L scorxng procedure, the author chose
o M ~
ue? S ,/,ir‘,_:‘”v /

four of; the 15 1tems on the Basis of whether ropuples ég%eed/thatchis

d A .
o : E ﬁ”\ R

13

ditem wds an a[eqlgf d%sagreement or disagreedfon whether the itém was
. . ‘A‘;:} . ©w - ) ) 3

¥ o o

“ah area:of dissagreement. fIhﬂse foyr areaéﬂweré;Used during the "
. . ‘:" ‘ . .?3“‘;;‘4‘; ) G:J . . B ' .
‘prob}em solving session. SRR T o N
tf "' ’ ) & i.’ ‘Y L - M . m
M%rlt@l Interactlon Coding System ’ ' A‘ o R ot
R _

'program was developed,ln oﬁder to analvze video taped couple fhter—v"

The or1g1na1 Marltal Interactlpn Co81ng Systems €FICS) computer
R ,

'aCtionﬁ on the basis of“code fréquéncies and Stimulus-response

relationshlps af husband and wife behav1ours (Welss & W1eder, l¢%9)

{’.“f'“.

Slnce the orlglnal MICS, "the MICS- III hip’been developed in order Lo

provide a'more‘spphisticated analysis of interactions'by adding»a'

SRS TN _ .
greater variety of descriptive data. For purposes’ of this~study, the

each of the four couples was sent to thé‘Marital Studies Center

-

first ten minutes of the fifteen minute marital problem discussion by~

73

o
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located at the University of Oregon to be coded by professional MICS

Pl

Coders. Each couple's problem solving session wasg codediYor the

A

vevbal and nonverbal behaviour that occurred ddring their interaction.
These behaviodfi‘wereﬁclassified‘intd 28 codes that describe 19 verbal .

v , '
and nine nonverbal discreet behaviours. An example of a discreet

.,,I

verbal behaviour qq%tf f“;fire the unit label%gﬁ agfee” (AG) and v
defined as occurrin

5nd‘the response of

v

t&e/9ther pefson acknbwledges that the two-are in

agreemenit. In an interchange where one person questions, "I think you

have been putting in too much overtime, don't you?", a response of

"yes" ‘would be coded as agree. An example .of a nonverbal behavioural

‘unit would be a. smile or a laugh coded simply as smileYIaugh (SL)..
behaviour unit, therefore, can . be a gesture, a grunt, a word, wor@;&ﬁr

a complete sentence. FQf easegge interpreting the coder;s anainis

. L)

onc
MICS provided a manual in which all beﬁaV1our codes ware defined

’ Uy s o
: o Q- 3

(Weiss & Wieder, 1979).

v >

., The 28 behaviour codes have beenlgrouped into sevem functional:
. . . o i {‘/

.

categq}ies of behavioutr (see Table 3).. Data pertaininé to each of! the
. : - R C
28 behgv1our codes and each of’ tﬁe seven a priori ca?egories were

presented in a varietywof summary tables for each couple. The magﬂ/

.

tables Qtilized in this study were the Raw Code Frequency tables. On

these tables were recorded the number of occurrences of each of the 28
. « R

behavfour codes over the ten minute period for the husband and.the

wife separately. B§ adding up the total number of behaviour code

fréquencieé'within each of the seven behaviour categories, total
LN ~ - i . » [ . - .

'chres could then be determined fpr the major behavioural,categories.,zf




l‘hv -

Table 3

~ MICS-I1I1 Functional Behévioural Categories

Behaviour Categories

1. Irrelevant (X)
2. Description (D)

3. Blame (B)

) 4.‘Propose Chaﬁgé\(P)

5. Validation (V)

#r

w

. M 4 2. 0
6. Inv%%gditiong.1)$
L SR Wt

Behaviour Codes

Normative (Nb)
Talk (TA) ' o

Problem Description External (PE)
Problem Description Internal (PI)

. Complain (CP)
Criticize (CR)
Mind-Read Negative (M-) .
Put Down (PU) C

Positive Solution (PS)
Compromise (CS)
Negative Solu;ion (NS)

Agree aG) "
Approve (AP) '
Accept Responsib%lity'(AR)
% Compliance {co)
Disagrege (DG)
~ Deny Responsibility (DR) ..

( 3a?q~ Excuse - ( A
iy . Interrupt © =~ s W
No Response (NR
No Compliance (NC)
“Turn Of £ (TO) _
7. Facilitation (F) . * . Paraphrase/Reflection (PR) :
"t (}j : . Mind-Read Positive (M+)
"~ « Humor ) (1)
. Positive Physical Contact (PP)
: . Smile/Laugh (SL)
e Assenty - (AS)
N i )
1]
) =§E§ii

75
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. aY - .
cular table enabled tha %5Tation of the ‘results pertaining to the

B¢}

76

From the information provided in the Raw Code Frequency tables, couple
scores were determined by summing husband and wife totals for all of

9
the 28 behaviour codes and the seven behaviour categories. TFor a

’

sample of a Raw Code Frequency table printout utiljzed in this study,

|

see Appendix A. - 3 // ' . 3. ) ‘:‘l(b

:]Q :

LK

. 2, R .
In ad&f&ion to the Raw Code Frequency tables, Category Fregdenc y*

Y
ey

: . ' _ PRk . T g
Distribution histograms that presented data for each individual were

used in the studv. These provided the frequency of the behavdfir'
codes that were exhibitred for QaCh of th%{bbhaviOur categories.‘the,‘

code frequenc1es for each cétegor» were presented on the tables§ n
T -
such a manner as to di;tlngulsh ~he number of eode frequencxes “that..
oggbrred w1bh1n each ‘minute of fhe ten mlnute segment The informa— .
5 R '
tion provided in this table was. based on the same codes and categtlles

used ln th :Raw Code Frequencv tables ' They werencalculated in the'
o . \ . . . &, "
as the data 1n .the Raw Code Frequencv table. This parti-'

sequenging of interaction where it wasgnecessary~to see how the

T3

n

‘couples' interaction patterns changed over time. The Category

Frequency Distribution histograms printouts-utiliaed in this study

e . e . -
. . s i sty - - [
e - Prati

—y
are presented in Appendix; B

The Marital Interaction Coding System uses two train%? \

professional coders. Previous studies utilizing the original version
of the MICS provide detailed accounts of coder reliability (e.g.,

Margolin & Wampold, 1981). ° For the base)rate reliabiiity, inter-
. , . ';‘ ; - .
observer agreement on the overall.frequencyof each- behavioural code

'd

»

gt
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LRy

o, ' s .

was considered. Interobserver correlations were computed separately

Afor‘each bf the 26 codes used in the aforementioned study.

)

interobsérverfcorrelation was .81 and 20 out of 26 codes produced
-correlations grearer than .70. Four codes had correlations less than e e

fﬁ?O qﬁd‘twb did not allow for a relevant measure of reliability of

coder QbservacibﬁAsince fhey did not occur during the taped inter-

i
8

action. - , N

Marital Problém Solv1n5 Effectlveness Questionnaire

e
ut

e v
e -

This questionnaire,was developed by the author in order to
8 RAS N o VR : e
ascertaln each partner s pe;ceptlon of the v1deo taping se551on with

4 , L 7 w, s v ._\?, o . ~\‘

,reépebt to‘certain ieﬁues.‘ Fir§tly5‘1t was ehpected that thls

4
. T i 3 v R
v <

"’ questlonnélre would be ‘a measure of’ che respectlve partners

»

o

. G i ke b v i
,rpefceptlop of their problem solv1ng effectlveness durlng the v1deo

u“l D A
S LA - : : 0 - o S 4 w e

5 : ;
seseion,, The flrsc statement on.the questlonnalre asses%ed the E ‘
S . . o . e iy » . ’

: . - : o

ﬂvlnd1v1dual panrpers perceptlon ‘of four dlm8ﬂ810ﬂS of their problem
v ¥ .
“solving‘éffortfvsplution.suitability, solution satisfaction, i

R i K. a n . “: . PR . - . . .
effectiveness of ‘the problem solv1ng‘process, and-satlsfactlon with

the problem solving processi A segbnd area of cﬂn<1derat10n on, the
. - ' . /.},

) N
. < < .
questionnaire was the couples' perceptlon of tbeir problem solving s
> ) B
effectivene®s in general and so two questions were included, one
, 7 _ - ; R
' *

bertaining to overall marital problem solving ability and the other

to overall marital problem solving satisfaction. These were the

> v

major considerations within the questionnaire; however, other Ci

statements were included to add to the body of information gathered

about each couple. These additional statements pertainéd to problem
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" | v ;
solving leaders@fg (é.g.,JWho takes vthe #nitiative?) and style of

Aleadership (e.g., Are problem discussion styles siﬁgﬁér or differeﬁt?).

K

For afi ten items, individuals were required to respond to the state-

- ‘ment or question by circling a number on a seven—-point Likert-type
scale which corresponded with their extent of agreement or disagree- ,
[ :
ment or another dichotomy (sé@mAppendix_C for a copy of the

questionnaire).

‘" Procedure 23

. Each couple was seén on three occasions for a total of

. .\-:‘ .. » . - -
approximately three hours. During the initial contact, most of the
couples were procesSed within a group situation that involved six to

ten couples. A few of the couples could not attend a group session’ ; e

- i

o e . . ' T S L
and so ﬂgﬁiy t in their homes. During this initiidl-segifon a brief
PRI B : o o - .
gL 57 . .

explanad§

¥ the study was outlined both verbally and . in a’cover - = -
letter that was' piven to each person. After each person had signed *
-an informed consent form, the group was administéred;the Group ,

v "
ta

»Embeddea Figures Teét. Following the selection of a final four
-

5]

couples, 1€ s were sent to all the other-participants to thank them-

them that

o~ ;

they,weré not in the final selected'group*?nd,

i

i R A ; = .
therefore @fould:no longer be linvolved in the study. Times were
- . R O o ' ) ’
arranged to meet with. each’of the four eouples chosen for the study.

“Couples were seen separately from this point on in the study. 'On the.
second contact, several tests were administered in the couples' homes.
First a certified psychologist, Glennis Mowatt, administered the

WAIS-R vocabulary test with one of the mérriage partners in one€ room

TR e . . .
. : - B ~ o
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while the researcher had thé other partner complete the FACES 11
couple forﬁ and the c5nsensus subscale of the Dyadic Adjustment Sc;le
in a separate room. The FACES IT couple form was completed two times
by each partner. On the firéf completion, he/she answered the

.o LY

questions from the perspective of "this is how things are curre

On the second comple n they answered the questions from the

perspective of "this\is how I would like things to be ideally'.
both partners had completed their assigneditasksvjﬂgy switched rodms

- . - . . ‘:4. 9 ) N
and tasks. In.most cases this total procedure redﬁgied a little over

- sixty minutes.

-, fied. They;were told that the selection of the fbur'problem areas was

Ps

Between the‘segond and” third meetings with the four couples, the
information fArovided by the consensus subscale of the Dyadic Adjust=-.
- ‘ A .
ment Scale was reviewed in order to arrive at four areas of’ potential

marital disagreement‘for each coﬁp&e; These four potential. problem

' ~

areas were required for the'céupk§Aproblem discussion.session during

the third meeting. o : i
The third meeting took place at a university video laboratory.

' ¢
Couples had been scheduled for separate one-hour appointments. When

they arrived they we;é seated in front of the video camera. In order

to maintain consistency among all four coup. , the video téping
session instructions were read to the couples. 1In essence the

instructions included three steps. Couples were told that they would

be handed a paper on which four possible problem areas were idénti—

LA

. , - . . _a
based on their responses- to the consensus component of the Dyadic

79



Adjustment Scale. They'weregto independently look over these for 60°

‘seconds and, without discusﬁfﬁn, decide what might be the most current

\

area of dlsagreement in tHﬁ&rgmarrlage After 60 seconds they were

told-that they had 15 minutes in which to agree on a specific area of
’ 2

disagreement and to discuss the problem with a view to resolving the

disagreement. After giving them a specific example the instructions
N y

were repeated. After a brief pause to entertain questions the couples o,

were told to begin and they were timed from that point for a 15 minute ;

-

period. (SeevAPPendix D for a complete copy of instructionéfg : . -
. , S

Immediately following taping, the partners independently completed the

problem solving effectiveness questionnaire. They were not observing |
the videotape while they were completing the questionnaire. This was
. : ' RN -
followed by a debriefing period and then each person signed an informed
: o i , o

CQUSEDE form ‘f:“ﬁ cover the&' of thé video taping ,session._ Ea.ch -

. Wx,:\:’vr:? ~.‘;. B
couple was 1nﬁu§%edgthat after Codlng'was completed all tapes would be

VR i N v &}

erased. Couples were also 1nformed that > upon stqdy completion, ,they |

would pe notified and could discuss general findings with the author.

Design _ | A :
PR
An - exploratory study method was approprlate for this studv It
is an approach which permlég an éxteh51ve }in—depthmanalyéiSZOf

participants which i?{usually not: feasible in a large sample study. A .

. The purpose.of such a méthodology,is theﬁdiscovery of relationships‘
; ey :

among”variables and the gaining of data from which current,K ideas can.

oty '\ < . o .
e

be eiaborated and hypotheses generated. The*limitatioq of the -. e
,'é". ” -~ o * .\' ’ . N 7 "Jr}‘

\‘% . :‘-_' . . ) ‘ @ b a



A

[

. .
exploratory study approach is :that the results do not test hypotheses
Y .

and cannot be tested withinferential statistics. 1In addition, it is

not possible to generalize to. a larger sample.

81



CHAPTER V

RESULTS

In discussing the results of this four couple study, an overview

of the results for each couple will be presented initially.

o7

relation to the various research questions.
v

FodfﬁCouple Types of Cognitive Style Mateh/Mi%matEh

- Couple One"(FDH—FDW) £y

On most of the categorles measured that are consldered to be
positively related to probleﬂj§olving effectlveness; couple one (field
dependent husband - field dePendent wife) nesglts placed them second o

, "
lowest of~thevfour couples. When their own .assessment of their

-

.@ ‘ oo N - . . e
problem solving effectiveness and sgpisfaction was. compared with thg .

iy
o

other couples through self report, they rankedtthe second least &;5;
effective andltnewsecond\mosf dissatlsfied.‘ While couple one.was;thd . "
most satisfied with‘the degree of é%heslon in their re%ationsnlp, tH%§
- were seoond most dissatisfied with the‘level o; adappablllty;* Of \ ERRE

final note; couple one appeared to have greater difficulty thaﬁithe . _
. . ! . 5 ) ) - - S —::"",a, : "}R 3 .
other couples with the pfoblemvdiscussdon. In viewing Gbuple one's. 2 B

I
v &

o

A

s
-

BN . . ) ) o v
video session for general impressions, the author obserwed-couple one
. M . v . . . 'v' v, ; R

as less focused than the other couples in that they were the only -~ =~ ;

N

i L p . - - R ER L .
couplenof the r to discuss six problems within the time allotted.f' o
Couple Two IH;FIW? ' S o

%

43

Gouple twov(field iﬁdepende%t husband - £ ‘ 7 :
. - B A ." ; ‘vt,_-.“ﬁgLAr».

TR ) . L
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. g . . X N . T . . ' .
. phrasdng' St’z’ltem'ents,than the othe._r,t:ouples. In regard' to the prc'>ble%%%;V
. . . ,:’ \

reported themselves to be the least effective out of the four couples

on problem‘splving effectiveness. They also rated themselves as the

lowest on many of the variables related to problem solving effective-

!
¢

ness. 1In relation to marital cohesion ‘they scored the lowest of the
four couples and were the least satisfied of the four 'with this ﬁ?”

dimension of thelr marital relationship. The same result was evidenced

in regard to their perception of their adaptability. Interaction

results. d'ell 1nd1cated that couple two, along w1th couple one,

tended to exhlbit a greater number. of negative behav1ours than couples

= o '1
three and fQUrﬁ Unique to couplektWO Wwas a higher number of para-

Y
‘A

discu551on, couple two was observé&3to be 51m11ar fo couples three and
& - 0 -

-

four 1n that thev adopted a structured apprdach Couple ‘two was the,
. - - .

g only couple t0>exh1bit meta- communlcatlon about the problem solv1ng

7
g

rocessv(e. .. "We're on a tangent' . A ' 4 _ .
P 85 g _ ,

si» . S

“Couple Threg (FIH-FDW) '~ .+

£

L

Couple’three (field 1n§ependent husbandR field dependent w1fe)ﬁ

sratéd themselves as the second-most,effectlve of the four couples on

.
L

perceived problem solving effectiveness ' Results indicated that'they

. &
wae w1th1n the middle range both in’ the perceptlon of thelr Cohe51on
. , : . _
and adaptablllty and in thelr satlsfactlon with these two dlmen51ons;

P S . d .
N i ’l/\v

“Ivﬁodple three was mdst nbticeably‘different from the’ other:couples in

.relation to.their interaction behaviours. Results indicatéd that they .-

Ja

- . ' . ..
. L s s

: N ‘ N » . _
”demonstrated the least amount’of communication,oVerall, the.least

o _‘9',' B
pmount of p051t1ve 1nter&ct10ns, and the second fewest negative 1nter—

actions. Similar to couple.one, the wife in this dyad a%(ea" -

YR . e

. - . . e

\ E AP A ' «
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considerably more. questions than her husband. The problem discussion

. was characterized’ by an interaction style marked by,the‘wife

vquestionning and the husband responding. Couple thrée was the only

Y
gg@ﬁeffective problem SOlVing Compﬁ&ed with the other couples, couple ’

>

observ1ng couple four s problem dlSCuSSlOn, it was noted

Ry

~

i

couple to actually propose solutions to thelr problem and to agree_ to

-

take certain action steps following discussion.

Couple Four ' (FDH-FIW) s , S - " 8

s - O . .
- -

In general, the results for cOuple four (field dependent hisband

Y. ‘ v _
field independent wife) indicéted that out of the four couples théN

most frequently appeared to demonstrate behaviours that ar@ conduc1ve
&...' .

o Aw

,ffour rated themselves as’ the most effective at arriving at problem

A

solutions and the most satisﬁied with their results They perceived
. »° o N - .
their relationship\\tructurc ‘as! functioning at the most Satisfyipg

v

leyel,of adaptabllity when compared with the other couplés and were a

Y ) . - N
£
SR

close second to couple one in .assessing the1r marital cohegion as ,&ﬁ

I

\

3

: N gié‘ Y
. being at an ideal level. In regafd to_Some qﬁ~the interaction- }'L

Wl . . .

measures it Was.noted,that couple four had tj ergreatest total amownt

< - P
. ¥ e

of interaction of the coopies; Nithin this ‘broad category they also

!

demonstrated the greatest amount”of positive communication;behaviours
/

s 0 ‘5‘ e

-t

and the ?east amount of negatlve communication behaviourj/ “Upon . +

.
* f .

was 1nstrumental in structurlng the dlscussxon as indlcated by her

/

problem descriptlve behav1ours and her summary remarks,

" Couple Type (Cognitive Style Combinations)

. & and Marital Cohe31on, Adaptabillty . -
. - 5.

In order to compare,couples gn*their perteptiOn of marital

hat the wife ’

}

}.
R’%

: .



structure variables, mean scores were determined for cach couple trom

individual scores on the FACES T1 measure of marital cohesion and

adaptability (see Table 4. The couple mean scores were computed tor

both actual and ideal cohesion and ddaptability and then subtracted to
>

determine actual/ideal discrepancice These discrepancies were
indicators ol ‘each cnﬁp]c's satisfaction with the level of their
cohesion and "adaptability.  Norm group means u}xd standard deviation
for FACES 11 are usced Lhruughout_thv following discussion of FACES 11
results. )
Marital Cohesd \L“A___Rﬁ*’ll,liﬁ

The sample mean of actual cohesion score of 63.75 is well within
one standard deviation (SDh = 8.4) of the FACES 11 norm group mean
score of 64.9. With the exception of couple two, all the couples
perceived their relationship as being within the "connected' range of
cohesion. This level of marital functioning as stated carlier is said
to be a moderate level (Olson et al., 1979). Mainly due to the -~
husband's score, couple two scored much lower than the Sther couples
and was almost twostandard deviations be]ow‘[he meanlgcorc for all
four couples and the norm. The results.oi the score couple two

~-

obtained on the marital cohesion dimension indicate that they perceive

1"

their relationship as functioning at a '"disengaged” level. Couple two

had the greatest husband-wife difference in perception of actual
cohesion and couple for'r had the least.
When actual cohe i was compared with ideal cohesion, it was

indicated that couple two had the greatest actual/ideal discrepancy,

which indicates that thev appear to be the most dissatisfied of the

s
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.couples with their mar;tal cohesion. Couple-one appeared to be the
most satisfied with the marital cohesion, although ;ouple four was
very close. ‘Of final note ig the point on the cohesion continuum °
,wheré the four couples ideally would like to be. Couples one and two
would 1like théir cohesion to function at the connected or mo@ rate
.7« '. -« Couples three and four have indicated by their scoréf that
}LrJ would like to be functioning at én extreme ”enmeshed”.level.

This indicates that those couples with a matched cognitive st&ie would
desire a more modergte level of cohesion than couples with a

mismatched cognitive style who would desire an extreme level of

cohesion. The two couples in which there was a field dependent

€

husband came the closest to functioning at their perceived ideél level
of cohesion.

In comparing th¢ two couples who were lgast satisfied with their
level of marital cohesion it was observed that the field dependent
wife in couplé three appeared to be as dissatisfied with the level of
cohesion in her relétionship as the field independent wife in couple
two. * The difference between-these two wives was indicated in the
results that éhowed that’the field dependent wife desired an ideal
extreme ievei of cohesion in her.re]ationship whereas the field
independeng wife desired an ideal moderate level of cahesion in hers.

In comparing sex differences with psychological differentiation
(see Table 5) the results showed that the field dependent husbards
were’;he most satisfied with the actual level of marital cohesier In
general the field dependent individuals were more satisfied with their

marital cohesion than were the field independent.individuals, The
|
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@

field dependent individuals also perceived their relations,hips to be

‘more cpohesive than diQ the_field independent individuals. With

respect to the actual cohesion scores, the results indicated that the
difference between mean cohesion scores for husbanlds and wives was
less than ﬁhe difference between ;hg scores for field indepcndents and
field dependents. This was not.the case whgn ideal cohesion scores
were considered. The psychological differeqtiation mean score

difference was less than the sex mean score difference in this case.

The wives desired a higher level of marital cohesion than the —

husbands.

Marital Adaptability Results

The study overall mean adaptability sgore of 53.38 is slightly
higher than the FACES II test norm mean score of 49.9 but still within
one spandard deviation (SD = 6.6). The results of couple actual test
scores are as follows: (a) Couple threc and four are at the '"chaotica"
extreme level, (b) éouple.one is at the moderate '"flexible'" level, and
(c? couple two 1s at the moderate "structured" level. Couple four
scéréd a little more than one standard deviation above the norm group
mean and couple two scored slightly.more thQn one standard deviatiop
below the norm group mean. The greatest difference for husband-wife

perception of the marital adaptability was for couples three ‘and four.

3

The wives in both couples saw their adaptive level as flexible while

their husbands perceivéd it to be at a chaotic level.
When actual'adaptability scores are compared to ideal scores,
couple two has indicated the greatest .amount of discrepancy. They are

e

followed by couple one. Couple four has the least discrepancy in

. 89
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. ’ : B Y
-

thelr act ideal scores.. Yor all the couples, ideal adaptability

‘ - .
scores place them at the extreme "'chaotic” level of marital

functioning. The indications are that the couples with matched
cognitive styles perceived their actual adaptability level as being at
a moderate level while the couples with a mismatched cognitive style

perceived their actual adaptability level as being high. Ideally, all

four couples desired an cxtreme level of adaptability. The two

couples with matched cognitive styles desired the. greatest amount of

change in the direction of more adaptability and the two couples with

field dependent wives desired the greatest amount of adaptability.
Tn a similar manner to the cohesion results, when the mean gdapt-
" . - . > .
ability scores for sex and differentiation groupings were compared, the

N

field dependent husbands were the most satisfied with their marital

aadéﬁfébility (see Table 6). In general, the wives of both psvcholo-

Y,

4 > : : . . .
gical differentiation groupings were the least satisfied. With respect

to actudl adaptability scores, the difference between mean adaptability

scores for husbands and wives was greater than the difference between

~

mean adaptability scores for field dependence and -independence. The
fieldlandependent participants perceived their marital relationships,

as less adaptive than the field dependent particfpants as did the

. 3
females in comparison to the males.

.4
In considering both cohesion and-adaptability results, it appears

~

that couple four (FDH-FIW) was the most satisfied with their 'actual
lJevels of cohésion and adaptability and that couple two (FIH—Fij was
the least. Couple three (FIH-FDW) was moderately satisfieg when.,

compared to coup18515¥9 and four. Couple one (FDH-FDW) was satisfied

with their level of cohesion but dissatisfied with their level of

90
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’ . . - )
adaptability. In other words, it would appear that. the couples with x

mismatched cognitive styles were more satisfiéd‘with{their level of
adaptability than were the matched cquples. A different result was
evident with cohesion in that the matched field dependent couple and
the nismatched couple with the field denendeht nusband were the most
satisfied. For both variables, sex differenees were evident in that
the wives desired a greater increase of both cohesion and‘anaptability
than the husbands. This was particulerly evident w;th respect to :
adaptability where i{ was noted that the w;yos.in gene?ai perceived
their relationships as being lesé adaptive ‘than did‘theAhusbands.
Whereas both husbands and wives appeafed to aéree on an ideal level of

adaptability, the wives preferred a higher level of cohesion. When

2
"p—»

sex differences were compared to psychological differentiation, mean’
score differences were greater for psychological differentiation‘in
relation to actual cohesion whereas mean scorei ifferences were
greater for sex differences.in~relation to actual adaptability. 1In
botn cases the field independent mean scores-were l§{wer than the field
dependent mean scores, which indicates\tﬁat the field independent
participants percei;ed their marital relationships as less cohesive

and adaptive than“the field dependenf participants.

Couple Tvpe and Marital

Problem Solving- Interaction Variables

To explore differences among the four couple types, couples have

been analyzed in two ways: (a) Couples were compared on the basis of

a -
their marital unit scores which were determined by summing husband and

e



N

wife scores for each behavioural code; and (b) couple profiles based

on a particular combination of husband and wife interaction scores

were compared. The raw data representing these couple ‘interaction
scores ig presented in the Marital Interaction Behaviour Category
Frequency table (see Table 7). This table presentsithe total frequency
of occurrence of each behaviour code within the first ten minutes ol

the problem discussion session' for each individual and each couple. .

.

These 28 beéhaviour codes were grouped into seven major behaviour

categories and summed with respect to the total frequency of occur~

o

3 .
rence of the behaviour codes within each of the seven major behavioyr

/

‘categories. These summary scores are available for each husband,

¢

wife, and couple.

Amounﬁ of Interaction

’

The total amount of interaction included the summing of the 28

- ! N s ( ,
- behaviour codes from all seven major behavioural categories. These

K} . [

categories included a total of 9 nonverbal and 19 verbal behaviour

K
-

codes. . The mean®score for the four couples was 147.75 and the scores

_ranged from 105 to 177. Couple four, .the one with the greatest

satisfaction in cohesion and adaptability, also Béd the greatest
amount of overall interaction of the four couples and couple three
had the least. The differencé betwee; tﬁese two couples was-7.2
communication behaviours per minute.

In addition to general amount ;f communication, certain
behavioufal categories were cldstered into the_classifications of

positive interaction and negative interaction. Amount of positive

interaction scores were determined by summing couple behaviour code

hdt ‘4,;

PR
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h . ‘Table 7

hd .

Frequency‘of MICS Categories\for Four Couples

J

Behaviour Category Couple 1 Couple 2 . Couple)3 Couple 4
' (FDH-FDW) = (FIH-FIW) -  (FIH-FDW) (FDH-FIW)
H W T H | W T
Irrelevant
Normative NO 0 1 1 -1 0 0 0
Talk ™ 4 1 5 Tl 6t 12
4 2 .6 2 2.0 6 2
Description g ST S ) .
Prob.Des.E. PE 1 0 1 3 Yij.4 - 6 11 17 0 0 0
Prob.Des.I.  PI 46 37 834,41 52 ~937 31 39 70 33 36 69
: : 47 37 84744 53 ‘Ey 37 50 87 33 36 69
Blame : . e ’ . . './
Complain Cp 1 2 3 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Criticize * CR 0 1 1 5 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mind Read - M- 2 O 2 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 2
Put Down ~ PU O 1 1, 0 O O 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 75 1 6 1.1 2 2 0 2
Propose Change o . ;
Positive Sol. PS 4 3 7y 2 2 4 0 0 0 3 4 7
Compromise csS O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Negative Sol. Ns 0 1 1 0. -0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
. 4 4 8 2 2 4 o 0 0. 3 4 7
Validation )
Agree AG 3 1 4 7 6 13 4 0 4 16 18 34
Approve AP 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0- 5 6
Accept Resp. AR 0 O 0O o0 0 0O . 0 O 0 0 0 0
Compliance €O 0O O 0 0 0 0 ©0 1 1 0.0 0
: 5 1.6 7 6 13 4 1 5 .21 19 40
Invalidation . - , -
Disagree ~~ DG 1 3 4 3 3 % 0 0 0 0 1 1
Deny Resp. DR 0. O o 0 0 - 0 00 0. 0 0°*O0 0
Excusen EX 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
Interupt IN 2 4 . 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
No Response NR 0 1 1 0 0 0 o 0 ©0. 0 10 O
No Compliance NC 0 . O 0 0 O o 0 O 0 0 0 0
Turn Off o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 8 11 - 3 ' 3 6 0 O 0 0 1 1
Facilitation - ] . ' .
Paraphrase = PR 1 0 1 6 3 9 0 0 0 1 1 "2
Mind Read + M+ 1 O 1 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Humor HM 0 2 2 12 3 0 ~0_- 0 1 1 2
-Pos.Phy.Coat. PP 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Smile/Laugh SL 7 8 15 5 4 9. 2 1 3 3 1’ 4
Assent As 1 9 10 4 3 7 5 1 6 17 21 38
10 19 29 16 12 28 7 § 9 22 24 46
Grand Total 76 75 151 79 79 158 49 56\ 105 87 90 177
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frequency scores within 'the following behaviour categories: problem

déscription, pyoposél for changé,avalidation,'and facilitation.

!
Amount of negative interactiom was determined by summingscouple

{

behaviour code frequency scores within .the categories blame and

-

invalidation (see Iéble 8).
Table 8
A Rank Ordering of Couples .

By Amount of Positive\and Negative Interaction

-~

~Amount of : Amount of
Positive Interaction - Negative Interaction
Rank . Couple # Amount Couple # Amount
Least: 1 3 101 3 ) 2
2 1 127 - 3
3 2 - 142 2 12 -
. s ' T
Greatest 4 4 162 1 18
X
Range = 101 - 162 Range = 2 - 18
X = 133 X = 11.6

?

In both categories, couple three exhibited the least number of

k!

ﬁehaviour codes. Agéin couple four haa the greatest.number of
positive behaviour codes and the second fe?est negative Behaviouf
codes.‘ Having stated the more general results,-fhe spécific’.
.categories1will be éonsidered~as well as any behaviours within
categories of note. |

Problem bescrip;ion. Within th- category referred to as problem

s

description, couple’ four, who had the most overall behaviour codes and



the mogt positive behaviour codes, had the least number ofrcodes, 28
fewer than couple two who had the greatéét number in this category.
“Also o% ﬁote: couple three who had the‘least number of‘cod§s ovérall
had the seconduhighest number of codes in thgzproblem,description
category. A very high pefcqptage (82.5%) (see Appendix ) of couple
three's total number of communication behéviours consisted of

behaviours.coded as problem descripfion.

Propose Change. Couple one exhibited the greatest number of

behaviours in thisicategory lelowed bv couple four. Within the
category, both couples exhibited the behaviour code "positive

"solution' a total of seven times.
: -

Validation. Validation is the behaviour category that would
. AN
: - \ . C
appear to be a measure of positive support in that it includes such

suppoftive behaviours as agree, approve and comply. Couple four had
40 behgviours within this category, considerably more thén the_overéll
mean of 16 aﬁd.BS more than couple three, who h;d:thejleési number of
validation behavioﬁrs. Couple two had a queraée numger of validating

behaviours when compared with couplés one and three. Within this

category, couple four had the highest number of "agree' behaviours,

34, and the highest number dfr"apprqye” behaviours, 6.

’ _‘Facilitation. Couple four again had the highestAtotal of

beRaviours in the faciiitation category and couple three the least.
Withip the' category cbuple two éxhibited 9 paraphrase behaviours, L
considerably more than any.of the other couples; wCoupie one‘(lszf
followed byfcouéle-two (92{had the highest total of smile/laugh

Behaviours. Couple four had the highest number of assent behaviours,



~

28 more cﬁén couple one, +ho hqd the second highest Aumber .

Eléﬂé- . The greatest number of blaming behaviours were shown by
‘1§nnﬂéione while couples (hree and.four had the fewest. Qithin this
category,.couple one was the only couple to exhibit 'complain"

. N h .
behaviours (3). Couple two. had the highest number of "criticize"

behaviours; however.they sere the only couple notkto "negative
mjnd;read”. - , .

1nvalidati§n. Couple one follgwed by c0up1e‘two had the highest
nuhber_of behaviours ;n this category. For couplé one, most“of these
behaviours were classified aé either "disagree" or "interrupt'. Fé}
couple two, most of these behaviours were ;lassified as "disagree”.

In summariziﬁg the amount of interaction, coupie four had the

\ v P .
greatest amount of communication behaviour overall as well as the
" highest number of positive and supportive behavioﬁrs. In fact, when
raw code frequencies are converted into percentages, it 1s apparent
tha; agreement and assent behaviours made up about AéZ of their total
communication behaviours. Couple one and couple two Had more
negative communication behaviours than couples three and four. The
results for couple four are not surprising when they are related to
the cohesion and'adaptabiiity results. Couple four's high cohesion
and adaptability‘as well as”their satisfaction with both of these
marital structure d;mensions would.appear'to be .congruent with their
highly positive and supportive marital interaction result's. It ig
interesting to note that couple one, who were the most ;atislied Qith

5 ) R ’

their cohesion thpugh dissatisfied with their mgr%ﬁél adaptability,

appeared to vacilate on the pF¥acing of marital interaction scores.

97
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While thev demonstrated the greatest number of posltive solutions and
smile/laugh behaviours, they also demonstrated the preatest number of
invalidating and blaming behaviours af the four couples. As might be
“expected couple two, who were the least satisfied 'of the four couples
-
with their levels of marital cohesion and adaptability, were the most .

criticizing. On the other hand, couple two did demonstrate the second

greatest number of validating behaviours and a fair number of

b

/7 adt?

facilitating behaviours. Most notable of these was couple two's use

of their paraphrasing ability.

- £ 5] : .
Couple Type and Distribution of Interaction

The results pertaining to the distribution of the interaction

were determined by subtracting the frequency of occurrence of a
particular behaviour code for the wife from her husband's. The four

couples were then compared on the basis of their distribution of

interaction profiles. .

In considering first of all the distribution of overall inter-
action within couples, it was noted that all of the couple scores
indicated a balance of interaction between husband and wife. Couple

three ggvealed largest difference (7) between the husband's total

of 49 and the wife's total of 56.

For the ¢ 'gor Problem Description, couple c: ione indicated

a situation in wii.c. the husband exhibited a greater number of problem

description behaviours ttan his wife. For the remainder of the

couples, the wife in each case demonstrated more- problem description

behaviours than her husband. For these three couples the greatest

husband-wife differential was indicated by couples three and two, in

- . .



that order. The differential between couple four's husband and wife

problem description behaviours was quite small (2).

.Rcsu]ts pertaining to the distribution of questioning behaviours‘
indicated that the wives exhibited a preater ﬁumber of questioning

4 ,
behaviours in all cases (see Table 9). For couple three this
discrepancy was the largest of the couples. Furthermore the husband
of couple three had fewer questioning behaviours than any of the other
individuals while the wife had more. Coupic four exhibited fewer
questioning behaviours than any of the other three couples.
Table 9

Frequencies and Percentages of MICS Questioning Behaviours

Couple One Couple Two Couple Three Couple Four

(FDH-FDW) (F1IH-FIW) (FIH-FDW) (FDH-FIW)
H W H W - H W . H W
Frequencies of 16 20 16 20 2 25 5 7

Questioning Behaviour

Percehtages of 21 27 20 25 4 45 6 8
Questioning Behaviour '

ke

Evidence from the results pertaining to the behaviour category
of validation has indicated that for all four couples the husbands
demonstrated a greeter amount. of validating behaviours than their
wives. The greatest differentials in this respect were for couples
one and three. In order to specify the nature of thisqvalidatibn{
within~category behaviour.fréquency scéres indicated that for couple

one the husband exhibited agree and approve behaviours mcore often than

his wife. TFor couple three, the husband demonstrated more agree

y

99



! 100

behaviours than his wife. 1In couple four, the husband exhibited more
approve behaviours than his wife.

Results from thg‘bohuviour category of Facilitation were mixed

L
with couples one and four representing situations in which the wife
had more frequent facilidtation behaviours than the husband. For
couples two and three the situation was the reverse. Within-category
) N ‘

behaviour frequency differentials are helpful in this case in
understanding the nature of thé facilitation that occurred. For
couple one the wife exhibited 12 times the number of assent behaviours
as the husband. 1In couple tﬁree_it was the husband who assented five
times more often than the wife. 1In couple two, the husband demon- .
strated twice the frequency of paraphrasing behaviour as the wife.

These comments then encompass those“interactional. results deemed
relevant to the marital problem solving variable of distribution of
interaction. Other results that have céntributed té‘an‘assessment of
this variable were located in two separate instruments, FACES II and

L W

the marital problem soiving effectiveness questionnaire. Couple
scores for questions 4 and 16 on the FACES 11 form gave an indication
of husband and wife perception of leadership or control’in thgir
relationship (see Table 10). According to these results, it was
apparent that the»coupleé with matched cognitive styles experienced
balanced leadership in their relationship less often than the couples-

with mismatched cognitive styles. All four couples were similar in

their decision making assessments. .

[
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Table 10

Couple Type and Perception of Marital Leadership

Couple One Couple Twe Couple Three Couble Four

(FDH-FDW) (FIH-FIW) (FIH-FDW) (FDH-FIW)
. H W H W H W H W

Equal Decision

Making Tnput 5 4 3 5 4 5 5 5
X 4.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

v e . ‘
Balanced Leadership | 3 3 2 2 4 4 5 5 \\
X 3.0 2.0 4.0 5.0 \

I A
< \

Note: The possible range of'scores is from 1 to 5 where 1 signifies
almost never, 3 signifies sometimes, and 5 signifies almost
always.

&

Question three from the marital problém solQing questionnaire
gave some indication of cduplé perception of leadership with respect
to,prgblem discussion (see Table 11). Results here were varied. For
couple one, the husband perceived an equalitarian approach to problém
solving initiation while the wife perceived her husband ‘as takfng the
initiativel Couple two were in agreement that the wife in{syéted
problem solving. Couple three had different views with the husband
perceiving both as ?nitiators of problem discyssion and the wife
thinking thag she took the initiative. Couple four were in 'agreement

that theylboth initiated prob_em discussion.

e



Table 11

Couple Type and Perception of Marital Problem Solving Leadership

Couple One Couple Two Couple Three Couple Four

(FDH-FDW) (FIN-FIW) (FIH-FDW) (FDH-FIW)
H W B H W “H W H W
“ \
Problem Solving
Initiative 4 6 3 3 . 4 2 4 ‘4
X 5.0 3. .0 4.0

&

de. O
w

A

N

Note: The possible range of scores is f¥om 1 to 7 where 1 signifies
that the wife most often initiates problem solving and 7
signifies that the husband does. A score of 4 indicates that

. both initiate problem solving an equal number of times.

\

<

In comparing distribution of interaction results to previously
discussed results, thg fpllo@ingvinformation was noted. The husband
in couple one appeared to assume iéadership in the‘relationship as
%ndicated by'; concentration of particular intgractiOns. For example,
vthe husband of éouple one was the only husband of t%e four to have a
greater amount of problem descriptioﬁ behavio;rs than the wife. On
thé other hand, thé—wife in couple one asked more questions than the
"husband. She also gave assent twelve ti%eﬁ more frequentlytthan the
husband. :It was the wife's perception as well that thé husband

initiated problem solving discussion. In relating these findings to

the other variables three things can be noted: (a) The couple desires

greater adéptability; (b) the husband assumes the leadership; aﬁd (¢)

i
\

the wife's response is mixed as typified by her greater amount of

X

assent, disagree, and complain behaviours. For couple two, who

desired the greatest increase in both marital cohesion and

o
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than the wife.

103

~

qdaptability, there was agreement that the wife initiated problem
solving discussion more often than the husband and that leadership was
balanced only Océasionally. The distribution of couple two's inter-

action was fairly evenly balanced with two exceptions. For this couple’

- s

the wife demonstrated more problem description béhaviours than the
husband and the husband démonstrated more frequent biaming behaviours
!

While couple three perceived the leadership in their relatipnship_
és being balanced, the wife perceived herself ashtaking the problem
solving initiative. Keeping in mind that couple three demonstrated the
greatest percentage of problem description behaviours (82.5% of ghéir
total interaction), it can be ﬁoted that these behaviours were coricen—
trated with the wife. Furthermore, it was indicatea-that the wife
asked 25 q.estions as compared to two by the husband. The husband, on
the other hand, demonstfated more validation and facilitation behav-
iours, most notably the specific behaviours of assenf and agree.

Couple four,(ﬁho gas cbntent with~their coﬁesion gnd adaptability
level, perceived their leadership as balanced and the husband as
taking the initiative in problem solving discussion slightly more
often than the wife. The fairly even distribution oﬁ the couple's~

‘

interaction appears to be consistent with rhe other results that point

to an equalitarian leadership style. b .

Couple Type and Phasing of Interaction

There were two ways of attaining descriptive data capable of -
contributing to ananalysis of couple differences with respect to

phasing of interaction. The first of these involved determining
~ : .



for each couple the average amount of problem description behaviours
!
per minute for each of two five minute segments of the discussion.” Tt

was noted how couples differed when théifrequency of problem descrip-

tion behaviour durinh the first fivx\minutes of the interaction was

compared with the frequency during the second five minutes (see'Tablel2).

Table 12

>

Couple Types and Amount of Problem Deécription Behaviour

Problem Description Behaviour (Amount /minute)

Subjects . 0 - 5 minutes » 5 - 10 minutes
Couple 1 3.9 4.5
Couple 2 5.1 4.6
Couple 3 o 5.6 ' 3.1

4 3.9 3.0

Couple

e

The resulgs show that couples two, three and four all showed a
decrease in the frequency of problem description behaviours dufing the
sécond five minuté'périod of énteraction. (For a more in-depth view
of‘these results, refer to Appendix A)

The second method for obtéining phésing interaction data involved
the author's observations of the video tapes of couple interaction and
making subjective observations about each cpuple's approach to

structuring the problem discussion. A summary of observations made

for ench couple follows.

Cin "~ One (FDH-FDW). Couple one agreed to discuss the topic
"leisu—e' "+ the first 30 seconds of their discussion. Their
discussion ‘s topic lasted for about seven minutes. Their
defin’tion ~. <2y~> seemed t. vse "doing things together” and the

—
I
b

1()@



problem seemed to be more“speciéically focused on work versus leisure,
f ,
although this was not explicitly stated. The husband appeared to
initiate the problem solving structure; however,’it was the wife who
began the aiscussion and made the suggestion to switch topicse after
seven minutes. The énsuing discussion for the remaining eight
éinutes was quite random and simplistic. The topics of discussion
changed six times withinlthis time period. The issues covered went
from habits to a_discussion of an impending leisure activity to
finances, .then vacation, then back to the weekend, and finally to
household tasks, which in itself was inclusive of three more separate
issues.. Only in one instance did couple oﬁe reach a conélusion and'in
that cas; the wife stated that she was complying under pressure. In
terms of phasing of interaction, couple one exhibited a very rangvm

and unfocused approach to problem solving, as evidenced by the number

of topic switches, and therefore showed no appearance of phasing.

Couple Two (FIH-FIW). Within the firs; two minutes and 30
seconds this couple set up the discussion, listed their*alternatives
“and §elected a topic which was '"time speﬁt tégether”: From that point
they desc¢tibed the problem more specifically as qualify versus
Quantity of time together. ‘After reviewing their relational hiétory
looking for helpful solution ideas, they came back to;a problem
definitioh. At this point Fhe couple became sidetracked momentarily
ungil the husband résﬁructured the Problem solv;ng task by declaring;
nwe’ré'on a tangent'". Into the ninth minute the disqgssion/in;luded
suggestion; for possible solutiéns ;nd an evalqatioaqu the curren:

situation. At the twelve minute point there appeared t6 be a mutual-

-

105



% 106

realization and agreement that another relationship problem required
consideration since it appeared to impinge on the problem under
discussion. The main discussion seemed to terminate at this poinﬂ and
from then on the aiscussion became diffuse. Basically, couple two's
problo& solvipg discussion appeared to have observable phases. The
main sequence of interaction included- topic choice,. definitipn of the
problem, reviewing relationship history for ideas, solutio;

suggestions, evaluation, and problem redefinition.

Couple Three (FIH:FDW). Couplé three chose the topic of religion

and within fifteen seconds focused on the problem of child baptism. L
The observable phasing of couple thre€'s interaction was unique
compared with the other couples. This couple discussed their problem

for four minutes and then the wife summed the decision making at that-:

v .
point and stated what action she would undertake as a result. The

N

next three to four minutes was a repeat of the first four minutes with

éome topic expansion. .Again, the wife summarized and stated intended
action steps. This happened a third and final time concluding with
the bife's summary and implemen'tation proposal. DiscussioA concluded
with agreement that they had -dealt with the issue. The sequence ;f
this interaction was basically problem discussion, possible solutions,
summary, and action proposal. This sequence was repeated‘three times

)

and each time new information was gathered and the issue further

clarified.

¢

Couple Four (FDH-FIW). Couple £our took 30 seconds to select the

f

topic of finances for discussion and another minute and a half to

define(their specific ﬁroblem as budget priorities. Problem
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definition was followed by an evaluation pf their current situation.
After examining several dimensions of the problem, som; attempt was
made to make plans concerning one aspect of the problem. Aftef twelve
minutes the discussion became quite diffuse until thé last minute,
during wﬁich time,ﬁhe wife summarized the discussion. Theaproblém
interaction phasing that was evident during couple four's diécussion
included the' following elements: probiem sele;tion, problem definition, -
prioritizing, planning, and summarizing.

In.summary, the field dependent couple were.the le;st able of the
couples to strucfure their problem discussion and therefore were
unable to get past the problem aescription.phése. In a manner quite
similar to their interaction behaviours, couple two's problem
discussion was more complgxlthan the other couples'. This was
evidenced by the discernable phases in their problem solviné and their
mgta—communication. By way of comparison withvcouple gwo, c;uple >

. I

three's interaction was less. complex but their phasing of the intqp—'

-

action was as'SCructu;ed. Couple three’waé the only couple to feéch
the phase .of discussing golutioﬁ imple@entétion. While couple four's
discussion was structured also and did move tﬁrough discernable
phaées, these phases were bore diffuse than they appeared té be during

couple three's discussion.

Couple Type and Perception of Marital Problem Solving Effectiveness
In order to arrive at couple scores on perception of marital
‘ b
problem solving effectiveness, a mean score of the Likert scale

results for eac!: couple was assessed based on the partners' indivi%ral

scores (see Table 13). Couple perception of four aspects“of marifal
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problem solving effectiveness was assessed and the couple results
compared and ranked with respect to each of the four dimensions.

Solution Ability. The mean score in this category was 3.87 and

the scores ranged from 1 to’g. 'For this category there was a marked
,,diScrepapcy between the score of couples one and two, who wére above
the overall mean score, as compared to couples three and four, who
_‘scqred below the mean score: The results indicate that the cognitive
‘ ﬁatched couples did not,think that tﬁgy had érfived at a suitable
problem‘solufion and the cognitive miéhétched couples.d§d.

Solution Satisfaction. The results for this-category were

similar. to the previous category. Couples one and two both scored

above the mean score of 3.6 and couples three and four scored below

)

the mean. The range of scores was 1.5 to 6, which indicated that “the
cognitive matched couples were diSsatisfied with their solution,

whereas the cognitive mismatched couples were very satisfied. S

Process Ability. The mean score for process ability was 3.25

with a range of 1 to 6. For this category, the cognitive mismatched

-

couples agéin had similar scores below the méan, which indicates th =

they both felt ﬁhat they worked well as couples during the problem
’solving discussion. Céuple oﬁe waséSlightly moder;te,calthOUgh ﬁhey
did not feel that ﬁhey worked well together. Couple two felt quite -
idefinite that they did not work well together. Again the cognitive

mismatched couples were more satisfied than the'cognitive matched

>

Couples.

. . 0] . - >
Process Satisfaction. For process satisfaction the mean score

was 3.37 with scores ranging from 1.5 to 6.0. Basically the

109
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distribution of scores for the four couples in this category was

similar to that in process ability with the result that the cognitive

-

mismatched couples were highly satisfied with the way they worked

togeﬁher. Couple oné was moderately dissatisfied with the way they

worked together and couple two was highly dissatisfied,
In summarizing the four categories, the results indicated that
‘cdgnitive mismatched couples saw their problem solving effort as

highly effective a1 satisfactory. . They also felt that they worked

well and enjoyed working togéther. Again it is couple four who rates

high as on all other measures of satisfaction. Conversely couple two,
|

as with other measures, was highly critical of ;heik problem solving

ability and accordingly was dissatisfied. They‘werL also critical of
¢

and dissatisfied with their ability to work together. . Couple one

‘.
/!

results indicated that, whilé they saw their problem solution efforts

as highly ineffective and unsatisfactory, they were slightly more

4

positive about their ability to work together and enjoy it. Again,

this appears to reflect the inconsistency that is apparent throughout

N

couple one's results.|

General Ana-.<’s of Resuits

The findings of this-study will'be discussed in two parts. Of
first consideration will be the application of the results to the
various research quéstions. This will be followed bv a comparative

PR MY . W, b N
overview-of the four couples in relation to the marital problem

solving variables.

o

Regarding'the first main question, the results indicated that the

field independent matched couple perceived their marital cohesion at a-

; ‘ ’
)



low level whereas the other three couples perceived their cohesion at

a moderately high ‘level. The cohesion'score for the matched field

‘ independent couple sugge§ts that their perception of thefr marictal

cohesion was consistent @ith the‘field indepéndept cognitive style)
characteristics.: Similarly, given the interpersonal orientation of
field dependent perséns, the matched field dependent“couple's
moderately high score on cohesion was as might be expected. The
contrast between these two matched cognitive ,styles in relation to
péhesionqappea}s,torbe more pronounced wheﬂ their ideal cohesion

scores are compared with their actual cohesion scores. The 'matched

field dependent couple petceive their-relationship to be at a satis-

factory level of cohesion whereas the matched field,iddependent couple

'

do not. These results suggest .that when co&ples are matched
: v ¢

. - N

saccording tobfield dependent/independent cognitive ,styles there is a

~

relationship betwéen cogrmitive style match. and couple perceptionef

marital cohesionthétis conﬁstentwiducdgnitiye style characteristics.

The results pertaining.to mismatched cognitive style couples in
general indicated that both couples perceivéd their rélationships as -

being moderatgly'high in cohesion. Their perceived-ideal levels of

cohesion were extremely high whereas the cognitive matched couples'

perceived-ideal levels of cohesion were only moderately high. Of these

two couples, couple four was the most satisfied with their level of

¢

- cohesion.

"In considering couple perception of marital adaptability, it was

evident that the mismatched cognitive style couples perceived their

.

relationship structures as more adaptive thanvdid the matched coupies.

wn N ~ " N

(SN :
o ,
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This low perceived marital adaptability score for the matched field
independent couple was consistent .with their low perceived marital
cohesion score. Since their ideal adaptability ;core placed them .
within the same high adaptabilityv range as' the other three couples, it
is again apparent that they were dissatisfied with their level of
adaptability. The matched fiéid dependeént couple in a similar manner
perceived their adaptability at ; low level and ideally wanted a high
level of adaptabiiity. Of the cognitive style mismatched couples,
couble four indicated the greatest satisfaction with their level of
marital adaptability.

In summa;y, the relationship between cognitive style and coupie
perceptiun of marital structure was consistent with cognitive style
characteristics for the couples matched according to cognitive style.
Tha£ is, the ﬁatched'field independent couple perceived their
%elationship structure as being low with respect to ¢oheslon and
adaptability and tHeytwere the most disgatisfied of the four couples
with these marital structure levels. The matched field dependent
couplé perceived their relationship structure as being at a high level
of cohes;on and a low level of adaptability. They were the most
satisfied of the ;ouples with their marital cohesion but were

dissatisfied with their marital adaptability. , The mismatched
<

* cognitive style couples in general perceived their marital structures

as functioning at high and satisfactory levels. This was particularly

~true of couple four (FDH-FIW). In comparison to the cognitive

s

matched couples, the mismatched couples had higher perceived ideail

levels of both marital adaptability and cohesion.

a
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Résdlts pertaining to the second main question suggest that
couple cognitive style match and mismatch is related to problem
solQing interaction in the following ways. Couples who were
mismatched according to cognitive style were quite different in a
number of ways. df the four couples, couple four (FDH-FIW) demon-
strated the most interaction behaviours over all, whereas couple three
(FIH-FDW) demonstrated the fewest. Considering specific Interaction
categories, couple four demonstrated more positive, validating, énd
facilitating behaviours than any of the other couples whereas éouple
three demonstrated the fewest behaviours in these categories 'n
éomparison with the other couples. A major difference between these
two mismatched cognitive style couples is revealed in the resulfs
which indicated that a large percentage of couple four's interaction
behaviours were of a supportive nature (48% agree and assent) whereas
an even higher percentage of couple three's interaction behavioyrs
were problem description behaviours (82%). 0f the two cognitive
mismatched couplea, couple four were more socially oriented during
thiS»partichlar problem discussion session.

Tﬁe matched cognitive style couples were similar with respeéf to
results indicating the amount of negative communication behaviours.
0f the four couples, the matchedsfield dependent 65up1e foo -~wed by
the matched field independent copple demonstrated a greaté? frequency
of negative behaviour codes than tﬂé mismatched cbgnitive style
couples. With respect to positive ipteraction codes, the météﬁed

cognitive style couples demonstrated fewer behaviours than “couple four

and more behaviours than codple three. The matched cognitive style )
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couples also revealed the greatest frequency of smile/laugh behaviours
compared to the cognitive mismatched couples. -
In reviewing the results pertaining to the relationship of

cogn%ti€e stvle match and mismatéh to distfibution of interaction,
the following findings are evident. The mismatched cognitive style
couple three (FINI-FDW) demonstrated a unique pattern of communication
structured around the wife's questionning behaviours. It is perhaps
for this reason that the wife in couple‘three perceived herself as

¢ . o
taking the initiative im a problem discussion situation.. Couple one,
in contrast, gave evidence to indicate that the husband took the
initiative in the pfoblem discussion énd that the wife reacted to his
iﬁitiapive with both positive and negative behaviours. The remaining .
two couples both indicated a féirly equgl distribution of interaction &
behaviours suggesting an equalitarian approach was likely utilized
auring this particular problem discussion.session. Beyond these
general assertipns, little can be stated concerning cognitive style
matcﬁ and mismatch in relation to the distribution of interaction.

The relati&nship of couple cognitive match and mismatch to

phasing of interaction was most evident when comparing the matched
field dependent couple with the ofher tﬁree couples. fhis'particular
cognitive match did not appear t; be as skilled"at structuring and
organizing their discussion into discernible phases as did the other
couples. These results are consistent with field dependent charac-

teristics which suggest that field dependent persons have difficulty

. o .
organizing or structuring a diffuse or ambiguous situation. Aside from

_couple one, the other three couples all pasically demonstrated a



phasing of theilr problem solving interaction. The main observed
differences améng these three couples‘pertained to style of inter-
action phasing. The partners from the matched field independent
couple each contributedvto a structured problem discussion that
progressed through discernible phases. The mismatched couples each
indicated‘unique styles of phasing interaction that aPpeargd to
utilize each partﬁer's cognitive skills. For exaﬁple, the field
dependenﬁ wife in couple thre;‘;;ructured couple three's discussion
with . numerous questions. In other words she appealed to an external
referent who 1in thisvcase was her husband in order to structure this
particular problem. In couple four's discussion it was the field
independent wife who gave structure to the discussion with her problem

descriptive comments and her periodic summing statements throughout

the discussion. These results suggest that for a couple with a

“

[

mismatched cognitive style there appears to be a blending of cognitive.
style characteristics that may be complimentary in a problem discussion

context. The cognitive mismatched couple with the field independent

wife was able to structure their problem discussion and maintain a

level of relational support at the same time.

In relation to the third question, the'résults indicate that
couple cognitive style match and mismatch relates to_problem solving
effectiveness and satisfaction in qhe following manner. Couples who

. / ;
were mismatched according to cognitive style perceived their problem
solving ability as effective ;nd s;tisfying whereas couples whec were

matched according to cognitive éfyle did not. Consistent with field

dependent/independent characteristics, the field independent couple
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was critical of their ability to problem solve and was ndt satisfied
with the process. The field dependent couple, however, was critical

-

of their ability to;solve probiems buk slightly more satisfied with
their problem solving process. | — | ¢

In general it woulg'appeaf that the couples who are mismatched
, according to cognitive style funb;ioned highef than the.match;d couples
in relation to most of thé variables pertaining td marital problem
solving effectiveness. This was particulariy e&ident for the couﬁle -
with the field dependent husband and the field independent wife..

These then are ;hé general as;ertions that a?evoffered in .
responée to the tﬁree major questions being considered in.tﬁis study.
An overview of the relevant information pertaining.£o theamore
speciﬁic aspeéts Qf the four couﬁle tybés and the problem solving
variables will conclude this chapter; )

In discussing the problem solving variables, I wish to begin with
the cou?les' pefception of’Fheir problem solving‘ability. It seems
fhat the perception each couple had of theirhown effecéivenéss~was a
fairly good gauge>of how the cqupies fénked across the other variables
as well. TFor example, couplés*four and_three geqerally performed Qell
) and couples onetand two appeared to have difficultiesn A closer
examination of each couéle's'results provides soﬁe tentative rationale
’for these differences. |

Couple oﬁe (FDH—wa) results seemed to indicate-that they were
cohesive enough and phaf the; did not object to éhe'process dimension

of their problem solving discussion, but they were not adaptive enough

nor were they effective at problem sblving together. This apparent



lark of ability was somewhat evident in the ph;sing of their inter-
action. . Couple one had a very random‘approach to problem solving
discussion end was unable to maintein a 5}oblem solning strategy long
enough to reach a solution. As a fesult, they jumped from one ‘
problem area to anothef. Perhaps in this respect the fact tnat couple
one had the greatest number‘of negative communication®behaviours can
be attributed to a f}ustration with their inability to make progress
«with their problem selving effort. Tnough this eouple p:eposed change
by initiating.seven positive solutions, they appeared to beiuneble to
harness the effs}f as evldenced by the fact that they could not agree
on any of these solut%ons. Couple one seemed to be husbandhled during
the problem,solving sessiqn. For example, he took the initiative in
the area of'problem-descrintion. The wife énpeared to berthe
respondent as evidenced by her.higher'rates of blaming, complaining,

and assenting behaviours.
: o (-\ . T

The.overall impression tnat couple one was satisfied with.their
cohesiveness yet dissetisfied with their adapsabilitg and‘nnable te'
effectively structure a problem sblving interactien is consistent with
what’one might expect for a field denendent coupler - wnile the

-relational bonding appears to beithere, the struetnfing.skills of the
fieid independené;appa:ently wefe'net present in this problem solving
situation. The only eppafent‘discnepancy with the psychological
differenﬁiation theory wonid perhaps be the amount of negative %ntef—

~action for.couple’one. While field.dependent individuals tend to be

" less eritice1:and'openly'hbstile'ﬁnan"fie%g independent individuals;

this‘was not the case here. .There are two possible suggestions for
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this apparent discrepancy. First, this i1s a marital situation anﬁ
perhaps-in.a familiar-ongoing relationship field erendent persons
become equally expressive of negative thoughts and feelings as field
indépende;t individuals. - The other related sugées{ibn is. that the
literature does suggest that wives in marital relationships do tend to

)
be more expressive of negative thoughts and feelings°tﬁan do husbands

-~

(Notarius & Johnson, 1982). Couple one's negative interaction pattern

would appear to be consistent with the findings of these studies since

more of the negative interaction waé wife initiated.

Couple two's (FIH;FIW) résults inéicated in genéral that of the
four couples they wefe the most critical of their problém solving
effort and the moét dissatisfied with their‘relationshib cohesion and
adaptability. .The interaction results indicated that ;his couple got
involved in the pgoblem solving discussion. In fact, couple two had
the second highest amount of interaction ove?all. Withinvthis general
category couple two gave evidence of a wide range of cognitive inter-
action behaviour. For instance, couple two demonstrated the inter-
action_ékill of paraphrase éevéral times mére than any of the other
cogples. Conversel?, coupie two was the only couple not to negative
mind-read. During the problem solving discussion, couple_;wo-gave
evidence of the ébility_to structure a discussion. In contrast to

couple one, couple two's discussion was well focused and quite

complex. With this general overview of couple two's results, it

Y,

appears that they share some of the significant characteristics
{

expected for field independent persons. For example, the evidence

seems to show that this couple had fairly balanced interactional and

\ :
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problem structur%ég skills vet they were dissatisft«d with thelir
overall problem solving abiiity and seemed to have aif:iculty working
and bonding together.' Although they had good problem solving skills
these skills were inefficient, as would be predictgd by psvchological
differentiation theory. Accordingly marital problem solving
effectiveness’ demands both structuring and social sensitivity.

Couple three (FIH-FDW) was quite successful 1n achieving results
during the prpblem ;olving discussion and accordiﬁgly rated themselves
as effective and satisf%ed problem solvers. What is significant to
note about couple three is their interaction pattern, which was quite
diffé;ent from the other cou@les. Couple three appeared to have
restricted interaction repertoife.duriﬁg problem'discussion as was
evidenced by tne fact that 82% of their interaction was problem
description. Characteristically, couplg three was quite direct in} .
'theif approach with ;hé.fééﬁlt that few posit;ve or negativé communi—
cétion behaviours were exchanged compared to thf other couples. The
discussion itself was well focused with clearly discerniﬁle phases.
Basicall?rthe discussion was wife-led as evidenced by the fact that
she contributed more problem description and question behaviours. _In
fact, a géneral impression of this couple's épproach waé that the'wife
structured the problem discuss}on by asking questions to which her
husban; respénded. When the discussion reached a particular point the
wife would summarize and initiate a st;;ement of implementation. .This
behaviour by the wife seems quité gypical‘of a field dependent

approach to problem solving. In this case, the field dependent wife

appeared to rely almost exclusively upon the external referent, who in

&
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this case was her field independent husband. The field independent
husband in this case was clearly cogperative but qui;e independent in
forming his own opiniéns. 'He seldom asked his wife what she thought
and she seldom told him what she thougﬁt, though she’f%equently
inquired of his opinioﬁs. Given the moderate ;atisfaction this couple
has with their marital cohes{pn, adaptability? and their perceived

problem‘solving ability, it would seem that their particular style of
problem iolving works for them.‘ While the evidence here islnot,
\ .
conclusivé, it does suggest that in this case a complementary cognitive
\
style comb&nation or mismatched husband field indepéndent with wife o
. - ‘

field dependent has contributed more to a satisfactory marital problem

solving style than has matched couple styles. . - 'U ~J
; _

Couple f&gr clearly distinguished themselves as -the one couple

\

N

- ’

\

\ ) i . . .
out of the four'who saw themselves as cohesive, adaptive, and
effective at problem solving. They also had the greatest amount of-

interaction. They were the most supportive and -the least negative.

Generally speaking, éouple four appeared to be a relationship
A ’ .

maintenance oriented couple. The problem solving interaction, in

\

fact, appeared to be weighted more towards relationship maintenance

™~
<

than issue resolution. Thi§ was quite evident, for .example, when the

N \ 3
A,

field dependent husband repeﬁxed on three separate occasions during

. \ /
the discussion, '"We don't have a problem with finances'. One had the
impression that had not the wife ip this case facilitated the
discussion, closure would have come ‘quite early. The cognitive style

differences between the field dependeﬁt husband and the field

B ) ) i ’ . O' .
independent wife were quite evident during the problem discussion.



)

Though this couple saw themselves as quite eqﬁalitarian in leadership,
the wife quite clearly structured the discussion in a facilita;ive way
%y clarifying; défining, and summarizing. 'Coﬁple four appears$ to have
found é style of rel;tionship that works for them even better than
couple three's: In this one problem solving-instance, therg was
evidence to suggest that, this couple has develéped a style of marital

interaction which utilizes their complementary cognitive styles.

~
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.the matched field independent couple who were the least satisfied with

CHAPTER VI

'DISCUSSION

The results of this study indicate that there is reason to

suggest that when individual psychological differentiation character-

AN
istics are combined in a marital relationship, they relate to how a .

. coyple functions during problem solving interaction. This relation-

ship has beén eViderE.by'sﬁme of the ways in which couples with four

different cognitive style combinations have described their marital.

struckture and performed on a problem solving task. A comparison of

some of the resulté. of -this study with some‘, those indicated in

.

Oltman and associates' (1975) study of psychologicai.differentiation

and non-marital dyad confli&t resolution will highlight éqme of these

relationships. For example, this study indicated that in relation to

.

marital cohesion it was the matched field dependent couple Wwho were
. ' : At

the most satisfied with their perceived actual level of cohesion and

.

Lo
S

theirs. When Oltman and associates’(l975)‘used a questionnaire to

assess various aspects of interpersonal attraction immediately

following a conflict resolution session, they found that interpersonal
/ . . . ,

‘

attraction was lowest for the matched fielg-indepenaent dyads and

. highest for the matched field dependent couples. ~The mean attraction '

ratings of the two mismatched dyadic groups were between the two

. matched group mean ratings. In both studies the interperéonal

orientation of the field dependent person is suggested by the high

B
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coggsion and interpersonal attractioﬁ scores of the matched field
dependegt dyadg. .Conversely the ind?vidualistic o;ientgﬁioﬁ of the
field iﬁdependent person is suggested by the low cohesion and inte?—
perso%al'attraction scores.

The characteristic desire for autonomy of the field independent
person in relation go others was also manifest in relatiSH,to the
maritalladaptability'scorés, The matched field independent couple
perceived themselves as being less adaptive ;hén the- other céuples;

. In a conflict resolution situation, Oltman and associates (1975) found

‘that their field independent-matehed dyads tended to stand firm with
their original point of view and therefore feach agreement lesg
frequently than other cognitive style combinations. Several results

from this study would éupport this notion regarding field independent

dyads. Consistent with the maritalstructure results, the matched

. o

*

field independent couple demonstrated the second highest amount of
- - : . . .

negative communications and were not satisfied wiﬁh either their -

problem solution or their ability to solve or enjoy ﬁroplem

'discussiong. Both studies suggest that matched field independent

couples are less adaptive and less able to come to agreement by

~ "o

accommodating to one anothgf's'point of view than are other combina- h
.tions of field dependence/independence. |
One finding which was Quitg different from what might be expected
giyen the study by O}tman and associates (1975) was in relation to the
ga;ched field dependent gouple and marital adaptability. Whereas the
Oltman study indicated théf matcﬁed field depéndent dyads came to

agreement more frequently than other combinations of cogritive dyads,
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this sﬁudy did not. The matched field dependent couple perceived

themselves to be low in marital adaptability and were the second most
dissatisfied of the four couples with this aspect of their relation-

ship. During the problem discussion session as well the matched field

’

: i
dependent couple performed in a nonadaptive manner. In general, the
.l ‘ A .

husband-led discussion was met with a mixed reaction from the wife who

resistéd more frequently than she accommodated to the husband's'point

- .

of view. Csdtrary to whatwmight;be exPected from field dependent
persons, this‘couéle dembnst?ated thé\mgst fgequent number of negative
behaviours of ail féur couples. Their self rating~$n théir problem
solving effectiveness yaé low; "however, in a manner conéistentwwith

P o

their perception of their marital cohesion, they did suggest that they

enjoyed;the'problem discussion process. In view of these findings, a
possible reason f&% the'differencé betw;en Oltman's results and these
might be that this study dealt witH married cohples and Oltman and
asségiates studied.strange; dvads. 1t ié possible that in a marital
rélationéhip such as a matched field dépendent couple.in which the
skill.is lacking to identify’the needs of partnefs and to structure
the relationship to attend to thes%¢needs, the ftustration'leyel
‘builds up until it is manifest in the interaction. This would be even
more ljkely given the field dependent characteristic of turning foward:
another in an gmbig&ous situation. Perhaps in-a marital’relationéhip

it becomes more difficult to accommodate to the other partner's point

of view when one's own expectations have been disappointed over a
kY

. period of time. .

'

There were no studies with which to directly compare'theAresults

,

pertaining to the ‘mismatched cognitive couples; however, it is
< . _ S
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interesting to note that these two couples were similar in that they

¢

perceived themselves to He effective marital problem solvgrs but
dissimilar‘in tﬁe manner in which they conducted their problgﬁ
discussionf' Couple three (FIH-FDW) conducted their problem discussion/
in a very businesé—like manner with very few comments other than |
problem\descriptive ones, whereas couple four (EEHYFIW) were very .
supportive and rélatioﬁal in Ehe problem discussion. The influgnce of
psychologicél differentiation on thesé couplg stylés:of problem

solving interaction is abparent. Couple three structuréd their

problem discussion around the field dependent wife's\questionning

behaviours which-constituted the majority oﬁ thé problem descriptive
_behaviours. The fgeld independent husband in this case servéd as the

wife's external referent in removing the ambiguity from the proﬁlematic .
situation. Couple four‘(FDH%FIW) had ; different style whjch was also
consistefit to a aegree with psychological differentiatioh.cﬁarécter— J
istics. This couple ;eémed to function during their‘problem~discus—

¢

sion in a manner similar to .that described in the studies of field

4

dependence within a therapeutic relationshib (Greene, 1972; Karp,
Kissin, & Hustmeyer, 1970). These studies suggested that the thera-.

ﬁists who were studied utilized a well defined and supportive thera-
v - .
B - A B

peutic approach with their field dependent clients, In watching

v - :
couple four during their Qiscussion one could observe the field

-

independent wife structuring‘a well phased and supportiQe problem

‘ structure fbrohérself and for the field dependent husband. 1In fact,
hadiit not been for ﬁ%?“continued leadership, the’discgésion may have
rethed a é;émétureﬂéiosure singe the husband p?peatedly’éuggested

&

(O

N
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that there really was no problem after all. These then are some of
the wavs dn which the relationship between psychological differenti-
ation and marital problem solving dynamics has been observed within

.

this study.v
It is intéresting to note that the results from this study are
simjiar ih some respects to Sabatelli's_(1983) study of cognitive
stvle ahd marital quali;y. Sabatelli found that women in cognitive
mismatched dyads had fewer marital complaints. Though this study dia
not measure marital complaints,’ the evidence did indicate that the “
couples from the cognitive style mismatched dvads were more satisfied
with certain major aspects of their relationship. Furthermore, the
wives from the two cognitive matched dvads indic;ted that tbey were
not satisfied with some major m;rital issues. Sabatelli 30 found
that husbands had fewer complaints when married to field independent
wives. In this study the field dependent husband with the field
independent wife appeared to be content with many aspects of the

marital relationship. Dissimilar to Sabatelli's findings was the

evidence to suggest that the field quependent‘huéband with the field

independent wife did not appear to be gatisfied with some aspects of

his relationship. It appears from Sabatelli and the present study

#that the most conducive combination in terms of lack of complaints and

PRI

other variables iqcluded-here isﬁfield dependent husband an%»field
indepéndent wife. While none of these findings is conclusive, they
are‘interesting from tﬁe point of view that they have been generated
within the marital context which is a departure from the vast majority

of field dependence/independence studies. In both cases the evidence



would suggest that being in an ongoing marital relationship has an
effect on how cognitive st&les combine and funcaion in a dyad. So far
there seems to he a strong suggestion that,”Qhereas non-permanent
dyads prefer a co,  .tive match (Greene, 1972; Packer & Bain, 1978;
Sousa-Poza & Rohrberg, 1976), this asserti;n,cannot be generalized to
the marital relationship. In fact, in the case of marital problem
solving, having a representation of two different cognitive skill
orientations within an ongoing relationship %ay prove to be an asset
rather than a deterrent.

Because of the scope of thisoséudy and its exploratory nature,
there were a number of methodological considerations. One of the main
methodological cons}derations was the small numbef of participants
utilized in the study. While the results of the study have generated
some interesting ;;sertions, the limitéd number of participants
prevents the possibility of generalizing these results beyond the
scope of this studyl What the study has accomplished, howeverl is to
indiéate that psychological.differentiation and marital problem
solving is an area of study that needs to be deliﬁited and s;udied
again using a controlled study with a much larger sample.

Another important methodoloéical consideration to be noted was
certain of the characteristics of the study participants. éoqple one,
for example, was different from the group of participants in some
important respects. Couple one was the only couple wittht a ﬁhild.
They were the only couple in which both the husband and the wife”had

university degrees. Furthermore, the husband in couple one did not

produce a G.E.F.T. score that would suggest with confidence that he .
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was fileld depandent. Ideally in another study a score‘that falls
within the middle range shbuldunot be accépted. This participant's
score was too close to the ﬁean scora of pﬁe sample and too far
removed from the wife's, score. In addition ao the unique differences
of couple one, couple four were'the oldest of the four couples and had
been married for the longest\pariod of time. It”is difficult to
surmise the influence these couple differences ma? have had on the
results obtained in the é{udy; Certainly'ane would expect thht\tﬁase‘
i . ) .

factors such as age, leﬁgtﬂﬂof marriage and presence of children Qould
have some bearing on the outcome of the study particularly in the
cases of couples one. and four. In spite_oﬁ these metﬁodological
impurities, howeyer, the four .couple profiles in this study have
indicated a number of ways in which psychological differentiation
relates to marital problem solving dynamics.

~ Another major methodologicallissue pertains to th fact thap many -
of the measures used in the study were self febort aad based on
perception. Singe fieldldependence/independenae is a cognitive
perceptual\consFru;t, it is reasonable to assume that to an egtent the
individual responsés on théae measures %ould be influenced by each
persoﬁ’s particular cognifive perceptual orientation. A case in point
iﬁ this study might be couple two, the field independent couple. The
indications were that this couple;saw themselQes as dissatisfied with
their level of cohesion and adaptability as well as their aEility to
problem solve effectiVel&? There were also some indications,‘however,
that this couple was as skillad if mot more skilled in their approach

© . ]

to marital'problem solving'than the other three couples. The qUestion



-

remains ﬁhat perhaps couple two was more dissatisfied because, with

- thelr fiéld independent orientation, they were more discefning and
critical of their performance as a couple. What was missing from this
study in this respect was an objective appraisal.of the couples'
marital cohesion, adaptability, and problem solving effectiveness in
addition to the couples' perception. While utilizing coded inter-
action as a component of the study provided some outside objectivity,
‘this ;as perhaps not enough to satisfy the above concern.

A final issue can be raised with-respect to the conceptual rahge
of adaptabiiity propoged by Olson and associates;(1979). In their
view, adaptability can be excessively high leading to chaos. In this
study, tQ% couples scored thgmselveé.in ghe ;haotic range and yet géve
little evidence in othér components of thg study that their rélation—
ship was chaotic. 1In addition it ‘is interesting to note that all four
couples ideally>w§u1d have liked a_fchéoti;” level of adaptébility.
Theée results would raise some doubt as to whether a family cén ever
‘have too much adaptability or abilfty to respond flexibly to change.
In this regard perhaps Doherty (1980) was correct in his assertion
thatIOlsoﬁ and asséciates (1979) have confounded "adaptability as an .
ability.to change in response to stress, with adaptability as the .
changebitself" (p. 13). 1If Olson's assertion abott adaptabilit; is |
éorrect, however, perhaps what this study ha; indicated is that
cbuples ;n the early stage of marriage have é tendency to desire a

o

more extreme level of marital adaptability than those in later

stages.



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

There seems to be a resurgénce of interest iﬁ personality and
marriage research by a number of disciplines within the social science
field. Marriage and family,researchers in pérticﬁlar h3ve noted both
the importance.of individual member personality characteristics and
also the difficulty of incorporating these individual personality
characteristics within a étudy'éf the marriage or family group
(Doherty, 1980; Klein, 1983).‘ ig an effort to better understand
personality as an important facgor contributing to marital prohlem
solving dypamics, this.study sought to examine the relatiopship‘
betweeq psychological differentiation and marital structure dynamics,

¢
LN
marital problem solving interaction, and marital problem solving

effectiveness. The major unit of analysis in the study was the

marital unit. Since individual personality characteristics were being

incofporated into an understanding of the marital unit, two levels of .

systems functioning were considered, the marital system and the

individual psychological subsystems. In order to facilitate t"'s kind
| ‘ Ko

of analysis, general systems theory was utilized as a theoretical

framework capable of integrating psychological Qifferéntiation, an

individual differences construct, and marital problem solving

<

analysis.

Given the theoretical nature of this study and some of the
. 2

inherent conceptual difficulties, it was designed to be exploratory
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in nature. As a result, in place’of testéble gypotheses a number of
research questions were developed using the iﬁtegrated theory of
family'proble% solving effectiveness (Klein & Hill, 1979) as a
framework. This framework has suggested that there are a number of
.determinants of‘marital and problem solving effectiveﬁess including
.individual member characteristicsﬂand group structural properties.
These two are considered to influence interactional dynamics which in
turé influence pr&blem solving effectiveness. The research qqestibns
that were considered dealt with the relationship between individual
cognitive stylé characteristics within a.marital relationship and
\ . .

various réi&(ggﬁproblem solving dynamics including the following:

(a) the structural dimensions of cohesion and adapt;bility; (b) the f
amount, distribution, and phasing of the~inter§ction; and (c)
percelived marital problem sdlving effectiveness.

In applying the results obtained to the.research questioﬁs, it
would appear that in all cases there is some evidence of a relation-
ship between couple‘cognitive style characteristics and the varioﬁs
marital pfoblénxsolving variables. In general it was found that

coSples who were ﬁismatched according to cognitive style, especially
the FDH-FIW couple, functioﬁgd better in relation to the probiem
solving vériables.considéréé. Sinc%;all four couples we%e quite
different, particﬁlarly in their progiem solving, and sin?e many of
these differences were quite consistent with what might be expected
given each couple's cognitive structure combination, one is tempted'tQ§

_conclude that these major differences are linked to differences in

cognitive style. 1In other words, the results indicate that
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?
psychologfcal differentiation, as measured by field dependence/
independence, plays a mediating role in marital problem solving style
in partiﬁular. | i

While the results of this study have shown some promise, theke is
A}

. s {
a need to examine the relationship between these variables experi-

mentally. Of special considération should be the méjor stylistié
differences which are apparent during problem so;ving as a fesult of
cognitivé style orientations operating within the marriage. While
this study has suggested.that with only four coupleé there were'some
stylistic differences, these.results ﬁow need to be examined with a

s !

much larger sample.

Should further studies suggest more conclusively that cognitive

. style differences or similarities within a marital relatiohship have

.

a stylized moderating effect on the way a couple functions in sqlving
problems together, this kind of information could be an asset in'
helping céuples to become better.harital problem solvers. For
example, problem solving skill training'éould'be suited t; specific
couple needs in this area if the individuals were assessed firstvfor‘
psychological differentiation and relatedacognitiVe skills. From this
perspective, couﬁles could then be taught how to utilize one another's
strengths or how to develop skills that are not as well developed.
Similarly with respect to marital counselling, psychologicél differen-
tiation.theory could be a useful framewoyk from which to work in
assessing marital partner cognitive styles and problem solving’ assets -
and deficiencies. Presumably*(h?se who are fiéld dependent would,neéd

4

' R :
help in becoming more discriminating of contextual cues in order to



e 133
more effectively articulate marital problem areas in order to structure
solution goals. On the other hand, those whe are field independent
perhaps would need help in becoming aware of the effects of their
cognitive orientation on such important marital variables as cohesion

and adaptability.

o>
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APPENDIX C

Marital Problem Solving Effectiveness Questionnaire

For each of the statements printed below, please circle the numbeﬁﬁgn

the seven point scale that best indicates your response.
1.. In the prhblem'discussed today, how would you rate yourself in the

following areas.

{a) I would say that we arrived at a suitable solutioh.

strongly 1 ‘ 7 strongly
agree - disagree

(b) I would say that we worked well together.

strongly 1 2 s ‘6 7 s?rongly
agree disagree

(c) I am satisfied with the solution’'we came up with.

i
strongly 5 3 4 5 6 ;Frongly
agree ' disagree

(d) I am satisfied with the way we worked together.

strongiy

strongly - 5 3 disagree

agree

Y
%
4

* 2. Our problem solving effort today was similar to the wé§;We'usually

.

_discués_pro?lems together.

¥ Yes ' ; . No
* itwas 1 2 3 4 8 6 7 it was not

similar ‘ ‘ similar
3. In your reiationship, who initiates.problem solving discussions?
wife both . husband
1 2 .3 4 5 6 .7
mostly _ - . . mostly

-

SRR

4. When disagreements arise, they usually result in

wife ’ 5 3 muZualS 6 7 husband
‘'giving in ' give and giving in
take

159
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5.

6.

7.

i

Would you say that you and your partner have similar or different

styles when discussing maritél problems?

both )

very very ¥
similar dissimilar
In general, how would you rate yourself and your marriage partner

on joint problem solving ability?
neutral
. extremely 1 5 3 4 5 6 7 extremely
good - poor

In general, how satisfied are you with your joint problem Solving

efforts? . N

very . neutral very
satisfiea T 2 3 4 3 ® 7 gicsatisfied

ke
»1
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APPENDIX D

Problem Solving Discussion Instructions .

Most couples have disagreements from time tovtimé in their
marriage relationships. In a moment I'm going to hand each éf you a
list of four possible areas of disagreement in your marriage. These
areas have bee; identified by you in your response to the Dyadic
Adjusﬁment Scale which you filled out for me earlier. Please look
over the list and give some thought to these areas‘of possible

disagreement as they relate to your marriage. Do not discuss them

until I give you further instructions.

(One minute pause)

When I tell you to begin, you will have 15 minﬁt without
interruption to discuss an area of disagreement in your marriage
situation. In the i5 minuté time period alloted to you, I would like
you.to do two things: . ﬁ‘
(1) First I would like you to decide together whatpyou think is the
problem that represents thé area of greatest disagreement in your
marriage right now. e

V(;
(2) Second, when you have decided on a problem I would.like you to

discuss specific ideas about the problem that might lead to one or

‘more solutions that you think might help resolve the disagreement..

For example, suppose for Couple A the area of greatest disagree-
ment is family finances. The specific problem right now is that the
couple can't décide on whether or not to make a major financial

expenditure for a special vacation trip this summer. Husband feels

162
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he has worked hard all year and is lqoking er a rewarding trip to
the,Bahamag. Wife sees a trip}such as this as being impractical at
this time. Husband sees wife as-beingvtoo practical with finaqces and
wife sees husband as being too ffivolqus and not concerned enough
about practical concerns.

Once again then your task is (1) to. pick an area Qf current -
disagreement andiisolate a specific problem éround which that
disagreement centers and (5) to solve that problem as much aé
possible in a ls-minute time period.

Questions?

Begin.
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APPENDIX E

A

" Informed Consent

The purpose of this study is to examine how certain personality

characteristics of marital partners'relate to the way in which they
work toge£hef to solve marridge problems. As participants in .the
study, you will be involved in a variety of assessment procedures that
will involve input from‘both you and your marital partner. Methods of
gathering information from participants’ will iﬁclude individually done
aspect§ of marriage. 1In addition,ra brief video tc will be made of ‘
couple interaction. Ail aspects of thi- study wilil be -reated in a
highly confidential manner. Should you ... your parviner agree to
participate in this study, you will .e required to meéﬁ with the

r2searcher on four separate occasions within a two week period of

time. - In total the study will require no more than six hours of your

“time. You may, if you wish, withdraw from the §tudy at any time.

Should you have any questioné about the study, I will be happy to-
provide answers; however, I would prefer to refrain from making many

comments about the study until it has been completed. Though I will

not be at liberty to give you a copy of your measurement scores, when

the study is completed I will make myseif available to discuss in

general any~questions you might)have about the study.

Signature of Subject . Date
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APPENDIX E

viddo Taping Consent Form

!
1

c

I, ' ’ o , am presently involved i~ - dor

.Li'ddell-s .the$i5 pfoject. As a part of this study, I am ¢. _ng ! y‘
permission to particspate in a video taping sessioﬂ}A~Ivunder§tand
that these recordings will be ob:' 2rved only by ;andor and two
p;ofessional‘coders from thé University of Oregon}‘Marrtal‘Studies
‘Prqgram; Upon cbmpletibh of the codihg of the tapes, all of the

tapes will be erased. ' o ' >

A Bl
’ .

NAME

DATlE ) \
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