Western University

Scholarship@Western

Digitized Theses Digitized Special Collections

1983

Marital Shared Problem-solving:
Conceptualization And Assessment

Gary Wayne Austin

Follow this and additional works at: https://irlib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses

Recommended Citation

Austin, Gary Wayne, "Marital Shared Problem-solving: Conceptualization And Assessment" (1983). Digitized Theses. 1253.
https://irlib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses/1253

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Digitized Special Collections at Scholarship@Western. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Digitized Theses by an authorized administrator of Scholarship@Western. For more information, please contact tadam@uwo.ca,

wlswadmin@uwo.ca.


https://ir.lib.uwo.ca?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1253&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1253&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/disc?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1253&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1253&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/digitizedtheses/1253?utm_source=ir.lib.uwo.ca%2Fdigitizedtheses%2F1253&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:tadam@uwo.ca,%20wlswadmin@uwo.ca
mailto:tadam@uwo.ca,%20wlswadmin@uwo.ca

The author of this thesis has granted The University of Western Ontario a non-exclusive
license to reproduce and distribute copies of this thesis to users of Western Libraries.
Copyright remains with the author.

Electronic theses and dissertations available in The University of Western Ontario’s
institutional repository (Scholarship@Western) are solely for the purpose of private study
and research. They may not be copied or reproduced, except as permitted by copyright
laws, without written authority of the copyright owner. Any commercial use or
publication is strictly prohibited.

The original copyright license attesting to these terms and signed by the author of this
thesis may be found in the original print version of the thesis, held by Western Libraries.

The thesis approval page signed by the examining committee may also be found in the
original print version of the thesis held in Western Libraries.

Please contact Western Libraries for further information:
E-mail: libadmin@uwo.ca

Telephone: (519) 661-2111 Ext. 84796

Web site: http://www.lib.uwo.ca/




-
F o

. CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

@ N
il L
» VT

THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE:

o

h )

I* National Library of Canada
Collections Development Branch

Canadian Theses on

Mierofiche Service sur microfiche

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

e
" NOTICE

4

P l
The qualitf of this microfiche is heavily dependent
upon. the Quality of the original thesis submitted for
microfilmi Every effort has been made to ensure
the highest ggality of reproduction possible. '

A4
If pages are missing,. contact the university which
granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct p’fant especially
if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials (journat. articles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed. .

Reproduction in full or irr part of this film is gov-
erned by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970,
c. C-30.'Please read the authorization forms which
accompany this thesis.

THIS DISSERTATION
~HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

Bibliothéque nationale du Canada
Directloq du développement des coliections

4

Service des théses canadiennes

AVIS

La quatité de cette microfiche dépend grapdement de
la qualité de la th%se sournise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure
de reproduction.

- §'Ill mangque des pages, veuille; = communiquer
avec l'université qui a conféré le grade, P

*La qualité d’impression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées a I’'aide d’un ruban usé ou si 'univer-

sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise

/,

qualité. -

Les documents qui font déja I'objet d'un droit
d'auteur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne
sont pas' microfilmés, ‘

est sp e a la Loi canadienne sur fe droit d'auteur,
SRC 1 , ¢. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des
formules d’autorisation qui accompagnent cette thése.

-

La*roduction, meéme partielle, de ce microfilm
9

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'’AVONS RECUE




. ~
* MARITAL SHARED PROBLEM-SOLVING:
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND ASSESSMENT

-

N

by

P Gary W ayn'e Austin

Department of Psychology

Submitted -in partial fulfillment of
_the' requirements for the degree of -

Doctor of Phi losophy

.
-~

Faculty of Graduate Studies
The University of Western Ontario °

London, Ontario

.©  Gary Wayne Austin 1983




/ ABSTRACT .

\ ’

Marital shared problem-solving, the process by which couples 'attempt to

resvlve relations conflict, has genérally been thought to be jointly composed

of ecommunication and problem-solving skills. However, behavioral marital
therapy and coyple interaction investigations have tended to confound the
detinitions of yhese components in both theory and assessment domains. This

research projgct's objectives were to: l. re-conceptualize the problem-solving

. 7 '
and supportive communication (the communication skill set) components as

- separate skills; 2. develop and validate a self-report measure of shared

problem-solving; and 3. investigate the interrelationship of problem-solving,

supportive communication and marital satisfaction.

Following a construct approach to test poristruotion,*shared

: | J

., problem-solving concepts from the researcp and theofetical literature were

cd

/ surveyed, the component skills of problem-solving and supportive communication

-

were defined, items were written based on those definitions, and items were~

-

judged for their comformity to the dinitions. -

A novel test format was choosen for ‘the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory

in an attempt to simulate marital discussions. Two series of multiple-choice
items were developed as separate discussions on the -maritalnissues of "money"

and "contact". The stimuli were written as statements that could be made by a

N

"spodse" and the six alternative responses,were statements from which the

- -
.y

reSpﬁndent could choose ,a reply. Each stafement was weighted for
A J

problem-solving and supportive communication vdlues.

)

In the first study, designed for empirical item selectidn, 25 married couples

responded to the preliminary Shared Probiem-Solving Inyentory, marital

satisfaction and social desirability tests. On the badis of these data, items

%
4
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into maritally distr¢ssed and no

: : L o N
demonstrating poor.item characteristics were eliminated .-The résulting
inventory showed sufficiently promising psychémet(ic characteristics to warrant

°

a validity investigation to further understand the meaning of the scales.

T . ) + . . N ' M o g .
In the second study, the content, criterion, and censtruct validity of the

Shared Problem-Solving were evaluated using data provided by 42 married

" couples. One assumption for adeqdate content validif’y was that thec two

4 B

simulated discussion issues would be” commonly consxdered as severe relatnonshlp
1ssues Thrs assumptlon was supported For crltenon valldnty, the external

criterion was a-rating of a ten/m%g_te couple mteraction on problem—solving and
A ’ N SN .

-
-

’ “‘ ] . . . ’
supportive communication..These criterion ratings and the inventory scales were

»

evaluated for convergent and discriminant validity using the
multitrait—multimetnod matrix. Supportive, cbmfnunication scales showed more

A
consxsfent and adequate criterion valldlty than the problem—solvmg §cales which

seemed contammat}mth supportive communication and were dependent on the

" N
nature of issue content. Construgt validity was examined by separating subjects
istressed groups and examining their

performance on the Shared Problem-56lving Inventory and interaction ratings. -

<

Results paralleled those found for criterion validity. In addition, strong evidence
was obtained for a reciprocation of negative supportive communication on the
. e

inventory, a typical finding in the interaction research.

-

Since problem-solving skill level was found to interact with the problem
: i Lo .
content, both the model forming the basis of this research and the utility of the
Shared Problem-Solving Inven'tor"y required re-evaluation. A revised model was
pi:oposed 'wiih the key element bein’g the ability to stay on-task wiih the ~
spouse’s concern especially when the issuz’ was contact in the relationship. In .
addition, it was speculated that some of the difficulties in_the earlier research,

' 7 ]
iv’ ) ~




’ ’

as well as this-present profe}:t, may hayve resulted from the a’dqptioh of an

individual problem-sblving mode! for marital shared problem-solving.

Giverf the mixeg' results for- problem-sblving, it was suggested that Shared

.
l

Problem-Solving Inventory ufllity is most -apbropriate for the assessment ot

a

supportive communication in applications such, as the evaluation of marital skill

training interventions. . : '
' A majo*i‘mitation of this project was the question of generalizability

since the size of the item pool and the number of issues simulated were small.

P . . .

Furthermorg; test-retest evaluation either over time or with intervening .

2 ya . .- . . .

inter;enfibn\'was,éonside'red beyond the project's scope. L -
- ) - B . R .

The implications of the findings for behavioral marital therapy land future

interaction research were also discussed.

<
. -
1
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Words move, music moves

Only in“time; but that which is only hvmg
"Can onhly die. Words, after speech, reach

Into the silence. Only by the form, the pattern,
Can words or music reach

The stillness, as a Chinese jar still

Moves perpetually in its stillness.

Not the stillneéss of the violin, while the note lasts,
Not that only, but the co-existence,

Or say that the end precedes the beginning,

And the end and the beginning were always there
Before the beginning and after the end.

And all is always now. Words strain,

Crack and sometimes break, under the burden,

- Under the tension, slip, shde, perish,

Decay with impreciston, will not stay in place,

Will not stay still. Shrieking voices .
Scolding, mocking, or merely chattering,

Always assail them. The Word in the desert

Is most attacked by the voices of temptation,

The crying shadow in the funeral dance,

The loud lament of disconsolate chimera.

~

‘- . .« . T.S. Elliot
From Burnt Nor'ton
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CHAPTER 1 ‘ ’ .

3 GENERAL INTRODUCTION

“Overview of Research Issues and Objectives

-

The original initiative for this research arose from a preliminary investigation
into the nature of high quality marital relationships and, subsequently, the skill
gom?onents of those relationships.that were emphasized by certain .marital
enricqhment programs (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977). However, it soon became
obvious that difficultai;s with skill assessment, especially with marital
interaction skills, necessitated a review of the current t;nderstanding of those ~
skills. and ’finally a reformulation of two prime cor.np,onen'ts of the marital
interaction procé%s. The}: attempt to deal with thesg conceptual and assessment ¢
difficulties was the central purpose o.f this research project.

\ In the last decade, considerable attention has been given to the empirical
investigation of the specific elements and patterns of marital interaction.
Researchers have been guided in their investigations by social learning theory
(cf, Weiss, 1978) and information exchange theory (cf. Gottman, 1979). Bc;ch the
‘theory and the results of empirical studies have been successfully appliéd -t6
help couples improve their interaction through rﬁarital theraphy (Jacobson &
Margolin, 1979) and mar ftal enrichment (Gurman & Kniskern,“ 1977). Researchers

‘ -
ih all these marital areas have considered the process by whic_:h couples resolve

relationship conflicts, referred to in this study .as shared proble}r\-solving, to be
a central facet of marital interaction (Birchler, 1979). In spite of the range of

research on this process, the construct of shared problem-solving has lacked*a

clear and consistent delineation of the contribution of the component abilities

of problem-solving and éommunicgtion skills. As a possible consequence, there

have been virtually no self-report measures of the shared problem-solving

»

1
—1—




& construct, and the existing behavioral observation measures, in addition to being
uneconomical and cumbersome, have confounded ‘the roles of problem-solving and
communication skill;. To addr;ss these issues, this research project had fi;/e
objeétives: 1) to review the divef’se, conceptualizations of shared
problem-solving; 2) to reformulate the shared problem-solving construct; 3) to
develop a convénient, economical self-report measure of shar‘ed; problem-solving;

-

4) to investigate the relationship of this measure to measures-of marital’
[}

distress; and 5) to speculate on the interrelationship of the component skills of
~ Qe

shared problem-solying.

Shared Problem-Solving as a Marital Relationship Skill

’ '
The marital relationship can be considered a complex on-going process, the

. . Y
v quality of which to a great extent depends on the level of skillfulness of the

couple in diverse areas of fuﬁctig;ning (Weiss, 1978). In an effort to imp se pome
order on the great variety of marital relationship skills, Austin (note 1) has |
assembled a taxonomy of skills that emphasizeshthose skills that are believed
t .
"~ central to a high quality relationship. This taxonomy, ‘which relies heavily on
. h Weiss' (1978) ideas, was derived primarily from two ar_eés of investigation that
have evaluated the contribution of the 'skills to successful marital'relationships.
In the first area, studies that have~compared nondistressed with.distressed
couples were reviewed for those skills that differentiated the nondistressed
» from the distressed group. The second area, marlital enrichment, provided

exp"erimentallevic‘ience that tr:aining in certain skilis can furthér strengthen the
- relationship of.:nond‘istressed couples taking marital enrichment programs. The

skills identif:xed in thése two research areas were collapsed into a six category

taxonomy that includes: 1) objectification; 2) basic communication skills; 3)

shared problem-solving skills; 4) emotional management; 5) partner pleasing

behavior; and &) solutions to specific problems. Although some writers have :




...

; argued that some of these categories can be thought of as prerequisites for

~ other ca'tegories, there exists little evidence for this logically based assumption
(W'eiss, 1978). However, most of the skills and especially shared problem—solving’
have been demonstrated to provide an important contribution to the quality of =~

'
marital relationships. '

Although diversely labelled as problem-solving, conflict resolution, &

= _ decision-making, negotiating or contracting, the set of shared problem-solving »

¥
4 skills which a couple needs to tackle the problem issues in their relationship is
considered crucial for the maintenance of marital satisfaction (Billings, 1979).
) .
a : :
Support for this assertion comes frem separate but related areas of study.
.Cross-sectional studies have divided sam;')l‘es of couples into distressed and
' nondistressed groups on the basis of their self-reported marital satisfaction and
then compared their ability in -conflict resolution. On the basis of behavioral
y ‘

E
qbservation measures, nondistressed couples have consistently demonstrated
\

‘

more ability in resolving .problem.issues than distressed couples (Billings, 1979;

Gottman, 1979; Margolin & Wamgold, 1981; Vincent, Wefss, & Birchler, 1975).
. . a
As might be expected, since distressed cq'uples have skill deficits in this area,

« I "

they also have more unresolved ptoblems-and conflict episodes (Birchler &

o . Wet;b, 1977). In a more experimental Qmo‘de, studies of the effectiveness of
‘marital therap‘y have evaluated-the impact of training o‘n distressed couples*
problem-solving performagce aﬂd~marital satisfaction. Training in shared
problem-solving skills has been found to increase both problem-solving ability

~and satisfaction with the relationship (Birchler,.l9]9; Jacobson, 1979; Jacobson
& Margolin, 1979; Patterson, Ho'ps, & Weiss, 1975;Bornstein, Bach, Heider, &
Einst, note 3). Taken together, these findings strongly sugge;t';’chat'couple
shared problem—solvir;g con (sfs of a modifiable set of skills ghat is central-to
the satisfaction of the marital relationship. Given this centra*role of shared

\
]




problem-solving, it is essential that the componénts of this skill area be
unambiguously specified. However, it will be argued that this situation has not
. v v £

been th se. .
en the case ‘ Y,

Confounding in Shared Prbblerﬁ—Solving Concepts

Although shared problem-solving has been a. widély used construct in both
'tH.e marital therapy .and marital iri“teréction literature, there has been a strong
<tendency, as Weiss (1978) points out, for therapy s‘t.udies Eo confuse the skills
believed to be components of this process. lnvestigators,have often
acknowledged two skill areas by labelling them as problem-solving and !
"commur?ication skills but then have proceded to intermix them whe'n constructing .
" therapy guidelines or interaction coding system‘s.\ This confounding has ensured
difficulty in attempt_s'to understand the relative contribution of these .
components to the marital interaction pfocess. Fpr‘example, in ‘marital ther.apy,
_ one frequent objective is to train couples to resolve c;nﬂicts using some
effective blend of these"fwo sets of skills with little attention to the way in
which‘the; skills may interact. ln‘one of the best examples of a problem-solving
m;nual (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979), a set of twelye guidelines for couples
often seem to mix probfm-solving and communication skills. As an illustration,
consider guideline l.: "In stating a problem, always begin with something
positive" (Jacobson & Margolin, 197‘5, p. 219). No doubt this is good adv&ce;
however, the suggestion combinés the problem-solving step of p.roblem definition’
with what might be considered a communication strategy for positiveness. One
question that could arise is, is positiveness only important at this'“ step or in -
other steps as weIl?.Othervguid'eliries suggested by’Ja;:obson and Margolin (1979)
such as "paraphrase” and "focus on solutions" seem :to represent separate skills, ‘

‘

yet their relationship to each other is unspecified. Other marital therapy

programs that train shared problem-solving skills present a similar pattern of




. /\
confounding these problem-solving and communication skills (for a review of .

) .
programs, see B'u"chler, 1979)."Such programs have proven useful for therapeutic

- purposes but none has provided a clearcut conceptual model of the shvared'
prof)'lem-solving process on which to base either the c‘ievelopment of”a new f\
assessment device or. the‘developmemt of more efficient intervention procedures.
The existing behavioral observation coding schem/g.s used to assegs marital
therapy outcome and to study marital interaction ,also{ present a somewhat
confused picture of ‘the conceptual relationship between problem-solving skills
and communication*skills in shared ;aroblem-socl:/in‘g. The widely used Marital
‘Interaction Cod':ng System (MiCS.) (1979) ‘consists of thirty items which are used
to code th;e verbal and non-verbal b'ehavior segment‘s 4of’coup’les who-are usua]ly

asked to discuss one of their relationship probjems for ten or fifteen minutes.

The codes do represent what might be considered relatively distinct’

4

problem-solving behaviors (e.g., Problem Description, Po;it'lv‘é Solution, Negative

Solution) and communication skill behaviors (e.g., Paraphrase, Criticize,

. Approve). Some codes arg clearly non-verbal (e.g., smile) while others mix

verbal and non-verbal components (Problem Descriptvion - any statement said in

a neutral or friendly tone of voice). Since the codes often do not occur with
sufficient frequency to be analyzed separatély, they are usuallyr co]lapse\d into a

priori categories (Weiss & Margolin, 1977). Unfortunately, even the proponents

of this coding system tend to vary the composition of the categories and often -*

mix problem-solving and communication skills. Table 1 presents the MICS codes

LY
that have been used to define the summary category of problem-solving in
' . )
several studies investigating marital interaction. Although some codes are

s

common to all the studies, (e.g. Compromise), there is a considerable difference
in the variety of the other godes that were selected. Furthermore, even though"

the category is labelled "problem~solving" some of the selected codes are

&

=l
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’ ! . . Table 1
-t |‘ - ® 'I o]
: Variations in the Composition of the MICS Problem-Solving
i Category in Representative Studies
7 * .
Sources ‘ Problem-Solving Codes
\“/ .
Weider & Weiss (1980). Accept Responsibility, Compromise,\
Paraphrase, Posi.tive Solution
Birchler, Weijss .~ - Problem Solution, Accept Resonsibili}y,
& Vincent (1975) . . Compromise .
Vinceﬁt, \;/eiss . \\\ Problem Solution, Accept Redponsibility,
& Birchler (1975) . Compromise (all scored positive);

Complain, Criticize, Deny Responsibility,

v

(all scored negative)

Excuse, Put Down, Interrupt, Disagree

—
N



proble.‘rhd’-‘s’xo"lvi&g skills (e.g., problem solution) and others cammunication Skills

T a Y

" (e. - cntscxze) Other studles (Margolm & Wampold,,,1981 Jacobson &

b 5

~Anderson, 1980) collapse thé, categories even further to positive, negative and
; 4
neutral, blurrmg any dlsunctlon even further

»

The confoundlhg m tth codmg system leads to a number of conceptual and .
\
ernpmc;al dlfhcultles,\The variability in the composnte SklllS and the mixing of
! . ‘ .

the skill areas reduce:'1) the ’clarity of the concept pf shared p;roblem—solving;

[

-

2) the understanding of the irc\terrelationships of broble%-s'()lving and

communication skills; and 3)~thé\ Gcomparability of’studies; Resick, Welsh and

Zitomer (note 6) have questxoned the vahdlty of. the ;omposmon of the summ ry

A"

categones on an empxrlcal basis. %Jsmg the. MECS codes in a stefa’wse multnple
. ¢ ’A
~
regression analysxs to predict marltal s 1sfactlon, they have shown that the’

i
‘

codes cluster into categorie\ that differ from the "a priori categories. Vihcent

(note. 7), in a m‘ultitrai't-multimet od ana y515 of the HMICS, found lo converg‘ent

validity for the codes and questioned the practlr‘e of addmg/togeth r

conceptually similar behaviors int

L

summ 1ry codes “

The second major behavioral icoding scheme, the Couples Inter tidr}
e ring System (CISS) (Gottman, 1979), ako ‘has some problems in th cc}#e

concepts. In the CISS, each thought unit bf the couple s -discussion i c&d\e
' |

separately ' for its cqntent and affeft. The tWenty-f1Ve cdntent codes are\

grouped into eight summary codes partly ¢n emplrlcal and partly on athmal

grounds, 'These eight summary codes, desuz ned to represen the contept df the

couple's verbal behavio'r,”'includ’e: Préblem|Feeling, M_thdr admg,_Rroli'lem.‘Solvm\g

. ‘ ‘
and Information Exchange, Communication|Talk, Agreemen}, Disagreement, ( \

Y

. Summarize Other, and Summarize Self. (Se¢ Appertdix’ M for behavioral examples\{‘

~ | | ‘ “
of summary codes.) In additien, ther‘e are three codes,\’positive, neutral, and | \(/\g
| . L NN
negative, to represent the affect of|the inferaction. These|codes are applied to \,> N
. .. . , . L




facial, vocal and body non—verba({/behavior'. The CISS's clear seperation tof
iy - h N . "

content and dffect .Concepts ig' a defi)ite improvement-over the MICS.
. /

Unfortunately, the CIS’S codes do confound important elements of the

» " . ~ .
interaction. This problem became evident during the investigation of the TISS's - *

~

ability to discriminate distressed and non-distre;ged. couples. When Gottman and

-

L]

his collegues (Gottman, Markman & Notarius,1977) analyzed the discriminating

a

power of the con/t/ent summary codes, only t" agreement gbOdes for,Wwives

differentiated

istressed and nondistressed couples. They then analyszed the

content code¢s separately under each of the three non-verbal affect codes. None
. of the thotight units statd® with positive affect discriminated ‘the coiiples. For

the neufral affect thought units,. only, the content code, Agreement was an
/
effective discrimigator. For the ,negative affect thought umts, the four, codes,

.

Problem Feeling, Mindreacjmg, Agreement, and Disagreem,eht discriminated the

couples. Gottman (1979) interpreted these results as indic‘ating that the affect.

‘codes, especially negative affect, discriminate_the distressed ?nd nondistressed

-

couples better than the content codes.
The failure of the content codes to discriminate distress levels’ in couples

might be explained by two elements of confounding in the-content c‘ogies. First,

with the exceptions of the Agreement and Disagreement codes, none of the il

other content codes are séparated into qualitative positive and negative

-

valences. fhe*refore, problem:soiving codes such as Pr"eblein Feelingrand Problem-

Y

Solut'ion would have to contain, and thus, confound- both the negative content of
the interaction such as "criticize" and positive content such as "compliment"
(each of which could be _délivgred with neutral affect). Thus, it 'is

. \
understan'dable that when these summary codes are tested to evaluate whether « '

'

their frequencies will discriminate two qualitatively-differentiated groups, i.e.,
distressed and nondistressed couples, no differences appear. If the cohtent codes



~

~

.

were divided into qualitative sub-components, they might demonstrate better
dlscnmm tory pOWer. The second element of confpunding can also be illustrated

by the e mpies of "criticize" .and "compllment“. These examples which would

likely-'oc ur i,n 'céugles’ interactions, mi};ht be considered polar opposites of a -

* 37

communication skill and yet, with the present CISS, .they would be coded under

the problem-solvmg codes It can be concluded, then, that the posmve and

s
-

negatxve; qualitative sub-components of the codes are undlfferennated and

second /that the codes for the communication and problem-solving skills are

[y

conf9unded. Inferences-based on CISS ‘r,,gsults: smust thus be viewed as tenfatfve. .
These illujstrations from the.mar’it‘é.ln-;éérégy and marital interaction areas
are tybicalfsf thc; presenf confusion in the shared prablem-solving construct.
The clear deflm‘tlon of the crmcal components of shared problem-solvmg is
-'considered an 1mport§,nt step in the formatlon oj a model from* which to

construct a new shared problem-solvmg measure.’
» .

Revised Conceptualization of Shared Problem-Solving

It is generally agreed that shared problem-solving is comprised of

«

problem-solving“and communication skills (Ké‘reh, Carlton, & Shaw, 1980;

Jacc;bson & Margolin, 1979; Stuart, 1980; Thomas, 1977; Weiss, 1978). However,

before beginning to construct a new shared problem-solving measurement

. 4 s
instrument, these two factors had to be disentangled and their relationghip to

each other specified, This task was accomplishe;i by'tlﬁ’ f.olloxi/ing three steps:
tl) the delineation of the general characteristics of the two skill are‘ag; 2) the,
organization of shared problem-.solv'mg behaviors fouﬁd in the literature in’t? a
taxonomy; ‘3) the definition of the shared problem-solving construcét based on the

taxonomy and a review of the empirical support for this construct. -

/ General Characteristics of Problem-Solving. Problem-solving is a proéess

that can be undertaken by an individual alone or by two or more péop:le. In



either case there .§ee'ms to be a-.consensus among.writers that. there are some

~.,

- h »
tommdn characteristics to the process. Given a-problem situation, 3
problem-solving is generally considered to be composed of a sequence of steps

(D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971; Jacobs-on & Margol‘in, 1979), with an outcome .

orientation (Weiss, 1978) that uses a behavioral process to select the best

‘,sblutio;\ from a variety of effective alternatives (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971) in

o}dgr to resolve or bring aboyt changes in the problem situatién.

N

-Problem-solving can; thus,‘be‘c'onsidered a sequential task and the quality.of

‘requisite information. A difficulty arises in .the attempt to isola

A

the performance on this task will depend on the degree to which the
problem-solver stays on-task or goes‘off-iask. In the marital situation, a couple

will face a variety of problem situations throughout the course of their
. P * : .
relationship and it is expected that their successful handling of these problems

will depend in parton their ability to stay on-task in problem-solving. *

General Characteristics of Communication Skills. The successful applicatign of’

problem-solving ‘skills in two petson shared problem-solving necessarily fequires

the d#ise of a variety of communication skills in order to permit the gxchange of

-

and focus
measuremefit on a sub-set of communication skills that ma.yA b crucial to shared
problem-solving. Even if this sub-set is "teaseg“ out, other/communication skills__
will stigll be undifferentiated in the shared‘p;oblem—solyiﬁ/g process. An argument
is presented for.th? isolation of a sub—sg’f of communication skills that have

/
been demonstrated to be central to the shared problem-solving process of
conflict resolution. Implicit in this érgument is the acknowledgement that other
communication skills remain undefimed in the shared problem-solving process but

that the structure of the measurement device that will be proposed limits the

possibility of tapping the remaining and perhaps.less crucial skills.




1

The process of the selection of the sub-set of communication skills for

inclusion in the deéfinitipn of shared problem—solvmg must take into account the

often potentially er’notlonally aversive nature of a two—person dlspute. 4

Relationship conflict, often the cue to initiate shared problem-solving, may be

considered to pose a threat to each spouse, who can reSpond in sev-eral

different ways. As R aush, Barry, Hertel, Swain (1974) and Gottman (1979) have _

found, a response to conflict-induced threat involves either avoidance or
B engager'nent and that engagement can be either of an aggressiveh&a‘\ |

constructive nature.’ To accomplish the shared problem-solving task, a

constructive manner of engagement would require the couple to use those

" communication skills that would specifically reduce e potentially threatening,

»

competitive and devaluing aspects of-the conflict. The importance of this set of
communication ski!ls has been emphasized by a number of investigat:c;rs who
have referred to it m such terms as: facmtatmg (versus dlSrUptlng) behaviors
(Patrterson, Hops, & Wexss, 1975); responsiveness (versus criticism) (Koren et al.,
. 1980); mutual suppgrt (Raush et al., 1974); collaboratlve set (Jacqbson & .
M"argolin, 1979); support and understanding (Weiss,, 1978); and supportivé (versus

——

defensive) behaviors (Alexander, 1973). These writers are suggesting that

successful shared problem-solving depends on the degree of skiil in, what might
collectively be called, suppbrtivé communication. Implicit in the concept of

supportive communication is the notion of communication actions that convey

the méssage of either low or high valuing of the spouse during shared
problem-solving. Actions that emphasize the high. value of the spouse and the

) s'po‘use's ideas during a conflict reduce the interpersonél- threat of personal

-

devaluation for that spouse. Given that two spouses mutually provide this high

-
valuation in order to reduce the mutual risk of devaluation in conflict, they .

should each be able to make a more positive contribution to the task in the




a

N

&

-
shared problem-solving process. Spouses poor in supportive communication skill
would likely spend much t\i’me exchanging negative or *aggre§sive comments
(Weiss.& Birchler, 1978) or avoid engaging in problem-solving;all together? Thus,

“Supportive tommunication is considered to be th_el central set of communication

“skills for shared problem-solving in the present research.’ -

- 2

A Survey of Shared Problem-Solving .Behavioijrs

' In order to evaluate the support ;or the proposition that sha_rea
prgle‘m—solving can be considered to be composed of mainly problem-solving and\
supportive communication components, the relevant researéh and theoretical

L fterature was searched and the resulting list'of variables organized. The

S

0 clearest e

tern, as given in Table 2, represents shared

\

problem-solving as on-thsk and off-task problem-solving actions and as high and

-
low valuing supportive communication. -
“
With reference to the firstc\olumn'the most significant feature of the .

on-task actions is. that they £an be viewed, as item 1 suggests, as best

- occurring in a regular sequence. - These actions may be grouped together under
the commony ‘agreed upon summaryastagés of Agehda_and Préblem Definition
(items 3-7), Goal Setting (item 7), Soluti(;n Generation anéi éelectfoh (items
9-17),Action (item 18), and Evaluation (item 19).(Items 20 and 21 note the .
general imp:)rtance of clarity and caus‘;lity.) The sequenc; implied in these --
stages is considered the.most effectjve one (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971) even

3

t’hou'gh peopie may not always fo‘llow it i_p practice. It is easy to imagine how
much difficulty a couple would.have if they started negotiating solutions when
they had-failed to first reach some agreement‘on the nature of the problem.“
* ‘This organization of the steps represents a normative model that require;”the
-.requisite tasks be accomplished at each stage of problem-solving at the samé

time recognizing, as D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) point out, that "the &ages

. s
A

12
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usually everlap and intéract with each other" (p. 112). A review of t;me' second
column suggests that the.off—task actions have been frequently stated as what
"not to do" and need to be translated into concrete actions that impede the
process. These actions will be proposed later when problem-solving is more
specifically defined. )

The items in the supportive communication columns of Table 2 can be
treated as a form of valuing actions. Neither the high nor low valuing actions
fall readily into summary categories‘ and seem especially devoid of any clearcut
evi&ence of sequence. They are thus considéred as a range of supportive actions
that can be applied at any or all stages of problem-solving with varying degrees
of facilitation of the interac._tion. The-high valuing actions are seen in the role l
of providing encouragement or reiqforcement of thef spouse's contribution to. the

discussion and con¥inued constructive engagementIn the attempt to resolve the

dispute. In contrast, the low valuing actions would likely invite an avoidance or

‘reciprocally aggressive response. If couples made statements that contained

neither high nor low valuing action, these statements could be considered as
L]

neutral with respect to supportive .communication.

Definition of and Support for the Shared Problem-solving Construct

As a necessary ﬁreparatory step to the cqnstruction of a self-report
measure of shared problem-solving, this constru‘ct‘will be defined and ,the set of
-actions comprising its two major components will be specified. In additioq, the
empirical support for the inclusion of these actions will bé reviewed.

For 'the purposes of the present research, shared preblem-solving is defined
as consisting of th'eb' two sub-sets of process skills,'problem-sqlving and

|
supportive communication, by which an individual in a goups situation can
A

contribute to the resolutidh of a problematic issue. /The effectivepess of this

°

14
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of.the individual to provide information that will establish and maintain on-task
proBlem-solvin_gJ and 2) the ability of the individual to p}ovide high level
supp\ortive coi::'lmunication.' On-task problem-solving éc'cor}aplishes the‘ resolution
of th;: problematic issue by finding a workable solution\ High supportive .
communication provides the interpersonal valuing that both reduces the conflict
threat and reinforces continued engagement in problem-solving. Spouses who are
accomplished in both sets o'f skill factors should be able to effectively resolve
most relationship issue§ while maintaining the \./alue of each others' contribution
during the process of the conflict. The use of the term skill "factors" implies
that the two skills could be relatively independent. An individual could be high
or low on either of these skills and being high on one skill set would not /‘

necessary entail ability in the other.

Problem-5olving. Table 3 presentvs the definition of on-task and off-task

behaviour for three stages of problem—solvingi problem definition; goal setting;
and solution finding. The three stages are a simplification of the'array of
actions selected from the literature that was reported in Table 2. Support for

-

the occurrence of the three stages in actual couple problem-solving comes from

Gottman (1979) who used the Couples Interaction Scoring System (CISS) to code

. [
couples’ discussions as they attempted to resolve a relationship issue. When he

arbitrarily divided their interactions into three equal time: segments, he found
consistent patterns in the freque'ncies of certain codes whic.h led hir}l to label
the three time segments as Agenda Building, Arguing, and Negotiating. The first
‘segment, characterized by Gottman's codes as proble.m information' exchange, is
‘represented in‘ Table 3 as problem definition. Gottman's second segment, |
Arguing, was characterized ‘by the codes Disagreement and Summarizing Self. He

coisiders that the purpose of this stage is "airing disagreements and exploring

common. ground in opinion and feelings about a problem" (p.113). Stage 2 of




7

Table 3

Problem-Solving Categories

On-Task Off-task

(i.e. leads to clear on-topic

Problem Definition

1. Seeks/gives fact, opinion, or . 1. Seeks/gives information or
" feeling relevant to problem issue

suggests formulation off-topic
(i.e. to irrelevant issue)

problem definition) 2. Seeks/gives information related
2. Disagrees but ‘adds/seeks to another stage ‘
relevant information 3. Disagrees without clarification

)

. Suggests a formulation of the

the problem on-topic (near
the end of this stage)

1. Seeks/gives goal or want that is

Goal Setting .

[N

. Seeks/gives off-topic goal

relevant (if reached, would 2. Seeks/gives information related
resolve problem) to another stage)
2. Seeks/gives goal priorities 3. Disagredd without clarification = #
3. Disagrees and adds/seeks 4. Treats all goals as necessary

relevant goals ;

Solution Finding

1. Seeks/gives solution relevant to 1. Seeks/gives off-topic solution
goals(i.e. can achieve end goal 2. Seeks/gives information related
and is feasible) using either to another stage
or both of the following 3. Suggests solution as decrease in-

- suggest solution .as increase in behavior (especially for spouse)-
in behavior (especially for 4, Repeats solution stated earlier
spouse change) (not generate new solution) .

- offers own action or what both 5. Disagrees without clarification

can do _(or suggests doing nothing)

2. Considers consequences of
solution to relationship b
3. Disagrees and adds/seeks relevant

solutions

16



Table 3 is_meant to represent the most constructive outcome of this "airing"
process, namely, the setting of common goals. His third segment of the
discussion contained the codes Problem-Solving and Information Exchange,

Agce nt, Communication Talk (comments made by the couple about the

. discussion itself), and Summarizing Other. The Communication Talk may serve

the)purpose of keeping the couple on-task in arder to bring the discussion to a
clode. The other codes in this segment are similar to, and thus support, stage

three solution finding. Thus, Gottman's (1979) organization of the segments of

N .

- marital interaction parallels the three stages proposed for the problem-solving

factor. (

In Table 3, each stage of problem-solving is further subdivided into the
two columns of o~n-task and off-task actions which were derived from the
taxonomy of Table 2. The concept of "on-task" action represents the task to be
accomplished at each stage of problem-solving. Generally, on-task action
accomplishes all the required activity at eaéh stage (given in the first column
of Table 3) and avoids jumping to another stage prematurely or back to an

v

earlier stage unnecessarily.' Off-task actions either do not meet the

rd

¢
requirements of each stage or represent an inapprooriate disruptive jump to

another stage. The on-task and off-task behaviour in Table 2 defines the
qualitative range of actions for a problem-solving scale.

* A special problem arose over the behavior that can be labelled
disagreement, which is often considered the opposite of agreement and thus a
low supportive communication action. Given that when couples are in conflict
over an issue, some disagreement will be a necessary p*ar;“of the discussion. The
guestion was, how to handle it in the shared problem-solving process. Gottman's

(1979) interaction studies showed that the Disagreement code only discriminated

the distreSSeg and nondistressed couples when the affect was negative. Thus
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Disagreement with positive or neutral affect could be an important element in
the discussions if it was accompanjed by further relevant information. With this
distinction in mind, the question was resolved for this project by considering a

statement containing disagreement with added relevant information as an

on-task action. DiSagreement by itself was considered as off-task. Since.

M disagreement was included in all six responses of an item, its contribution was
held constant and the main source of variation became the presence or absence
. ) ’
of relevant information which is a characteristic of other problem-solving
actions. '
'In reviewing Table 3, it is important to recognize, first, that the
definitions of on-task or off-task actions depend on the stage the discussion has

reached and the progress in development of the topic or content. The .
definitions are sensitive to the sequeptiél natur:e of the pro‘blem-solving process
and thus 'represent a radical departure from the problem-solving concepts
inherent in coding systems such as the CISS and MICS. Second, the definitions
provide qualitatively different categories for problem-solving in an attempt to
improve on the coding S).'stems' discriminative \a\‘t\iility. .
Since the conceptualization of problem—solviné %AQQ—}Jask,ar_\d off-task
* actions differs from that found in the coding research literature (where the
qualit?tive codes are often confounded), direct comparisons are only cautiously
advanced in'support of this concept. The MICS summary code of Problem
Solving, as defined in some studies, comes closestﬁto the notion of on- and’
off-task action. Using this cc;de to compare couples' rate of préblem—Solving
while discussing oné of their problems, it was found that non-distressed couples
- -

emitted- more problem-solving (Birchler, Weiss, & ‘V‘incent, 1975), and more

‘ positive problem-solving behaviours (Vincent, Weiss, and Birchler, 1975) than

" distressed couples. Birchler (note 2) in a similar. study, found that only the

P




nondistressed wives evidenced more pi‘éblem-sokving behaviour. Gottman (1979),‘
found that the CISS cod.e Problem-solving did not discriminate di;tressed and
non-distressed couples. As has been argued earlier in ‘this proposal, this code
‘contains no distinction between positive and negative problem-solving Be‘haviours
and thus would not be expected to show differences ‘in mar{tal contrast ‘groups.k
Given the tentative evidence that couples can be discriminated as ciistressed
and nondistressed by proBlem—solving codes which include refefence to separate
positive and negative behaviours, it is expected that an assessment instrumer;t

" that measures problem-solving Based on on-task and off-task actions would

successfully discriminate these ¢riterion groups.

Supportive Communication. The actions defining "the range of supportive

communication have been summarized from the taxonomy of Table 2¥into seven
high valuing actions and seven low valuing actions in Table 4. In.Table 4, items
one and two, (Agreement, Acceptance of Modification) were selected from the

CISS and MICS codes and répresent high. v'afuir\g by the acknowledgement of

various forms of agreement with the spouse's comment. Items three to five
v(Repeat, Summarize Other, Reflect Feeling) were’derlved from a variety of
sources (see Table 2) and impart valuing by including the spouse's comment in
some fashion thereby giving recognition to what the spouse has said or felt.

v

These items are often referred to as listeping skxlls or, more approprlately,
behav1ours which demonstrate to the spouse that listening .has occured. ltem six
(Vajidate), acknowledges valuing or recognition of part of the spouse's comment
despite tuhe fact that there is disagreement. Item seven (Reinforcement) values
by positive labellin;g. )

In contrast to thq high valuing list in Table 4, a'reading of the low valui

list suggests a tone -which is quite decidedly négative. Items one to five (Insult,

Exaggerate,‘ Prescribe, Blame, Threaten Negative Consequences) imply

-




. Sypportive Communication Categories ﬁ

l‘% Valh@ng Categories

1. Agreement: Acknowledge agreement or compliance with spouse's point of
view. Eg.: "Ok." "Yes." "That could be true." "I'll try it."

2. Acceptance of Modification: Change own opinion as a result of spouse's
influence. Eg.: "I never saw it that way. Maybe they can do it."

3. Repeat: Repeat main element of spouse's statement in own gwiment or in a

question. Eg.: "I'm concerned about the girls -and all the chores ¥e haven't
finished." / "What concerns you about the girls."

4. Summarize Other: Re-state and integrate main elementy§pf one or more of
spouse statements in a tentative manner. Eg.: "You seem to be saying that I
could do mgore."

5. Reflect Feeling: State belief of how spouse may be feeling, based on
spouse's immediately previous behavior, in a tentative manner. Eg.: "You seem
really upset." . '

6. Validate: Acknowledge understanding of spouse's position whether agree or
not. Eg.: "I don't like what you said, but I can understand.how you came to feel
that way." cl

7. Reinforcement: Attach positive value labels to spouse's ideas, acts, and
feelings. Eg.: "That's a good idea." .

Low Valuing Categories

1. Insult: Attach negative value descriptors to spouse's ideas, acts, and
feelings. Eg.: no good, terrible, useless, frivolous, silly. )

2. Exaggerate: Attach extreme descriptors to spouse's ideas, acts, and
feelings. Eg.: all, none, never, perfect, always.

3. Prescribe: Imply standards against .which to judge and direct spouse's
behavior. Eg.: should, must, ought, have to, (or negative variations).

4. Blame: Attribute single sided cause or responsibility to spouse. Eg "You
did X." "You caused’ X." "Why dl you do X."

5. Threaten Negative Consequences- (Ultimatum or coercxon) Suggest that an
.aversive event will follow spouse's actions. Eg.: "If you do X, then (aversnve) "
""You better not do X or I'll (gversive)." : :
- 6. Mindread: State an assymption of the contents of the spouse s thoughts or .
feelings (spouse has given no indication in previous statement) in an absglute
manner with out yvesification. Fg : "I-just know that you're thmkmg of leavmg
of leaving me."

7. Denial: Deny spouse's expenence ‘or feeling about an issue. Eg.: "'l don't
think you are as upset-as you say," * - . -

[ . o
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devaluation of the spouse by reducing épou'sé Jelf-worth and by threat. Item six

o B
| 21

(Mindread) invites disagreement especially if t{he assumption is|wrong, or if the |

statémen&tarries one of the other low valuing items as well (e.g., "You never
..'_- 4 - “ 0

N

think about me.") Item seven (Denial) may projoke frustration isince denial in

effect says, "f don't trust what you are saying'. v

Some of the verbal components of supporftive communication listed in Table

4 have consistently discriminated the criterion groups of distre sed and

|
!
nondistressed couples. Agreement, a major theme of the high valuing categories,
has been assessed by the behavioural coding pf couple conflict resolution -

-discussions. Percentage agreement ((agreemgnt/agreement + disbgreement)xloo)

vha; usually been higher for nondistressed cofiples (Gottman, 197‘%; Riskin & oo
Faunce, 1970). Gottman (1979), usiﬁg the QISS, found that non :istressed
husbands and wives differed by one and on¢ half times and tij‘cime‘s larger.
percentage agreement; respectively, than their’vdistressed male $.nd femaie
counterparts. Haynes, Follingstad and Sullivan (19_79),.;151ng the‘ MICS, showed
that nondi;tressed couples were higher on agreement and lower on disagreement,.
. and also on criticism. Birchler (note 2), als;) using the MICS, found 'trﬁe;f/ both
;o husbands and wiv'es In nogpdistressed coup&es were lower or negative verbal
behaviour (complain, criticize, deny responsibility and“disagree) and highér on
posi:tive verbal behaviour (approve, agree). Similar results were found in _an
earlier study by Birch”ler et al. (1979). In a different ‘testing context, Billings
' ' (L979) had couples role-play conIllct scenes and coded their interaction using
the Interpersonal Behaviour Rating System (Leary, 19'57) and the Coding Scheme
, . for Interpersonal Confllc‘t“(R‘,aush et al., 1974). Even in the simulated conflict,.

nondistressed couples were rated as less hostile-dominant, hostile-submissive,

and more friendly. Thpy were also less likely to use rejection and coercion. In

5 e
s summary, the studies cited provide considerable evidence that the valuing factor




. marital enrichment programs.

22

of supportive communication is an 'fmportant dimension in the the quality of a
marita} relationship. . | ‘

The skills involved in several of the supportive communication components
in Table & SRepeat, Paraphrése,'Reflection of Fegling; Summarize @ther, a.md
Validate) have been major globai components of behavioural maritdl therapy (cf.

Jacobson & Margolin, 1979) and marital enrichment (Otto, 1976) programs but \

have received little individual investigation. They have been included in the

»
- )

&

. supportive communication factor since they are generally believed to be

important in shared problem-solving and could possibly be examples.of higher
skill.lev‘els that might be found‘in very high ffmctioning cpuwples.‘Thus a measure
which includes these upper level compcxentw_al,bf\protected from "ceiling"
effects that sometimes occur y'vhen strictly’ abnormal ll)ehavi‘our Briented
measures are appliet to a norlmal populatioﬁ (Evans, Burns, I;idkea, &Shatford,
note 4). Such a measure would be more useful for detecting improvement in
couples who undérgo shared problem-solving training in either marital therapy or

PR

Before cohcluding this section, one further set of studies, relating the
importance of the combined factors of problem-solving and supp rti; l ’
communication in shared problem-solving, will be briefly considered. Gottman
(1979), in his many investigations of couple iﬁterac;tions with the CISS, has; gone _
beyond the analysis of simple frequency counts of codes to the point of devising
al statistical method to analyze sequences of CISS codes over the time of the
interaction. He first fixes on a particular 4thought unit code, say,‘Problem
Feeling of husband énd then determ_ines the probability that any'\otheAr code, . ’

say, Agreement of wife would have of following the fixed code as compared to :

its base, rate occurance. Thus the conditional probability of any sequence of
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codes of the interaction process (e.g., "Husband Problem Feeling --> Wife
Agreement") can be assessed for the criterion grot;ps.

The findings using the sequential analysis technique have confirmed the
hypothesis of other writers (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979-;%Stuart, 1980; Thomas,
1977) that distressed couples tend to get "locked in" to certain.circular patterns
of interaction from which exits are difficult. Agreement serves the purpose of \
unlocking these patterns. In Gottman's Agenda phase of the discussion,
distressed couples tended to use sequences such as "Husband Problem Feeling
--> Wife Problem Feeling --> Husband Problem Feeling" thus "mirroring" each
other's codes in what Gottman calls a "cross-complaining" manner. Similarly, '
these couples mirror Prc;blem Solving, codes ("Wife Préblem—Solving —-> Husbard
Problem-Solving --> Wife Problem-Solving") in the Negotiation phase, a pattern
.that Gottman refers to as "counter-proposél". These mirroring patterns seem
difficult to term}nate unless a code is followed by agreement.' Nondistressed
couples mirror codes to some extent, but also break the mirroring pattern by,
using sequences such as "Problem Feeling --> Agreement" and "Problem-Sofving
--> agreement" that Gottman labels "validate" and "contract" respectively. Thus,
as Gottman (1979) speculates, it is possible that the high percentage agreement
founrd for nondistressed couples thrc;qghout their discussions may act as an exit
tool from potentially circular patterns of interaction and assist the couple to
move to the ultimate agreement, the solution of the problem. These findings
give further v\;eigtiwt to the importance of the supportive communication factor
(much of which is valuing through agreement) in the facilitation of shared

problem-solving. Any instrument which attempts to assess this skill must permit

the testing of the individual's ability to break a potentially xircular pattern by

the use of supportive communication. &




Rationale For the Development of a Shared Problem-Solving Inventory

A review of the marital assessment literature strongly suggests a need for
an economical, convenient) measure of a clearly defined shared problem-solving
construct. Such a measure could be especially important as a diagnostic tool for
planning marital therapy and also could be used in the evaluation of marital . .
skill training programs. ,

There have been a wide variety of "pencil and paper" self-report
. -

in'ventories used in marital studies (see Cromw/ellJ 1976 for an extensive review),
but there appears to be no device that clearl; taps the shared problem-solving
construct as defined in this project. In their review of the instruments which
are available for the assessment of marital conflict, Weiss ar;d Margolin (1977)
describe no such self-report test, In one multivariate test, Prepare Il, designed ,
as an aid to the counselling of premarital couples, Olson, Fournier, and.
Druckman (1979) have written a brief ten-item sub-scale of conflict resolution
that includes some behaviorally.descriptive content but mainly asks for personal
judgements about the quality of the interaction. Recently, Baugh, Avery, and
Sheets-Haworth (1982) reported a new nine-item self-repo‘rt Marital
Problem-Solving Scale. Respondents are asked to make judgements on global
aspects of their behavior, such as "problem-solving abilities" on a seven.point
Likert scale. Within a number of the items, emotional factors such as

. satisfaction and comfort are mixed together with ablities in problem-solving
thus obscuring the underlying construct. In summary, there is a deficit in the -

assessment literature in the area of self-report measurement of shared

problem-solving. Even if a self-report inventory were composed of primarily

-

clear behavioral descriptors, it would be of limited value since it would only tap




the r~esp’o‘nden;'s viewpoint of the ir;teraction and not the actual perfqrmanee
skill, |

A number of behavioral coding schemes have been developed to measure .
the essential elements of the interaction process. These include: the Verbal

Problem Checklist (VPC) (Thomas, Walter,Warerty, 1974); the Coding

Scheme for Interpersonal Conflict (CSIC) (Rausch, Barry, Herte! & Swain, 1974);, °

the Iﬁven’tory of Marital Cenflict's (IMC) (Olson & Ryder, 1970); Marital

Interaction Coding System (MICS) (Hops, Wills) Patterson, & Weiss, note 5); the

‘Couples' Interaction Scoring System (Cl ) (Gottman, Markman, & Notarius, .

1977‘). Couples have been asked to enact conflict inducirig roles (CSIC), discaes
conflict inducing vignettes (IMC) ‘or« discuss one of their own problems (VPC,
MICS, CISS). C%ie behawviors have ranged from problems in-verbal behayior (and
thus are only negatively scored, VPC), to broad categories of interaction
(cognitve acts, CSIC; opmlon, IMC) to more precisely defined behaviors (MISC,

CISS) Of the two most sophisticated 1nstruments the MICS and CISS, the MICS

has been employed in numerous studies to (evalu’ate the outcome of therapy and .

to discriminate between distressed and nondistressed couples (Weiss & Margolin,‘

l97]). The CISS, a newer instrument, was partly derived from the MICS andl

IMC and has received less attention. However, as outlinéd, Gottman (1979) has.” -

used the CISS to go beyond the ;cypical simple frequency counts of codes to
de;/elop an analysis tecﬁnique that permits a study‘ ef the sequer;tial in'geracti‘on
process. .

The coding schemes for maritel interaction, despite some confounding in
the code concepts, have provided a means of stt{d):ing the marital interaction
proces§ in detail. They are, however, very costly irﬁerms of maintaining

recording equipment, transcription services and trained coding personnel. The

-

coding time, which gan be up to 28 hours per hour of interaction, (Gottman,

25



9)-rénderf these approaches .to aSsessment beyond the feasibility‘of most ,
rée\aw and practioners. As Birchler (1979), who has had considerable

experience with the MICS, points out, "eventually ‘more practical and less

cumbersome procedures will have to be devéloped if this technology is to’be

' widely adopted in the field" tp. 306). -

“

& .
A modified approach would be to present the respondent with a description

of‘a problem situation and ask for a verbal or written response (Goldfried &
D'Zurilla, 1969). Such an kapprc;ach was taken by Gottman (1979) however, the
scoring of thé responses still required training coders bn the CISS.

In ‘sumr;war'y, a review of. the existiﬁg measures of marital shared

) s
problem-solving reveals several significant limitations. First, there are no

_self-report measures of a specific shared problem-solving construct. Second, the

" behavioral coding schemes have not been developed from a clear concept-

AN

ualization of the roles of problem-solving and supportive communication.
Furthermore, these coding. scherhes are cumbersome and very expensive to use.
The limitations of the existing measures warrant the development of a

shared ‘problem-solving measure whose properties would address these problems.

The new measure should be a self'—repor:t device which would be economical to

administer and score. Its items should be based on a clear definjtion of the

naturé of shared problem-solving and its component skills. Its structure should
-

attempt to simulate a two person interaction so as to permit a test of a
a
repondent's ability in marital shared problem-solving. Finally, it should provide a

77

basis to study the components in the interaction process.

To meet these objectfves, two studies were completed. In the first study
the structure of the Shared Pr;)blem-Solving Inventory was planned and the

initial form of the instrument was produced using the construct approach to test
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development. The.second study investigated the validity of the new instfument

. <,

and explored the relationship of prZ)blem-solving and supportive communication.
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CHAPTER II

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SHARED PRCBLEM—SOLVING INVENTORY .

b
B

Introduction

The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was developed not only.for the
discrimination of criterion groups, such as distressed and non-distressed couples,.

but also for the assessment of the specific skill factors of ﬁroblem-sol.ying and

°

supportive communication demonstrated by an indivdual. Thus an attempt was
made’ to base its development on the more relevant findings from the marital
interaction and treatment literature outlined in the introduction. To accomplish
these objectives the instrument was :1) designed. to incorporate the qualitative

range of skill levels ‘of prablem-solving and supportive communication as
. N ] Iy

proposed. in Tables 3 and 4; and 2) organized in a sequential fashion to

represent the reciprocal interaction pattérns of marital discussions. The

¢
a

\
instrument, because it was based on a re’!1prpcal~ interaction model, is rather

. complex, Thus to facilitate understanding, the structure of the Shared

Problem-Solving Inventory is introduced first, and the details of test

o

construction are presented in the method.

Structure of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory

" The Fdefinition of ‘the problem-solving -component of shared problem-solving
e
was an attempt to model Ehf:e skills present during >fff"é’.process of actual
discussions‘and as such, breéénte‘d a special pro'b.lem in the choice of a test .
format. Skills such as the ability" to stay on topic and on the apprgpriate
problemigolving stage can be assé;f»‘sed only by considering bc;th "thke context of

. . \ . A
the content flow and the given problem-solving stage at any pqint in the

G

discussion. Thus, for this model of problem-solving to be trénslated into an




inventory format, the structure of that format had to simulate the process of a '

real discussion. This conclusion may appear at first as a constraint on the type

of test that is possible given this definition of probl;em~solv'mg. However it can

also be viewed as an ex‘@gfion of Loevinger's (1957) recor‘nmendation that tests

should have 'structural fidelity", here meaning that the structure of the items
s -

themselves and their interrelationship in a set would parallel the non-test

behavior i.e. a real marital discussion. Thus the .definition of -the problem-

solving component had forced the choice for a c.omplex test format that may

have a higher structural validity than conventional test formats.

Inventory Format. The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was designed to

”

preserve the interactional nature of marital shared problem-solving. Each of the

= two sets of 34-35 items was written on a different typical problematic issue

(e.g. money problems) in a marital setting. To give an interactional flavour to
the multi;;le choice item sets, the stimulus portion and the response al.ternativ;s
were written as actual statements that could be spoken in a discussion. The:
respondent was presented with stimulu§ statements‘of varying dqifficulty that
could be made by /a spouse, was then offered a set of six differentially weighted-
response alternatives and asked to choose the one closest to what his/her

.

response would be to the rghl spouse. After choosing, the respondent went on to

-

the next item and moved the digcussion along one step. After the item set was
finished, the discussion ended. 'By focusing the content of the items on a
specific marital issue and arranging the series of items in a sequential,
conversational‘ manner, the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory attemi)ted to
simulate a couple discussion. )

This test format did not permit the respondént free interaction but did

L)

allow a choice of responses from a number of alternatives in a highly structured

form of role play. No other studies have taken exactly this approach. However,

29




in a study in which distressed and nondistressed couples were asked to take on
roles given in short vignettes on different problem issues and to try and resolve
them, Gottman (1979) found that many of the non-sequential and sequential code
patterns found in interactions on real issues were replicated. Other
investigators have also used role-play tasks and produced interaction patterns
similar to real-issue discussions (cf. Birchler, Weiss, & Vincent, 1975). Thus it
was expected that the Shared groblem-Solving Inventory, in which th.e issues

were pre-selected and the respondents placed in a simlulated discussion, would
i : N .

N s
oo

show similar discriminatory.results.

- 3 N .
Composition of the Multiple-Chaice Items

The items for each simt\:lated discussion sampled the three problem-solving
stages, problem definition, goal setting, and solution finding and were presented
in that sequence. In conformit§ with the shared:problem-solving construc;t, the
problem-solving and supportive communication co;mtent of each stimulus and the
six alternative responsé statements of the multiple-choice items was
systematically varied. The two levels of problem-solving were on-task and
off-task (as specified iﬁ Table 3). Supportive communication was varied in three
levels from high to low (see Table 4) with a middle neutral level (coptained no
high or low support elements of Table 4). This neutral level was included to
match Gottman's (1979) interaction research results. He reported CISS codes
similar to supportive communication categories occured in lov; frequencies thus

implying .that many statements were made with neutral suppoftive \
communication. -

The stimulus statements made to the respondent by the "spouse" had either
o:ia—ta:sk or off-task content. The on-task distinctiof depended on which‘of the
three stages the discussion had reached (Table 3 provides the categories for

each stage). Each stimulus also contained either a neutral or low supportive

30




communication level. No high supportive communication level (eg. paraphrase)

was included since the stimulus would have had to respond to the respondent's

'

choice from the previous item.-Clearly this condition was impossible in this
format. T;we resulting four combinations of stimulus statements were: on-task,
neutral; on-task, low; off-task, neutral; off-task, low. The cohbinations were
designed so that the on-task, neutral stimulus was expected to be the least
challenging since the "spousé" was ‘performing reasonably well. The last
combination was considered the greatest challenge since the "spouse" was both
off-task in problem-solving and low in supportive communication.

Each‘ stimulus statement was followed by six responsé alternatives that
were also systematically varied for the problem-solving and supportive
communication levels. Three of the alternaiives had on-task content and each
was stated at one of a high, neutral or low levell of supportive communication.
The three other alternatives had off-task content and each was stated at one of
the three levels of supportive communication. The resulting six combi-nations
were; .on-task, high; on-task, neutral; on-task, low; off-task, high; off-task,
neutral; qif-task, low. |

In order to iillustrate a typical item, Table 5 presents the stimulus and
response statements that would occur in the problem definition stage. The
problem-solving and supportive communication components are described in

brackets after each statement,

* Problematic Issues. It mig‘ht be expected that distressed and non-distressed

couples would have different issue domains, however, the evidence is that the
issues are very similar for each group but the frequency and intensity are not.
as great for non-distressed couples (Birchler, 1979; Gottman, 1979). The major

o
issues have been empirically identified (Gottman, 1979) and include: sex, money,

communication, in-laws ard children. Since it was considered important to make




/

/ Table 5

Sample "Money" Issue Item from Problem Definition Stage‘

Stimulus Statement

I expected that you had made all the arrangements for the trip.

You never know what's going on. (off-topic/exaggerate)

Response Statements

a. I'm confused about what's been done with the savings.
(on-topic/neutral) -

b. If you had helpéd to plan a holiday, we wouldn't be stuck now.
(off-topic/blame)

c. Sounds like you think you can't depend on me. Well, I'm at a v
loss over where the savings have gone. (on-topic/suh'nmarize)

d.¢ Perhaps you're saying you can't depend on me even though we
both knew a trip was planned. (off-topic/summarize)

e.  You don't keep track of the savings either. (6n-topic/blame)

We both knew a trip was planned. (off-topic/neutral)




from among those reported most often by couples. With 34 to 35 multiple

-

the inventory a reasonable length, only two problematic issues were selected

»
—choice items for each issue, the resulting inventory was planned to be 68 to 70
items in length and thus possible to complete in approximately one hour.

Test Construction Approach.The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was

s

constructed by following in par“t Jackson' (1970) sequential system for scale
development. This is a construct approach to test tonstruction that has its roots
in the classical theorilzing of Campbell and Fiske (1959), Cronbach and Meehl
(1955), and Loevinger (1957). The system, which blends rational and empirical
strategies in item writing, editing and selection, is designed to maximize the

construct validity of an instrument. Four interrelated principles form the

foundation of this approach: "first, the overriding imporfance of psychological

theory; second, the necessity for supressing response style variance; third, the

importance of scale homogeniety, as well as generalizability; and fourth, the

importance of fostering convergent and discriminant validity at the very

beginnir{g of a program ;)f test _construfction",(Jackson, 1970, p. 63). Using these
principles, Jackson (1970) has recommended a number of procedures for
different stages of test construction and those procedures relevant to this
project are outlined at the applicable staée in the method.-

The first study was comprised of ';wo phases with the objectives of item

generation, item evaluation, and empirical item selection followed by a

preliminary scale evaluation. N
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Method

L] .

Phase I: Item Generation S

a2’

Initial test construction stages involved: selection of the two problematic -

issues, item writing, item editing and item evaluations

Issue Selection

The array of issues for. the simulated discussions in the Shared
Problem-Solving Inventory was derived from those most frequently noted by
couples in reports by Gottman (1979)\, Birchler (1979) and a pilot study using
Gottman's (1979) Couple's Problem C?efcklist. Four issues, monéy, commun-
ication, sex, and children were of greatest concern to the c‘oupies: However, to
keep testing time to approxim;;ely one hour, it was necessary to select onli" .
two issues. The issue of children was omi‘tted since not all couples had childr‘en‘]\.
Sex as a.n issue‘wjas omitted because of its potgntial sensitivity and the
difficulty of writting items unbiased for men and women. The remaining two
topics permit the assessment of shgred problem-solving skills in both a concrete
area (money) and a process area (communication). A problem arose over the use
of the label"‘co‘mmunication" in conjunction with the skill label, supportive
communication. Communication (issue) supportive commuication is awkward
phrasing. More importantly, "communication" doesn't carry thé'meaning
Gottman(1979) associat.es with it, namely, "sharing events of the day" (p.151),
"spending time together, conversations, shfring of feelings, recreation, and life

style" (p.208). To reflect this meaning, the label chosen for the issue was .

"contact". Thus the "money" and "contact" issues were selected for the two

simulated discussions. -

¢
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~ Item Writing

Jackson (1970) has recommen%d a Pumber of steps be taken before and
during the item writing stage and se;';:al of these were applicable to the
development of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory. He suggests that a well
developed theory be used as the basis for fjefining the cgnstructs that the
scales purport to measure. As outlined in the main intr‘o‘du’ction, {he shared
problem-solving model with the central construc;'ts of problem-solving and
supportive communication, has received some substantiation in the resea/‘ch
literature and is possibly the best available at present. Next fo.r' each construct,
mutually exclusive, specific definitions are to be written to promote convergent
and discriminant validity of the items which are based on these definitions. This
step was a:::@lished with the writing of the specific category definitions for
problem-solving ;nd supportive communication which were present in Tables 3

and 4. Item writing then proceded in three steps.

i

Step 1. Each simulated discussion had two Sections: several paragraphs oif
background information followed by a set of multiple-choice items. The
background established the scene and the items revealed further details about
the issue as in a natural discussion. A male (for the "money" issue) and a female
.(for,the "contact" issue) item writer were éapﬁh directed to develop a scenerio
to act as a guideline for developing the two sections of the discussions.
Suggestions for scenerio content came in part from Gottman's (1979) Situations

for. Individual Competence ‘Assessment. The scenerio included both relevant and

AN ' ' -~ 4
- distractor information (the latter provided, a basis+for off-topic statements) for

the background description as well as content highlights for the three
pPoblem-solving gtages, problem definition, goal setting, and solution finding. As

item writing progressed, it was necessary to revise the scenerios at times to

facilitate the content flow.

35
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Step 2. The structure of the thrée problem-solving stages and the item '
content was delineated before item writing began. Approximately 30 to 35 items
were planned for éach issue with problem definition, goal setting, and solution

) 4

finding comprised of 12 to 14, 8, and 12 to 14 items respectively. Goal setting’ .
was difficult to completely separate from solution finding and thus had to be
defined by fewer items. An item content checklist was employed to en'suré that
'the ‘problem-solving and supportive com;nunication categorles were used in
balenced numbers throughout the item set. While this plan was more easily
accomplis:hed for"supportive éommunication, the problem-solving categories
related to information giving had to be used more -frequently so as to reveal
details of the issue. b

Each item consisted of a stimulus statement/rmade by the "spouse" and six
alternative statements from ‘which the subject could choose a response. The
stimulus statement was written with either on-task or off-task problem-solving
content ‘and with either neutral or low supportive communication resulting in
four possible combinations. High supportive communica‘iion was not posgibie .
since the "spouse" could not possibly "know" how the subject h;d responded on
the previous item, -

For the six response statements, tHree had on-task and three off-task
content. The same op—tagk category was used fqr all three Sn-task statement;
and likewise for the off-task statements. One pair of ::the. on-task and off-task
statements had high supportive communication (same category), one pair had low
(same category), and one neutral. Items were scored: 2 for any omttask response,
1 for any off-task problem-solving response; 3 for high,' 2 for neutral and | for

low supportive communication. Thus for any response chosen, a subject would

receive a separate problem-solving and supportive communication score.

.
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Step 3. In preparation for their task, item writers received transcripts of
ten couple interactions (obtained in a pilot study) for ‘models of typical

phrasing. Then with the scenerios in mind the writers began by compbsing the
Ta .
first ‘and last items of a problem-solving $tage and then filled in the intervening

items. This prpcedure‘maintained the content direction throughout the item )
sequence. -

For each item, v;/riters usually wrote tlr‘\e stimulus first and then the
on—t‘ask, neutral and c')'f/f-task, neutral responses. Then the high and low
Supporutive communication components were added to the remaining responses.
Wri.ters we}e free to select the problem-solving anci supportive communication ~

categories for each item so as to promote a smooth flowing sequence. However,
Ny ]

<

they were required to use the categories in a balanced frequency across a given

stage to ensure adequate representativeness. :

-

Writers were given several further guidelines. When a question format was

used in a response, it was used in al six responses to avoid creating arother

"

variable. In order to reduce social desirablity bias (Jackson, 1970), low and high

supportive communication components were not to be too -«extreme

.

(Edwards,1970). Specific references, unless detailed in the background

information, were to be avoided so that the sut;ject could read in his)her own,
situation. | ’ ’ s \
As stages were completed, they were exchanged between writers and . ’
edited for sexual bias in the phrasing or references (Jacks;on, 1970), category
consistency, and logical flow. The entire complex pgocess of generating items
© for the two issues required‘fourlﬂ months. The final length of the issues wére,
“money", 35 items, “contact", 34 items. .

"

"
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Item Evaluation

At this stage of test development, Jackson (1970) suggests that items be
¢ .

judged for théir conformity to the definitibn of the construct in order to”
enhance the test's convergent véli@ity. A second important goal for this
evaluatiop stage was to determine if the r;esponse alternatives could be scored
with con’.f'idence according to the scale values for which they were keyed, i.e.
was a given response that was keygd for off-task problem-solving (score = IT
and high supportive communication (score = 3) judged to have those values.

.Three jgdges with varying inltial levels of familiarity with shared
problem-solving (furom the aréas of social work, psychology and music education:)
were trained for five hours in the application of the problem-solving and
s‘Upportive communicavtion categories to statements, They were then given the
background information and item sets for the two issues and asked to read an
entire item, stimulus and six responses, before making a judgement. The judges -
attempted to classify each statement according to the exact problem-solving
and supportive Co‘mrh'unication categories. *

The level ;)f agreen;ent cén a statement betweenjudges and the scoring key
for that statement was éalculated as percentage agreement=(number of
a'greement::: / number of agreements + disagreements) x 100.

3 Those statements for which the percentage agreement was less than 66%

were revised using the information provided by the judgements. Statements were

not re-judged after revision.

Results

.

Two criteria were established for the analysis of the judgements. For the

first criterion, the, judges' percentage- agreement for the match of the exact
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category (eg. seeks goal priorities/validat’fs) with the category key was

evaluated to determine if the content of the statements represented the

»

intended problem-solving and supportive communication categories. A less

stringent criterion,‘ the match of the scoring level of a statement (off/on;

high/neutral/low) with the planned scoring key, was also calculated. A high

.

-level of agreement on this criterion was required so that conf‘idenc;é could be

y . . .

placed in the original scoring key.

Table 6 presents the judge's percentage agreements fo‘the "money" and

"contact" issues. Examination of the columns reveals that all judgements across

the two issues were within a few percentage points of each other indicating

-

that, even with separate item writers for each issue, comparable levels of

{ confidence could be placed in the two criteria. The rar{ge of the ‘exact‘category ..

criterion for the stimulus statements was 74.3 to 82.8% and for the resp’o’se

. statements, 69.4 to 75.1%. Agreement was lower fof the problem-solving

component. These results suggested that the statements represented their -

¢

intended categories moderately well, .

The agreement on the scoring key criterion for the stimuli varied from

82.8 to 90.5% with the problem-solving component at the lower end of the

range. This range was highqenough to permit the formation of scores for

responses falling under the different types of stimuli. The scoring key criterion
- . ¢

for the responses ranged from 86.5 to 91.9%,, again allowing considerable

. confidence to be placed in the original scoring key for the responses:

In summary, for both issues, there was moderate agreement on the exact .

-

category criterion meaning that the item content reasonably matched the

planned content and, second, high agreement on the scoring key criterion

permitting confident use of the planned scoring key. In all cases the agreement .

on the problem-solving component was lower than the supportive communication




Table 6 . .

Judges' Percentage Agreemfent on "Money" and "Contact" Issues
[}

) : For Exact Category and Scoring Key )
f - . i | . 2
i * . Stimuli ) Responses
. - Issue Exact Key Exact Key
PS SC . PS SC PS SC PS SC

w

"Money" . 74.3 80.0 85.7 . 90.5 69.4 75.1 8.5  9L.9

"Contact" 75.8 82.8 82.8 87.9 72.7 72.4 87.2 83.1
‘ >

. " Average  75.1  8L.4 _ 8.3 -89,2 7l.1 738 8.3 90.b

> 4
- & .
i

4

a.*

Note. P‘S = problem-solving; SC = supportive. communication.’
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component. Statement revision was carried out for low agreement judgements

o

and was expected to improve item performance although no further judgements’
o ¢

were made. - ; : - - -
a \&‘
“‘ ~ 2 v N

* Phase 2: Empirical Item Selection and Preliminar); Scale Evaluation

‘o .!

The purpose of this p.hase of test development was to evaluate the Shared
Problem-Solving Inventory's psychometric properties as a basis for item
selection. Following this step, the revised inventory's relationship with marital

- satisfaction and social desirability was evaluated.

- \ »

Subjects
.\served as subjects. No selec'tl\n\iritéria were imposed. I;ﬂtially they signed a
consent form (Appendix A) and filled out a demographic information sheet
i ) (Appe‘ndaix B). At the completion of the testing session, each subject received a
five dollar subject fee. -
. : The means for the main demographic descriptors of,thel sample were: age,
28.2 years (SD= 5.15); years of edu'cation, 13.9 (S:_D: 1.3); years married, 5.44
/ (SD= 4.2); number of children, 1.3 (SD= 1.3). Husbands and wives did not differ
on age, t(47)= 1,58, N.S. or years of education, t(48)= -1.28, N.S.. Spouses did
differ .on income level (CH12(6)= 20.7, p(.OO?) with the-mean category for
husbands $ 10,000 - 14,000 and for wives, under’ $ 4,999.
Procedure i < .
In addi'tion to the S;1ared Problem-Solving Inventory, the assessment
battery included a simulation effectiveness rating and <marital satisfaction and

‘e .

social desirablity tests. Couplés completed the battery of four instruments in-_

u - .

%
4

—

Twenty five married'épupleé, who responded to a newspaper advertisement,

41
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- volunteers reported difsiculty in recalling the stimulus once the page was .~

A
o

one session in either their own home or the researcher's home setting. Testing
. N N L

~

time ranged from 2 to 2 and 1/2 hours. - - ,

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory. The original format ‘of the Shared

Probiem—Solving Inventory was to be a booklet of multiple choice items with a

PR

stim«{lds statement on one page and the six alternative responses on the \

following page so as to simulate a diScussion. However, in pilot testing,
. . | .

-~

[ . » <
turned. To increase the recall of the stimulus and to further enhance the

simulation of a discussion, the items were recorded on audio tape so that

.

husbands heard the stimulus read by a female ("wife") and their six response

alternatives by a male (themselves). B)-familarige ‘the husbands with the male

. .

voice, the instructions were also read by‘th‘e same male. This audio forr?at was

reversed for the wives. Fuyrther pilot testing indicated this combined audio tape

and booklet predentation met subject's individual preferences for listening to or

reading the items.
A complete Shared Problem-Squing Inventory package included: a set of

instructions; a ‘sample item; background information for the first-issue and the
item set (for "money", 35 items and "contact”, 34 items); the background for the

seéond issue and the second item set. Subjects were provided with aSony TC 67

. tape recorder, earphone (for private listening) and a hand switch (to stop the

'tap‘e. after an item so that a response chpice could be recorded). Separate
multiple choice answer sheets were provided for each issue {Appendix D).
Since responding to the first issue in the booklet could have possibly
influenced subjects’ r’e3ponses on the second issde, two sets of bopklets were
constructed, "money" followed by "contact" and the reverse order thereby -

|
counterbalencing presentation order. Thirteen couples received the first order
P 1

and twelve .the second order. ‘ \
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Scoring of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory responses was as follows:
problém-solving, off-task=1, on-task=2; supportive communication, low=1, ‘

neutral=2, high=3. Scale scores were formed for "money" problerh-solving,

.

" "money" supportive communication, "contact" problem-solving and "contact"

supportive communication. (See Appendix C for Shared Problegn,;ﬁolving

Inventory instructions, background information and sample items.)

Simulated Discussion Rating.hThe scenerios of the Shéred Probl'em—Solv;é“g,;
Inventory's two issues were not expected to nécessarily parallel the real life.-
experiences of all the sugjects; However it was important that subjects perceive
that among‘the sixeresponses, there was one that migh“t come close to what
he/she mi‘ght say if such a probler;1 situation were to occur. To assess this

aspect of the simulated’ discussion, subjects .were asked to rate the percentage

-~

. of the responses they chose that came somewhat close to what they might have’

said if their spouse were ever to make similar stimulus statements. Each issue

was rated on 0 to 100% scales in 10% units. (See Appendix E for rating sheet.)
2 ) N
Marital Adjustment Test. The Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace,

*

1959) (Appendix F) was included in the battery to permit an evaluation of the

relative importance of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory skills to a globa® -
measure of the quality'of a marital relationship. The Marital Adjustment Test-is

a 15 item scale that'is widely used as an test of marital satisfaction (Weiss &

“Margolin, 1977). The differentially weighted items sample domains of overall

.

marriage happmess, the amount of agreement in specific areas (eg. friends), the

extent of mutual activity and decision making and the present confidence in the

. ]
original decis%':o marry. Total scores range from 2 to 158 (high satisfaction)

o

with 100 as the g'enérally accepted cut-off value for discriminating distressed

from nondistressed spouses (Jacobson &- Margolin, 1979). The scale has
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demonstrated high internal consigtency (.90) and a'dequate validity for

djscriminating well adjusted and maladjusted couples (Locke & Wéllace, 1959).

Marital Conventiqnalization Scale. Social desirability is generally
considered a contamination factor in the attempt to measure the content o}
some characteristic (Edmunds, 1970; Jackson, 1970; Wiggins, 1973). When social
degirability response style is present to a high degree in a scale, correlations
between the scale and other measures may be spuriously high, not because of
the scale 'Js content, but because of high degrees of tesponse style in co-mmon.

The Marital Conventionalization Scale (Edmunds, 1967) (Appendix G) was

devised to evaluate a person's tendency to distort the appraisal of their
marriage in the socially desiraBle directior‘\ of strongly endorsing marital
happiness. This scale is comprised of 15 weighted‘ items, 10 keyed in a positive
and 5 in a negative direction. A high score represents an extremely positive'
description of either the mate or marriage (eg. "My mate and I understallid each
. other completely."). Edmunds, Withers, and Dibatista (1972) found correlations
between the Marital Conventionalization Scale and the Marital Adjustment Test
ranging from .53 to .70 in different s.amples and conclﬁded that the Marital
Adjustment Test was comtaminated with a tendency to respond in a desirable
fashion.
In thiss study the test was renamed the Mai'riage Attitude Inventory to
-neutralize ‘any negative associations with the original title. ' <.

- . ‘v
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Results

Item Evaluation Strategy

Jackson (1970) has proposed a set of seven steps for the evaluation and .

-

sélection of items. The decisions in each of these ‘stebs are based on empirical
data obtained from subjects who have-responded to a large pool of items that
the;)retically measure the constructs of interest. Items meeting the criteria for
all steps are retained. In this ‘study, becaﬁée of the sequential nature of the
problem-solving stages, it was not possible to generate a large item pool. If all

item selection steps were followed many items might be deleted and the item

sequence be disrupted. Thus a compromise strategy was to select several of the

more crucial steps. The three modified surviving steps were: 1) an evaluation of
the proportion of subjects endorsing an item and the elimination of items with p

values below .05 or above .95; 2) an evaluation of the item's correlation with

.

its total scale and the elimination of items with low item-total correlations
until a minimum Croenbach's alpha (1951) was obtained; and 3) an evaluation of -
the number of items correlating higher with its opposite factor scale

(i.e.problem-solving 'items with supportive communication scales) than with its

. -

dwn scale.

Further scale psychometric properties, interscale relationships and ¥

relationships of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventdry scales with other marital

measures were examined.

L)

-

Item Selection

’

‘ «
To evaluate the information value of thé items, p values were determined
by calculating the frequencies of the response alternatives (Thorndike, 1949).

For the "money" and “contgct'f problem-solving scales, no item exceeded the

limits of .05< p'<.95 and thusenone was eliminated. The mean frequency of the

g
. E



"money" problem-solving scale off-task responses was 34.2 and on-task, 65.8.
For "contact" prol;lem—solving, the freguencies were 35.6 and 64.4 for .off-task
and on-task responses respectively.

The supportive communication scales with low, neutral and high responses
required a modification in the fre‘quency determination. One of the response
cateéories (low or high) might exceed the p limits but the distribution of scores
between the remaining category and the neutral category might still provide
useful information. Thus the three level scale was treated as a two level scale
by distributing the neutral responses equally to the high and low categoriés.
Using this criterion, no items exceeded the limits of .05< p £.95. The mean item
frequencies for "money" supportivé cc;mmunication and "contact".supportive
communication were low, 21.9, 17.0, neutral, 33.8, 30.1, and high 44.3, 52.9 *
respectively. | ‘

Since all items fell within criterion limits, none was eliminated at this
stage.

The second step in item selection required calculating an initial item-total.
correlation and alpha for each of the four scales (Specht, 1976). In addition, the
change in alpha if an item were removed from the scale was also calculdted.
Then, the item that, if removed, would lead to the greatest increase in alpha
was temporarily dropped. A new item-total correlation and alpha\was X
calculated. This process of dt:opping items to increase alpha was repeated until
an alpha of at 'leqst .60 was obtained for all scales. Then, takiﬁg one problem
issue at a time, for example "gboey", items that had been dropped and were in /
common for both "mon:sy" problem-solving and "money" supportive qommur{i;:ation ) K '.
were completely eliminated from both scales and thus from the Shared .
Problem-Solvi_ﬁg Inventory booklet. Those items that performed poorly on one )

J s
scale but well on the other were retained for the booklet and were only scored

.

|
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on the latter scale. Following this procedure, four items from the "money" issue
and six from the "éontact'; issue were combletely eliminated. Several items were
not scored leaving the fina.l scale lengths of "money" problem-solving - 30,
"money" supportive communication - 30\, "contact" problem-solving - 26, and
"contact" supportive communication -27 items.

Since items had been written acc&ding to problem-solving and supportive
communication categories anq also appeared in a sequence, the item selection
procedure could have distorted the original design. However, a comparigén of
the original distribution of stimulus and response categories with those that
remained after item selection showed‘no major changes. When the item sequence
was examined, eliminated items did not disrupt the information flow and, indeed,
seemed irrelevant. \

Since the item pool was small, no fucther item elimination was considered
possible and thus the remaining steps were restricted to an evaluation of the
discriminant validity at th'e item level. Items writt‘en to exemplify one construct
should’correlate higher with their own construct than with other purportedly
unrelated constructs (Jackson, 1970). For the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory
this meant that the problem-solving items should correlate higher with their own

ale vthan with the supportive communication scale and vice versa. For "money"
%%lvmg‘,‘ 60% of the items met this criterion, for "money" supportive
communication, 90%, "contact" problem-solving, 81%, and "contact" sup,portive
, communication, 75%. dn the basis of thes'e reéults, some interscale correlations

were expected between problem-solving and supportive communication. (See

Table 8 in the next.section for these correlations.)

The remaining analyses are based on the scales as revised according to
13

*

step t@o, i.e. with some items eliminated and some not scored.
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Shared Problem-Solving Inventory Psychometric Properties

N
.

and Interscale Relationships {
al

Psychometric Properties. Table 7 presents the descriptive statistics for the

NS

two problem—solvmg and two supportive communication scales. The means were

slightly skewed toward the positive end of all scales, however, the range open
above the means was at least 2.5 standard deviation units in each case. Thus
' ;o <

the scales, for this sample, avoided a ceiling limit. The mean item-total

correlations ranged from .19 to .30 and although a few of the correly

negative, none of these were significahtly different from zero. Alpl{as

from the minimum set at .60 for "contact" problem-solving to .78
p g

supportive communication.

‘

!

Interscale Correlations. Since the Shared Problem-9 lving Ipwentory scales
were developed fsom dls'ginctly different constructs, it pected that the
problem-solving scales would correlate higher with each other than with the
supportive communication scalgs and vice versa. These interscale correlations
are presénted in TableVS. | ‘

Contrary to expectation, the "money"‘prqbl§m~solvingfand “contact" -
problem—;ofving scales did not correlate sighificaritly.(g .16, N'.S.) qnd, while "as
expected the supportive communication scales did correlate significantly (r= .56,
p< .001), "money" supDor;ive cdmmunication and "c;)ntac'f': supp‘ort\ive. P
commumcatlon also correlated with "contact" problem-solving (r= .59, p<.001; r=
41, p<.oi, respectxvely) "Money" problem-soivmg did not correlate with .~
"money" supportive commlm)'c§tion as expecteq but did minimumly with ,"cont_actn .

' supportive gommunication (r= .29, p<.05).

Shared Problem-Solying Inventory's Relafcionship with Other Variables. The«
X e = ;

rglationéhips of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory scales with demographicf

variables were §55essed and the results are shown in Table 9. The four scales °
. . 4. >

-
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were found to be independent of age, sex, education, income level and number
"of children. For the variable, years married, 'only "money' supportive

e D e . .9
communication showed a significant relationship.

*Marital Conventionalization, the social desirability measure, (M= 34.50,
SD= 27.44) )b/as relatéd to "contact" problem-solving, "contact" supportive
'communica-tion, but was independent of the "money" issue scales. The Marital
Adjustment Test (M= 112,16, SD= 26.48), which is the generally accepted
indicator of satisfactiog in a marriage, was unrelated to "money" |

problem-solving but correlated with "money" supportive communication and both

"contact" scales.

»

Presentation Order and Sex Effects

Given the structure of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory with its two

3

successive issue format, subjects ‘might have obtainfed a higher score on the
second issue because of practice effects. To control for this possibility, the. two
issues were presented in counterbalanced order so that thirteen couples
received the "mone‘y;g:ontact“ order and twelve the reverse order. However, it
was possible to test if presentatipn‘order( influenced performance. In addition,
the effect of sex of respondent was also eva}'luated for ‘the four scales.

Since the Shared Perlem-Solvin’g Inventory scales were correlated, a

MANbVA (Cohen & Burns, 1?7.7) was perfromed to t.est for order (two‘levels)

’ and sex (two levels) main effects and sex by o_rqer 'iﬁteraction. For order, the‘—,, ‘

Pillais value was .1654 (F(4,43)=2,13, ‘p_=:09'); for sex, .1213 (F(4,43)=1.48, p=.22),

and sex by order, .0631 (F(4,43)=.75.p=.56). Thus, the main effects and the-

.

{nteraction effect were not significant.

~ . :
- . ]

ES

Simulated Discussion Katinj
- , o
'Subjects were asked, to indicate the perbentage of their responses that

came somewhat close to what they might have said in a real discussion. The

N
iy -

” -
" ‘- .
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/\ mean percentages for the "money" issue was 59% '(S_lj_=l9.08) and for the
. "contact" issue, 61% (SD=21.69) were very close in magnitude. -
‘ Discussion )

-

™
The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory, comprised of two issues and four '

scales, was developed using a modified form of Jackson's (1970) seun,ntial
strategy for test construction. The first major'step for evaluating the item

stimulus and response statements was to judge their conformity to categories

. ~ for which they were written. Items showed sufficient fit for confidence to be
“ placed in the inventory scoring key. The problem-solving chmponent was

) consistently more difficult to judge (lower agreement), a result that is

understandable giveﬁ th%:.nore complex sequential design of the"categories that

change across stages of the discussion. .

L 3

J

4

. s The second step. involved item selection based on the inventory's empirical

performance. Item frequencies felt within the pre-determined limits-and no items
were eliminated&%sing the crite-r-ion of an items's corrglation with its scale
. total, a small 'num.ber‘ of items were either dpoﬁped or not scoreda\ each scale.
At this stz‘rge,’ 86% of Q\;@"money" issue items, 77% of the "contact"
prébl_err'\-so‘lving'items, and 79% of the "contact" supportive communication items | ?
were retained. Deletion of items did not d':srupt»‘the flow of the discussions and
t-hus no further contént statements were required. For this final set of iteds]
.internal consistency results were moderate to high and were considered -
acceptable for a skill measuring tés’t (Dick & Hagerty, 1971) of consid&:je

structural complexity. ' -

The interscale correlations for the (hared P'roblem—SOolving Inventory .

evidenced stronger relationships between the problem-solving and supportive o
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communication scales than was expected. "Contact" problem-solving, "contact"
w P g

~

sipportive comhunication, and "money" supportive communication, which taken
7togethe? represent both "contact" and supportive communication, were most .

strongly interrelaged suggesting that the content of the issue and the skill

shared commoh varian.ce. l"Money" problem-solving, although marginally related

to ';money" supportive communication and "contact" supportive communication,

M L] . -~

[y

seemed an independent skill.

E)

Only the "contact” issue scales were significantly correlated with Marital .

oy

gdnventionalif'zation (social desirability). This finding po.té-ntially reduces the

& -

discriminant validipy of those scales {Campbell & Fiske, 196‘7): HoweVet", -they - .

Q

are less cc?n,t-amina*ed by. social de’sirability than»"che‘Ma}ital Adjustment Test @ u
which correlated .60 (22.01’) with thi§ factor: The range of correlat\l‘ﬁns (.09 -
.40) compares favourably with those found by‘Jackson (1970) (.10 - .40) for his -
Persona_lit;' Research Form which was develop;ed using more elaborate controls

for social desirability. In this present research, the care taken to avoid
. . N ~ .' \
extremes of social desirability at the item writing stage may account for these ~—

"

results. o

The Marital'Adiustnlent Test was, related to both "contact" si:ales_,\an'd )

. e L. . \ .
"money" suppartive ¥ommunication. "Money" problem-solving contrary to o

A -

expectations, failed io correlate significantly with satisfaction. POSSY the .
limited number of subjects (10) sCoring below lOO’on ~the Marital Adjust

ment vy

-

Testlg(&is:tressed criterion) restricted the range of satisfaction scores -and,
generally decreased the chance of finding large relationships between the scales ' .
and ma;ita'l satisfaction. ) : .
The Sha}egTPxoh%m-Solving lnv*entory‘scales weré evaluated for the

effects of order of presentation of the issues and sex of respondent. Neither :

variable showed-significant resulté. Tentatively, either order may be used The

- -~
-~

-,

ey
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null sexw effect is similar with that found by Gottman (1979) for both the *

. [

IER s ‘content and affect codegfrequencxes on the CISS and also by Vincent et al.
B (19"75) for MICS summary codes.

The simul'ated discussion rating indicated that subjects perceived an
. <

average of 60% of their response choices were somg“\?hat close to what they

might ‘have said in a real situation. Considering that the nature of real issues *

, and real statements could vary greatly across couples, this rating suggests a.

¢

" moderate match to the subject'sown style and thus a reasonable simulation. -

i The questlon at the conclusxon/ of this study was the dmactnon to take as -

the next step in, test development. Two mau? alternatives were considered: to
3

attempt & revisien of the Shared Froblem-Solving Invenfory at the item .

structure level; or, to move on to a validity investigation. The decision to be

b . L ‘ ’ ,
. made req\éir'ed a review of several aspecis of the inventory's performance. In.
Splte of the small sample used in thxs study, the scale rehabxlmes were of

’/'
,moderate and acce;’table size. The suppontve commumcatlon scales were -

.. moderately related to each other and to marital satisfaction as expected. .
. v ot ~ S
Less certain conclusions could be drawn about the problem-solving scales.
S ! o ¥

First, it appeared that "contact" prob( m-solving ’fnight have been contaminated ‘\
» \\ “ .

- " with subportjve communication since it cerpelated yith both of those scales.
B Second, "money" and‘ "contact" pr-oplem-sc;lv'mg were unrelatedqsuggesti'ng that"
one or bo'fﬁ item sets may hot have re'presented their designated éonstrilct. -Theb
other p'ossﬂ::xhty was that problem-solvmg 1nte‘ract‘ed thh the sn\mulated issue.

Some of these questxons were not answerable with the presenf ﬂata set. e

o e

vaen that 1t would have been difficult to gevise the prolﬁem-solvmg n

A

cBmponent of items without a clear set of change criteria, the decision was
made to move on to a validation study .in an ettembf to better wunderstand the ”

‘problemisolviﬁg construct. The plan-inciuded: increasing th{ sam'ple size and-

/ [ - ' L y P N
- . . -




cross-vélidating the patterns of relationships found in this study; adding an .

. -~

external criterion to determine if either of the Shared Problerh-Solving«‘.
Inventory problem-solving. scales would show a relationship to it; and dividing .
the sample into contrast groups to further understand the scales' in terms of

L4
their relationship to marital distress.

4o ; ' ¢




CHAPTER Il

VALIDATION OF THE SHARED PROBLEM-SOLVING INVENTORY
#

@ ’ Introduction

_‘The central obiective of this study was to investigate several aspects of
validity pertinent to the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory. The Standards for
Educational and Psychological Tests (APA, 1974) recommends that instruments

be examined for content validity, criterion (concurrent/predictive) validity and

construet validity so that confidence can be placed in test based inferenfés.
Although these aspects o'f validity will be discusse;i separately, they are
considered "interrelated ope;atiénally and logically" (APA,1974). Contingent
upon the ﬁnding; of adequate validity, inferences regarding th(_e Shared
Problem-(Solving Inventory const{0cts and éther for the maritai var'i.ables were

also planned.

Content Validity

Content validity relates pri?harily to the early stages of~test construction

-

in-which"the performance domain is défined, the method of sampling items from

" the domain specxfled and the degree to wh1ch the items r%present the total -

" o
domain is estakhshed (APA, 197%; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955)..The content

validity of thg test is'eval.uated by thg thoroughness and the care by: t"’ivhich
tﬁese op&r:ations are carried out LiAPA, 1974). 1h study one, these opérations
i‘nc‘lh;ed?def’ining the shared problem-solvir;g épeéific cateéories of
problem-solving and supgortive communicétion on th;e basis of theory:and
previoué research; \;'riting items to systematically sample these constructs

N

through the three stages of problem-solving; and writing items oh two severe

L

problem issues which represented the broad domain of potential marital issues .

-




Of these operafions, the last one was least riéorous éin_ce the two issues u'sed,
out of the domain of all poss';ble ones, may not have represented severe problem
areas. The hypothesis in this present study was that this ‘sample of couples
would report the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory issues, "money" and
"contact", as among the most severe ia their relationship. This assumption was
tested to further substantia‘ge the basis for the selection of these issues. |

0y

Criterion Validity : . : .

.

The type of criterion validity most relevant to the Shared Problem-Solving
Inver;tory is concurrent validity, which indicates t?fne "extent to \yhich the test
may be used to estimate the iﬁdividual's prese{nt standing on the criterion" R
(APA, ;1974, p. 26). Since the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was designed in
part 'to subst\itu-te for observations made 0;1 actual couple interaftiohs, a |
concurrent ew‘)aluation of a sample interaction seemed the m:)/ssnéical criterion
for problem-solvingfand supportive communication skills. Hoivevér, this ‘
interaction criterion was expected to be less than fully optimal for ‘three
neasons.\Fips;, couples~would' n\c} necessarily 'dilscuss the same issues used in the
Shared Problem-Solv'i,ng Inventory. $econd, all‘stages of problem-solving would
_not necessarily be covered, especiall;/ if the selected issue had been dis;ussed
prior to the interaction sampliﬁg-. Finally, whereas' the Shared Pfoblem-Solving
Inventory presents the challéng'e of reSponc'ﬁng to off-task problem-solving and
low suppor"tive communicétiorl,stim’uli, some~spousés, éspeclally the fondistressed
ones, might not provide each other with such stimuli. ’ .

A sec'ond criterion source, althougﬁ not strictly.an independent one, was
the separate evaluations of proi)lem-solving and supporﬁve communication skills

.

using the two issues of "money" and "contact". From the findings in chapter II,

it was predicted that "money" supportive communication would correlate

. nl’ . ] ’- . . .
positiyely with "contact" supportive communication. Since the problem-solvjng .

-
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scales did not correlate signiﬁcaﬁtly i the p"révlous study, no prediction
regarding them was made. In summary, thestudy investigated the pattern of

correlations across each issue and the i?\ter.action criterion as well as across the

>
-

v

two issues. «»
The two skills of problem-solving and’supportivé communication and the -

three methods ("money" issue, "contact" issue and intéraction sample) by which

' ‘.. ‘*
Y they were assessed suggested that a convenient system to evaluate* the criterion
. " -
. ‘validity of the Shared Problem-Solvmg Inventory would be the multltralt-(ln this

context, multiskill) multlmethod matrlx procedure (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) This
- procedure permits an evaluation of the inventory's convergent validity, ie. the

_correlation of independent measurements of the same skill, and discriminant- -
. , S 4 N
validity, i.e. the extent a skill correlates with other skills from which they were

intended to differ (high correlations means poor discriminant validity). Both
- . L Y .
forms of validity are based on concurrent measurements, but by separately

1

examining convergent and discriminant validity, the multiskill-ultimethod
matrix permits a more rigorous validiu?evaluation for the instrument than

correlation with a single criterion. Th? convergent and discriminant validity of

\

a measure has implications for confidence in and distinctiveness of the

constructs underlying the patterns of test score,;:“ahd thus bears also on
construct validity (discussed in' the-next section).
Along with the two revised constructs, the Shared Problem-Solving

. Inventory introduced a new sequential testing method which required evaluation.

-

This step was also accomplished with the multiskill-multimethod procedure.

Since different test methods were employed, the procedure can be used to

«determme if "the systematic variance among the test scores . . .[is] due to.

»

responses to the measurement features as well as responses to the .. .[Sklll]

* content" (Campbell & Fisk, 1959,p. 81).




Construct Validity

%

The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was de@éloped following, in part, the
. Y

construct approach to test construction (L:oevin{;er, 1957; .Jackson, 1970). The

inventory's two constructs, problem-solving and supportive communication, were
each treated as a "postulated attribute of people, assumed to be reflected in
4
test performance" (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955, p. 60). As argued in the general
introduction, these two skills were belienved to be central to marital shared
problem-solving and to be contributing fa'ctors@ the level of satistaction in a
marriage. If two groups of in~dividuals differing in marital satisfaction were also
~ found to differ in prtablem-solving and supportive communication, then according
to Cronbach and Meeh! (1955) and the Standards (APA, 1974), the Shared
Problem-Solving Inventory would fiave shown one link in the potential network
of expected relationships and thus provided irtitial evidence for its construct -
validity. To examine this aspect of construct validity, married subjects were
diyided into‘ﬁstreshsed and nondistressed groups by marital satisfaction and their
differential-performance' on the bhared Problem-Solving Inventory was examined
Finally, the "intér-item strudture" or homogenelty is an 1nd1catxon of the .
. internal con51stency of the scale 3&1 assures that the "scale measures ' .
K 'some thing'" (W1ggms, 1973) Howeve the degree of internal consistency need
) nbt be overly high for all substantwe omains' especially if the construct |

. mpludes a broad range of elements (Cronbach. & Meehl, 1955; Loevenger,, 1957;

Wiggins, 1973), Ll'p determine the stability of the internal consistency results

from _stud)}: one, study two rg—eValuated alpha for each of the scales. ¥

» L . &
L] .
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Method

Subjects

At this stage of test development, the plan was to examine the response to

" the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory by a group of sybjects who waried .across’ .

B

a fl‘Jll range of marital satisfaction. However, since a second purpose of this
validatioA study was to compare the responses of distressed and nondistressed
subjects' individual scores on the various instruments,‘ a 1two step sampling
procedure was requirea. Two initial groups were formed from those couples
'rgspondi;g"t'c;oan advertisement requesj:ing participants for a marital study. If
" both spouses .scored' 100 or above on the Marital Adjustment Test (Locke &
Wallace, 1959) they were both temporarily classified as nondistressed couples. If»
one spouse scored 99 or less, tH;t couple was temporarily classified as
distressed. Sampling convtinued until each group contained twenty one couples
each. To obtéin the fine;l comparison groups, all squects who scored ‘99 or
below on the Marital Adjustment Test (N= 32) formed the distressed individual
group. S‘ijects wh/o were. in the original nondistressed cwp‘ﬂ: group and who .
scored 120 or greater formed thez equal sized nondistressed individual group (N=
32). Since the contrast groups were planned to be formed 'only on the basis of
level of satisfaction and pot clinical status .(e.g; seeking maritai tjherapy), no
further screening criteria were used. The full sample “0(184 subjects was used in
all analyses which did not involve the contrast groups.
Atl subjects signed a consent form and filled out a d'emographklzé
information sheet. Subject§ réceived a five dollar sdbject feé‘ at the end of th;;.
testing session. _ . . ‘ ' A ,

The means of the demographic variables for the full sample were: age, 31.9

(SD= 7.46); years 5 education, 14.3 (S_D; 2.66); yem married, 7.46 (SD= 5.87);

>
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number of children, ‘1_.'7 (SD= &8). Husbands and wives did not differ ogage,'—)/
1(81)= .14,. N.S.,.or years of education, t(82)= 1.96, N.S#

The mean Marital Adjustment Test score for"the distressed group (M=
71.44, SD= 20.51) and the nondistressed group ‘(Mé 134.84), SD= 9.44) differed
significantly as exr)ected, 1(62)= ,>-15'.89,-R<.00(')1. These contrast groups d.id not

differ on age, tf t(61)= -.48, N.S., years married, ‘t(62)= 1.78, N.S.,- 'o: nu'mber of

¢
children, t(62)- .39, NS.. The ’nondtstressed group had a htgher educatlonal level

(M= 14.5 years) than the dxstressed group (M- 13, 25 yeg 3 1(62)= ,-2 00, R— .05,

-

Procedure " ' . : o
’ ’

4

. . Lo o
/A%oupl‘es completed the following battery of test instruments and one

sample interaction either in their own or the researcher's home. One session

\ v

was \requirw and testing time ranged f¢®n_one apd a half to two hours.

c e

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory. This instrument was.sintilar to that

o

desc’riubed in chapter two with the exception that four "money" is;ue items and
six "contact" issue ttems were eliminated from the booklet and audio tape on
the basis of the item selection strategy reported in chapter-ll. Even with these
items removed the snmulated discussions d1d not seem 1mpa1re§. During the
debriefing session, subjects indicated no more dxfﬁculty with the conversation

’ !

flow than with the earlier version of the inventory.

Marital Adjustment Test. This test was identical to that ised in the first

study (chapter one) and is described in full there. It was inclu#d-as a criterion
to form the distressed and nondistressed contrast group$ and as g global

» . o o
measure of marital satisfaction.

Areas of Change Questionnaire. The perceived level of proB)éms in the

relatxonshlp was determmed by ut111z1ng one component of the Areas of Change
Questionnaire (Weiss, Hops, & Patterson, 1973). Originally desxgned te pinpoint

conflict sources in a marriage, this test inquires about, first, the change desired

i ¥
*

y
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. , ' .
.in the spouse's behavior and, second, the change in the respondent's behavior

that the,r.esgondent believes the épouse wishes. Conflict was scored by‘tallying"

2 0

the ag‘reer{\ents and disagreements for desired and perceived change. The Area
of Change Questionnairg has discriminated distressed and nondistressed couples

(B‘;rchlér & Webb, 1971) and has been shown to correlate strongly with the

2. Marital Adjustment Test (r= .70)(Weiss, Hops, & Patterson, 1973). In this present
study, ‘onlly‘ {hg first half of the assessment, the subject's desired chénge in the

, Spousé'@s¥behavior, was performed in order to reduce testing time. The
\ 4 ) .

integ‘pretation was that the more change the subject desired, the more there

..were unresolved problems in. the relationship.

o > 7

The modified Areas-of Change Questionnaire (Appendix H) asked each 5

3

subject to indicate if he/she would want the spouse to increase or decrease ‘

specific behaviors (eg. "spend more time keeping the house clean") on a seven .

v

point Likert scales ranging fr‘o‘m mich less (-3) to no change (0) to mueh more

i 1

(+3). Since the arr{ount of change desired was taken to define the problem lejvel,
the absolute value of-each &em was summed to a total score. It was expected- \
that the modified test would demonstrate psych;metric properties similar to the
.original test. This assumption was tested by determining the instrument's

ot

homogeniety and its relationship to the Marital Adjustment Test. .

Interaction Sample. An evaluation of one aspect of the criterion v’élidj,ty” of
the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory required a comparison of the scores on

the inventory to non-test behavior (Jackson, 1970; Loevinger, 1957). One

-

approach to this problem in marital interaction research is the use of behavvierali
samples of couples' problem-solving diég:ussions (Weiss & Margolin, 1977).
Cenerally, couples are asked to discuss a sev.ere.pfo»blem in their relationship

‘for a brief period of time. The discussion is recorded and later rated or coded.
. “‘.I‘. o

PR -2
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T
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'To control for the possible influence of the topic on the discussion and\’
thus .on the comparison of the ratings with the Shared Problem-Solving -
Inventory, it was planned to attempt to have equal numbers of couples dis;uss
three areas, money, communication and other topics. Thus in preparation for:

testing a couple, the researcher selected one of the three topic areas to be

°

discussed. Initially, the selection was on a random basis and then, toward the
end of data collection, ;hé topic area was chosen so as to produce equal

* ]
. . B
‘numbers of couples in each topic area.ln all tases, the topic the couple

fiisgus‘sgd met the severity criterion which is ;utlined in the following

. ;-pa?agraph. '

| ' As a first step in obtaining the interaction sampling, an index of a couple's
problem.s was obtainqj by having each subject cpmplete the Couplés' ProSlem
(Eh;cklist (Gottman,1979) (Appendix I). This test is -a list of ten gommon,
potential problem topics (eg. children, money, jealousy) which are rated on a .
severity scale frém one to ten. The checklists were examined to see if the
pr'e'-selected topic was arf\ong the severe .problems in common'for each soouse; If
so and the couple was agreeable, the topic was discussed. If the topic was r:notk
among the most severe or if the couple was not agreeable, another severe topic
was selected. The couples were asked to discuss the proflem for ten minutes
"and attempt to resolve it. N? coaching was given to narrow the topic or focus

S

the discussion. The couple was left alone and the discussion recorded using

-

lavolier microphones and Sony TC 67 cassette recorder. Using this procedure,
seven cthles" discussed money, seven communication, and seven other topics in
each contrast group.

Interaction Rating

L]

Rating Format. The interaction rating system was developed from the same

constructs that form the basis of the Shared Pr'oblem-Solving Inventory.

Y

ave
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! ’ . .
Problem-solving was rated using a seven point Likert scale ranging from | (very

frequently off-task) to 4 (sometimes off-task) to 7 (very frequently on-task). A§
a reminder to the raters, the major categories °f. off-task and on- task behavior
(see Table 3) were listed at the appropriate extremes of the scale. Supportive
communication was rated using a seven point Likert scale rang_mg from 1 (very
frequently low value) to 4 (sometimes low/high, sometimes neutral) to 7 (very -
f’requently high value). The end pSints of the scale were illustliaterd with the
seven low and seven high valuing categories of supbortive comm'unication. Each
rating form contained both sets of scales for husband and wife. (See Appendix J

for rating form.)

Rater Training. Three raters who were very familiar with the Shared

Problem-S'olving Inventory categories received three hours of training involving:
review of the problem-solving and Supportive communication categories;
diséussion of general guidelines for rating (eg. ignore voice tone); and rating of
six ten minute couple discussions (_obtained in a pilot study). Raters listened to
a tape once and then rated problem-solving and éupportive communication for
husband and wife.

Since the supportive communication a‘rid especially problem-solving were
considerably complex and diff_icult processe; to rate, agreement between any
two pair of raters was pre-defined as no more than oné rating point apart. For
each rating, three sets of agreements were qbtained'by taking the raters in
pairs. The \overall percentage agreement was calculated by the ratio of number

of (agreements/ number of agreements + number of disagreements) x 100, The

average percentage agreement over the six training tapes was 92.6%. As

““recommended by Hartmann (1977), the minimum level of agreement for the

experimental tapes was set, at 80%.

’
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Ratingj’rocedure. Raters were provided with a complete set of audio

’ »

T . . . . e s '
tapes for all 42 discussions and were blind as to couple classification sas

distresed or nondistressed. After they listened to each discussion they were .

askeci to make independent ratings for husl?'and and wife on the prdb.lemtsolving

-

©

and supportive communication” scales. Inherent with this procedure was the .

potential of'.spuriously decreasing the in'dep.endence of husband and wife rating%. .
v .
However, if the discussions had been sequentially rated for each spouse, the

h)

- ‘spouse rated second would hadve, in effect, been heard twice since itﬁwas not
Y . ¢

-

possible to listen to only one spouse at a time. As a partial congae‘rﬁ)'r this

L

methodological problem, ra'ters,'wr]ile listening, were encouraged to check the

behavior cat’egories illustrating the end points of the scales. This approach
provided a partial tally of each spouse's separate performance as a preparation

b

h [ . .

for the rating. : ) ' ’

As’a check on observer drift'(Kazdin, 1977), the percentage agreement was
calculated after 10 and 25 discussions. All ratings remained above 80% with

. %

exception of the ﬁroblem-solving ‘rating which dropped to 73% at the 25th

discussion mark. Re-clarification of the categories was made and the rating

continued. Percentage agreement for the 42 discussions for problem-solving was

80.1% and for stportive communication, 90.5%.

~

' Final ratings were formed by averaging across raters. . ; \

.

Data Analyses .

; i, !

-

In order to provide a basis for comparisor‘\‘ with' the first study's results,
identical scale and item statistics were performed on the Shared
: Problem-SolVing Inventory scales. These ana[yses were extended to include the

interaction ratings and the marital problem tests. The Shared Problem-Solving
L]

. Inventory scales and the interaction ratings were intercorrelated and their.

relations;\ips examined by multiskill-multime thod analysis. The results of this




"-7 analysis suggested that an explora%ion using partial correlation might clarify the

" the Marital Adjustme:{t Test) were formed and their performance on the Shared ’

Problem-Solvin®Inventory and other scales compared. Finally, the effects of -

v

interpretation, To evaluate construct validity, contrast groups (high and low on

- i
> -

L '
sex of respondent, order of presentation of the issues, and discussion topic were

tested. . ' -

Results _

te . ‘ ’
\ .
5

.

»

[

Scale Properties of the Measures . . .
R,

\For the Shared Problem--Solvlng Inventory, interaction ratings arfd marital

problem questiorih'aires, means,, standard deviations, item statistics ard internal

‘l, d Vs .

consnstencxes were calculated (Specht, l976) These results are presented in’

* -

Table lO As in the flrst study, the Shared Problem-Solvmg fnventory means
Peaniine

were skewed negatlvely ‘but again allowed: at least 2.6 standard dev1at10n units

» of cellmg For "money" problem-solvmg, the mean ltem tcﬂal correlations and
alphas*dropped from .20. and 64 (study one) to .13 and .49 (study twc/Thls
"alpha level is within the rar\ge often found for achievement tests ‘and 1s

. . . - . » . -

ddequate for group decisions (Dick & Hagerty, 1971). The remaining scales -
o ) ) ’ .

sho.\.lve'd mean item-total correlations and alphas that increased over those of °

. ’ DS

study one. ® ' ‘ )

The interac.tjon rating ‘n'leanSAAWere formed by ’averaging'acre'ss ;he thfee
raters: Each rater'.&:ould then be tr'eated*,as an it:;n a'nd thus the coeffic,ie'nt of
generalization (alpha) was for the faceit of raters (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda,
Rajaratu‘rp, 1972; Specht, 1976; Wln‘é/r, 1967). Means for both ratings fell just’
below the mid-point' and aflowed a\minimum ‘of two standard deviations ‘above )

and below the mean. Both mean item-total correlations and alphas were quite

]
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,hlgh thh xnteractxon problem-solving be1ng slightly lower, Rlusbands‘ and wives'

A N R
. N

to - ratings were mtercorrelatd and showed moderate relatlonshrps "for both

[]
problem-solving (r=.52, p< .001) and’ supportrye communication '(.[=-57’ g( .001).

» . e T ‘ LI . » N - \ . .
) i“ ! . . -. . i !
¥ . < - .« The peans for the two marital problem tests, the Areas of Change -
““ ) £ ' e - o, ) . . ) .
s Questionnaire and Couples' Problem Checklist {see Table 10}, were very
s i ¢ ‘
. ”. - . K “ e : 6
positively skewed meanjng that, on the average, subjects did not admit to

. wadting mthht change from the spouse or to having rﬁ‘any severe oroblerns Both

L3N

’ the mean xtem—total correlatxons and alqhas were very high indicating a h1gh
mternal con51sten(:y. As expected these tests correlated quite highly with
marxtal satlsfacnon (Marltal Aglustment Test): Areas of Chan’ge Questlonnaxre,

[ c q 100
: r= =77 (g( 001) Couples' Problem Checkhst, £= ~.64 (p<.001).

D [ .
Jn study one, the Shared Problem-Solvmg Inventory item reSponse »

/\ .- frequenmes were examlned under the crnterlon limits of 5% and 95%., That

analysxs was repeated on this sample and no, 1tem exceeded the hm1ts of 05<p
e (.95 T - - l |
Rebtlonshlp of the Shared Problem-Solmelnventory Ad_“ /

e lnteracnon Scales to’ Demographxc and"Marltal Variables = * ° ”

- 3 “Fy * ‘,

; L o Corre‘lons were calculated for the four Shared. Problem«Solvmg Inventory

.and-two mteractnon scales wtth selected demo‘grap'hlc‘vanables, the Marital
A s b s : - K K . ¢ '
e . Adjustment Test, Areas of Chaffge Questionnaire and Couples® Problem
. ° - " N . X @ )
- - Lo o aQ . PR - . . PR FO. . [ . e 4
Checklist. The results; presented in Table 11, show that only one scale,

. "COn;act“ prqblem-solving, c°orreléted signfficantly with ‘oneldemographic '

LRI “,/:4" vanable -age (r =, .25 pL, 05) Thus the scales were generalyy 1ndependeht of

ot "' ‘. - [ ¥
. t}t'derriographzc varlables. Lo "', . o e

: Exarmmng the~scales relatxonshxp to the mantal tests, "money"
"t : problem-solvutg and mteracnon problem-solvmg did not show any sxgmﬁcant

Q@ % - , W - LY / LAY
Al - ¢ e
"o \ 3

s
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o ' ‘correlations. "Contact" problem-solving \;ras positlvely-‘related ‘;o the Marital
Adjustmen£ Test -and negatively to the Areas of Change Questionnaire and

_ Couples' Pro'blem Checklist. The higher the problem;solving score on the .
"contact" issue, the higher -the satisfaction and the lower the overall problem

. severity in the relationship. Similarily, supportive com;nunicatlon as measured by

the “money" and "contact" issues and interaction scales were positively related

to satlsfactlon and negatlvely to the problem scales

Content Yalidity - - : ¢

Based on previous research (Blrchler, 1980; Gottman 1979) the Shared

Y ‘ Problem-Solving Inventory employed tWo issues reported as most severe by
~c.’ouples. An examination of the Couples Problem Checklist rev\ea(led that, for
“the total sample, the means for these problems wer'e money, 3 68 (SD: 3 44) and
commumcatlon 3.68 (SD= 3.44) and were the highest ambng the ten areas ratqd
.For the dlstreSSed group, the same two areas ranked highest, commumcatlon,
6.19 (S3D= 3.10), money, 5.75 (SD= 3.54). For the nondistressed group, the means
in highest order were: money, 1.97 (D= 2_.79'); 'mla\yS, 1.72 (SD= .2.l_6); sex, 1.14‘1
(SD= 1.92); communication, 1.22 (SD= 2.27). (See Aopendix N for complete results
: for all groups.s éonsioerlng the wfhole sample, the Shared Problem-Solving
. lnventory i§S‘ue§ of "money" and "contact" (ctornmuriié:atlon) rep;'esented the. most
' severe problem gregas. This Tesult held for the distressed gr,otfp"but varied. . L

. slightly for the nondistressed group. -

»

" Criterion Validity * T SR

- - . . ® r ) - . . ! .,o
. : The main indepéndent criteria were wbtained from the-method of rating .
L3 . ‘ * \ ., . [

problem»—solvinfg and supportive communic4tion in the ten ‘minute interaction. In

.addmon, since the Shared Problem-Solvmg Inventory employed two lssues for

>

“s the sxmulated dwcussxons, each issue provxded a crlterxon for the other.




[

L)

Tr;e multiskill-multimethod matrix of the intercorrelations of the Shared
Problem-Solving Inventory and®he interaction scales is pre;ented in Table 12.
The top most diagonal ;)f bracketed values contains the reliabilities (alphas) for
eaéh scale and are identical to those presented in the first secti'on of the
result_s ‘and, will not he discusged lfurther. The remainder of the valués pertain, to
convergent and disd\'imiﬁant validity and are discussed L;nder separdte headings.

- \ [} -

. Conygrgent Validity. Convergent validity is given by the diagonals

~ containing the coefficients in bold print. These coefficients reflect the extent
) - : ' 1

. to which the same skill“is predictable by different methods (Wiggins, 1973).

Within the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory, the® money" and "contact" issues
. A » 'n
demonstrated moderate convergent validity for problem-solving and high for

’
- ‘ 4

© supportive communication. Between the "money" issue and the interaction
. .,2 ) '

scales, the convefgent val?dity cloefficients were low for problem-solving an%
supportive communication. Between the "%ontacf' issue and the interaction ’
scales the problem-solving coeffici?nt was nqt significant and the'supp;)rtive.
commuﬁication coefficient was significant at a.moderate level. Generally the

. validity cdefficients were reasonable except for "contact" problem-solving which
A g “ .

failed to correlate with the independent criterion. -
- ]

kinds of discriminant validity (a third type would be possible if more ‘than two
- skills had been included). "The first kind represnts a very minimal requirement
although it }s‘hoi always met in practice" (’Wiggins, 1973, p.407). For this kind

’ b T . . ' .
of discriminant validity, the convergent validity coefficients (mono;kxll, hetero

. rhetho&)jshoyld e’xcéed the coefficient far different skills' measured by ditféren,t .

' © latter coefficient shares neither skill nor method in common and would not be

expected to be as high as’ the validity coefficient based on fhe sa’ﬁe skill ~

r’ " M 4 - -
- .

. . .
. .
P . . Y .
4 . ~ ‘.
. * . * . <.

. Discriminant Validity. The matrix (Table 12 permits the evaluation of two'

me thods (heteroskill, heteromethod broken-line underscored entnges). That is; the '

72
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Table 12
Multiskill-Multimethod Analysis of Problem-Solving .
and Supportive' Communication Skills b
. "Money" "Contact" ~ Interaction
"Method Skill ’
PS . SC PS". SC PS SC
"Money" PS  (.49)
sC .40 (&) .. ;
"Contact" PS .4t L7 (.69)
‘o
SC _0__3& ‘079 074 hd ) (076)
Interaction  PS 32 _o7™ 08" 11"  (86)
sC’ _%1“5 23 % .46 45 (.90)

Note. The reliability diagonal is in parentheses. The validity diagonals are
the two sets of values printed in bold. Heteroskilj-monomethod ertries have
solid-line underscoring. Heteroskill-heteromethod entries have brokgn-line
underscgrmg (Adapted from Campbell arfd Fiske, 1959)

Note. PS - problem-solvmg, SC = suppornve communication. N

These correlations were not 51gmf1cant (p > .05). 7\11 other correlatxons
ere significant (p < .05, N= =84).
. ’ .

N 'r

73
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measured by two methods. The following list extracts the relevant information
- v .
from Table 12. Each discriminant validity comparision is checked against the

o

expected outcome: (>) indicates the expected relationship; (¥) indicates the .
relationship is met; (/) indicates the relationship is not met. For: .

1. CPS by MPS, .41>.74 (); .41>.34 (%),

2. CSC by MSC, .79>.74 (%), .79>.34 (%),

1 4

3. IPS by MPS, .32>.07 (*), .32>.21 (*),’\ .

e 4, ISC by MSC, .29>.07 (*), .29>.21 (¥),
5.1PS b; CPS, .06>.11 (), .025>.z7 ), :
b 6. 1SC.by CSC, .46>.11 (¥), .46>.11 (%),
Although the cifferenCes in (the relaﬁonshipe were not. elWa)fs large,
. .‘@generally they were in the predicted direction. The noteble exception was

!

"contact" brpb:lem—solving that correlatéd more highly with "monéy" supportive
communication than with"money" problem-solving (line .1.) and ‘that, because it

didn't correlate with interaction problem-solving, gave a’ poor performance in

line 5.
+* ; \

Wiggins (1973) views the second kind of d"lscriminan'g validity as relevant to

' ?nstrpct validity and the problem of method variance contamination. This more

strihgent kind of discriminant validity requires.that thé cétrelations betwéen

variables measuring the same skill (convergent coefﬁcients) exceed correlétions'.

q

] : . between different skxlls which are medsured by the same method (heterosklll
monomethod solid- lme underscored entries). To the extent this cohdition is met,
; the/:onvergelft ealidity coefﬁcxents may be accepted as evidence for construct
1]

/ahdxty of a skgll. "As the- qorrelatxons between different . . [skills] measured

s , / by the same method approach the correspbndm}; convergegt: vahdnty

s - - »

. . . . coef'fncients, we are dealing with method vanance .+ . . Although method
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. variance is to some extent unavoidable, clearcut evidence for ‘construct validity

requir€s a demonstration _th:t construct . . . variance exc‘eeds method variance
in the situation under consideration" (Wiggins, 1973, p. 408-409).

The following list extracts the relevant coefficients from Table 12"."Each
discriminant validity comparison is checked .against the expected outcome and
(>) indicates the expected relationship; (*) indicates thel relationship is met; ()
indicates the relationship is not met. For: .

I. CPS by MPS, .41>.40 (*)-.415.74 (),

2. CSC by MSC, .79>.40 (*); .79>.74 (¥), | ’ g

3. IPS by MPS, .32>.40 ( ); .32>.45 (),

1

4. ISC by MSC, .29>.40 ( ); .29>.45 (), .
2 4

5. IPS by CPS, .04>.74 (); .04>.45 (), '

6. ISC by CSC, .46>.74 (); .46>.45 (*),
\ An examinatdion. of the gif"Sets of re}étion‘shi‘ps reveals only the "contact"
supportive communication by "money"ssupportive .comrﬂunic_ati:)n discrirpir}ant
validity coéff;cients successfully pass thxs hurdle. Partial success was achieved
for "contact" plfdblem-sblving by "money" pr;)blemr-solving and 'interaction
supportive cow{ﬁunication by "contact" supporti;/e communication. Whi'le the

L . 4 » . .

remainder of thé results did_not meet expeétations;:Humphreys (cited in

Wiggins, 1973) notes that this kind of discriminant validity is an ideal one and it

9

may be inappropriate to apply. it-too rigidly. Several specula‘tibns bearing on

these results can be raised. First, la;gér bonvergent galidity value._{wo'uld have -

increased the number of discriminant validity findings. However these were still
= . K A

within the range found in many personality tests (Wiggins, 1973). Second, the

high values of the héteroskill-monomethod solid -irqia‘ngles reduced the

-
A

-discriminant validity. These high values could result from either method .

s .
L . i .

)



variance contamination or from too strong a relationship between the
i

problem-solving and supportive communication constructs which were. originally .

hypothesized as independent. The relative contribution of these two

s

explanations is hard to assess, however the latter éne can be explored by means
of partial correlations, The high correlation of M'contact" problem-solving with

- "contact" and "money" supportive communication suggested that “contact"

-

problem-solving might have been especially contaminated by supportive
communication. To a lesser extent this possiblity was also expected for "money"

problem-solving.

’
.

In an .atfempt' to test these eXplanatiohs, supportiye ,cpmmunice.atiﬁn was
pﬁr’tialed out of the probleh-%olxing \;ariables a;\d problem-solving parti‘aled out
Dof fhe suppor-ti'vev commt-mication variables (Mac Nemar, 1969; Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrennér, Bent, 1975). In order to determine. if any cAhanges in t'he shared
problem-solving skills as a result pf partialﬂgg procé’{d.uAre would be consistently
reflected in the marital measures, the Marital Adju;;‘tment Test and the Areas of

" Change Questiénn’aire were included in the ~anal)‘rses.

Table 13 presents the results of the partial correlation ax:élyses énd gives
both the zero-order and‘ partial coe?ficipnts for each comparison. For "money"
problem-solving, retnoy',al o_" ."m;)ney" supportive communication reduced the

correlation with both "cont‘ac’t" issue scales to nonsignificant values. "Moné;'"

problem-solving's relationship to interaction problem-solving was unaltered but

its correlations with marital measures was reversed so_that high "rhoney" L

problem-solving was associated with low satisfaction and high desired change/in‘

spouse. For "contact" problem-solving, v#moval of "contact" supportive .
commuhication Hrastically dropped the correlatigns with "money" problem-solving

‘ . . - 7 . 3 ‘. . .
and supportive communication and reduced the coefficient with interaction

1

-~ »
supportive communication to nonsignificance. "Contact" problem;solving's
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measures, "Contact" probléem-solving seems heavily saturated with supportive

significant zero-order relationships with. the marital measures dropped to near

°

zero when "contact" supportive communication was partialed out. For "money"
N 3 LY
supportive communication, removal of "money" problem-solving had little effect

-

" éxcept to augment its correlation with the marital measures. Removal of

"contact" problem-solving from 'contact” supportive communicat"ion'dropped its

# o

correlation with "money" problem-solving to near- zero and somewhat reduced its.

¢ N <

.relationship to the other variables. For interaction problém-solving,’remqyal of

interaction supportive communication sfightly dropbed the coftelation with

[}

" "money". problem-sdlving and had little effect on the other nonsignificant

L} .

[

zero-order ‘correlations. There was a trend with interaction problem-solving and

- the marital variables that was similar to that found for "money" -

pr‘gblé'rntsolving, that is, higher problem-solving associated with poorer marital

scores. For interaction supportive communication, remgoval of interaction

pr,ol;lem-solv‘mg hz;d 'little«'e’ﬁect. Tl';is result was sim}lar to the supportive
cor,nmﬂnic‘ati;)n ’sc.ajes‘qf. the Shar'ed i’%oblem-Solv{ng Inventory. The findings of
the partia] co}relation analysis’ suggest ’tha; supportive commu;lication isﬂthe
skill gmost stably and directly'related‘io the marit'aél_ rﬂgasure;.

.

In summary, the results of this critericn validity analysis suggest that

»

"money" problem-solving, "money" supportive communication, and "contact" .
) ! , 4 )

supportive: communication have .reasonable criterion validity and that the

suppo?t/i’ve communication measures are most strongly related to the ma.&‘ital

» -
3

» -

communication variance which explain} its relationship with "money" supportive

communication and "contact" suppértive communication and the marital,

measures, The supportive comrﬁqnication contamination appears to have reduced

.

the the discriminant validity of the problem-solving scales.

) |

4 £
-

?
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Construct Validity

* The construct validity of the Shared qubtgméolvmg Inventory was
' 14
evaluated by examining its scale homogd\c 1 yﬁnd performance with contrast

groups. Since the inventory scales adﬂ' mteractlon scales were correlated, a
preliminary step in the analysis was to perform a MANOVA (Cohen & Burns,

“l (%l
1977) to test for main effects‘*}ﬁ Mteractions using the 1ndependent variables,

contrast group, sex, discussion topxc and order of presentation of the inventory.
¥

[y

This computer analysis did not function since the sample size limited some cell

frequencies 'to unity. As an alternative, separate ANOVAs were performed for
- each of the six scales. None of the two-way or three-way interactions were w

significant at the .05 level and because of the low cell frequencies, no four-way
-~ L J ‘.
\fbst was generated. Given that significant interactions were not found in the

data, a MAN_E)VA was performéd for each independent variable. Subsequently,

when appropriate, separate univariate tests were performed.

.
.

Scale Homogeneity. Adequate inter-item structure adds some confidence to

'

the original intention that the items form a scale measuring some variable
-
. consistently. As reported in the first section of the results, the Shared

Pr&blem—SoWing Inventory scales demonstrated adequate internal consistency as

*
.

given by their alpha levels. (See Table 10.),

\ Contrast Group§. Subjécts assigned to the two contrast groups, that is,
distressgd and fondistressed in their marital relationship, were expected to
. ~iffer in their problem- solvmg and supportive communication skills wnth
nondistressed subjects showmg greater skill levels. Since these skills were found
| to be intercorrelated, a MANOYA (Cohen & Burns, 1977) was performed for the

- * two contrast groups on the four Shared Problem-Solving lnveﬁtory scales and

, the’ two interaction scales. A significant Pillais value of .37%6 (F(&,57)= 5.76,




5;515 of Marital Adjustment Test and neither of these problem-solving variables

.successfully differentiated the grdups with "contact" and "money" supportive

communication out of problem-solving led to marked changes in its relatio‘qship -

'discriminated the groups (ND>D) but with™contact" supportive communication

¥

p<.0001) indicated that univariate ANOVAs were permissible and the results are

Y

presented in Table 14,

Contrary to expectation, "money" and interaction problem-solving did not #

discriminate the contrast groups. Given that the<roups were formed on the

e -

correlated with it, these results are understandable. All other variables

communication ‘showing the most powerful effects. Again, supportive

' A
communication skill emerged as the conStruct most related to marital
satisfaction, this time used as a contrast group criterion.

In the previous section it was reported that partialing supportive

to other varjables including ma‘rital satisfaction, As an extention of those
findings, the contrast groups, scores on the three problem-solving scales were
re-analyzed with an analysis of .cova;iance (Nie et al., 1975) using the
appropriate supportive communication covariate for each scalé. Table 15 ’ ;
presents these results and compares the'm with those of the univariate ANOVA

from Table 4. With "money" supportive communication covaried out of "mon'ey"

problem-solving, distressed scored siénificantly higher than nondistressed u

- -
’

. :
subjects whereas withy it included, no difference”had been found. A similar trend

was found for interaction problem-solving. "Contact" problem-solving originally

covaried out, this effect disappeared. Thus with supportive communjcation

covaried out of problem-solving, either the nondistressed group:scored lower on

)

problem-s@lving or no diffé,r‘é*ntly than the distressed group.

The analysis to this point has only focused on the response portion of the

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory; The construct of shared problem-solving

4
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included the c‘gnéept of a pattérﬁ of respbnses that rrlight follow frem different

stimulus statements. To examine the differentig_l‘effects of the stimulus | k L
statements, sep#rate "money" proSlem-solving, "money" supportive conlum'uﬁ‘- .
ication, "contact" problem-solving, and "contact" supportive communication

sub-scale scores were formed for ea?of the four stlmulus categories on-task,

off-task, neutral and low. The eight sub-scales by two levels of group were . .
entered into a MANOVA (Cohen & Burns, 1977) which §dicated a significant ;
Pillais value-of .4126 (F(8,55)= #.85, p<.0002). Eight univariate ANOVAs were

performed for each relevant combination of stimulus and response type and the

results appear in Table 16.

The on-task, off-task distinction resulted in little differentiation of the

e el s eiacall

groups on problem-solving except for "money" problem-solving where the mean
for the distressed group exceeded that of the nondisttessed group when the

stimulus was off-task. The nondistressed individuals tended to follow the -

et LA Ne el T

"spouse" off-task. The supportive communication component of the stimulus

produced much stronger results. When presented with a neutral snmulus,

distressed individuals were less supportive in "rlrﬁwey" supportlve communication

"
but not "contact” supportive communication. When the "spousef' gave a low ) :

\
stimulus statement, the distressed subjects often ga \ej(reciprocate’d) d lower .

Ay

response than nondistressed subjects on both “fhe "money" and "contact" issues.

Y TN,

Thus the contrast groups' were most powerfuuy dlscnmmated when the stimulus
"5pouse" used off-tas roblem-solvx;mg or_low supportive communication.
Fmally, the power of the four mventory scales to differentiate the
contrast groups’ Qas evaluated ysing step-wis‘e‘:” discriminant function analysis
with Wilks criterion (Nie et al.,, 1975). "Contact" supportive communicat'ion o
{lambda=.744, p<.001) and "money" problem-solving (lambda=.647, ;;(.001) enter

the equation which correctly classified 79.9% of the cases.

Pod

.
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Sex Effects ° . .
" - . M *
The four Shared Problem-5Solving Inventory and the two interacjon scales
were analysed by a MANOVA (Cohen & Burns, 1977) with sex as the .

~

indepéndent- variable. A Pillais value of .1317 was not significant (F(6,77)=1.95,

p=.08).

Topic Effects .

\ %

: The effect of the discussion topics on the inventory and interaction scales

was evaluated by first forming three groups of topics, money, communication

and other with equal numbers of subjects in each. A MANVOA (Cohen & Burns,.

-

1977) with fdpic (three levels) was performed on the six scales. A Pillais value
of .1533 was not significant (F(12,124)=1.07, p=.39) T
Order of Presentation Effects ‘ -

-

Possible effects of order of issue presentation were tested using a

MANOVA (Cohen & Burns, 1977)_ on tﬁe Skared Problel:h-ﬁSolvingl Inventory and
’ in?erac'tion scales with order (two levels: "money - contact"; "contact - money"
“as the independent variable. A Pillais value of 1797 wa;s significant
- (F(6,77)=2.81, p=.02). Subsequently, six univariate ANOVAs were pérformed on
the scales and the results are presented in Table 17, Consistent significant
results were found for three scales, "money" problem-solving, "mone‘y'-‘

supportive communication, and "contact" problem-solving with a similar trend

for "contact" supportive communic/étion. The order "contact - money" always

-

produced higher scores on all scg/fes, or conversely, the "money - contact" order '

produced lower scores. Order had no effect on the interaction scales.

L
A
3, .
-
- L .
. . -

-
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Discussion

- . . \
-

This study was, in part, an attempt to cross-validate the Shared

Problem-Solving Inventory with the first study reported in chapter two. The ,

means of the scales. were slightly lower in this.study, n expected finding since

- ®

a higher proportion’ of distressed subjects were involved. The four Shared

Problem-Solviﬁg Inventory scales, again were almost totally unrelate{j to
. |

demographic variables. 'fhese results were paralleled by the interaction scales.
. Nejther "money" nor’interaction problem-solving were related to the marital

satisfaction or'uproblem measures whereas the supportive co'mmun}cation scales
and "contact" problem-solving showed low to moderate relationships‘: Thus the

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory scales performed in a similar across

the two samples of subjects indicating stability in the underlying constructs. \

o+
-

Husbands' and wives' interaction ratings were moderately correlated. These

e

finding was likely a product of the concurrent rating procedure and the"

tendency for spouses to reciprocate verbal behaviors (Gottman, 1579).

: .
h

The major purpose of the study was to evaluate the Sha?ed_Proble‘m—

Solving Inventory's content, criterion and construct validity. One assumption
used to select the content of the issues for the Shared Problem.-Solving
Inventory was that "money" and "contact" were among those issuef; that subjects
would report as the most severe problem aréas. The results 'support this
assumption and taken together with the item category judgemenits reported in

chapter two, increase the confidence in the content validity of the instrument.

¥
¢

Criterion validity was critically examined by the multiskill - multimethod

-

matrix's convergent and discriminant validity estimates. "Money" problem-solving

showed modérate convergent validity with both "contact" problem-solving and

the interaction criterion. "Contact" problem-solving was not-related to

87
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-

interaction problem-salving. "Money" and "contact" supportive communication
were highly correlated to each.other and each related to interaction supportive
communication.

The first type of discriminant validity, in which convergent validity

4 a

coefficients are expected to exceed the coefficients for different skills

+

measured by different methods, w.a§ generally satisfactory except for "contact"

problem-solving. The failure of this seﬁ to meet the standard can be

attributed to its high correlation with "money" supportive communication
l’ " 4

. (different skill and method), its low relationship with "mor:ney" problem-solving

and its nil relationship with interaction problem-solving (low convergent.

\ ] .

validity), The results for the second type.pf discriminant.validity, (convergent

‘validity coefficients should exceed correlations between different skills
. - ‘ “ © T ‘ .
measured by’the same method) were less satﬂfactory except for "money" and
’

"contact" supportive communication. This outcome was perhaps due in part %o

method variance contamination within the Shared Problem-Solvi_ng Inventory or

because problem-solving and supportive cemmunication scales are more related

than originally antici?ated in* the postulated constructs.

A series of partial corrglation analyses suggested some answers to these
questions, First, supportive communication seemed a contaminant in the
. : s

m .
problem-solving scales but not visa-versa. Second, the relationship of the

.

problem-solving scales to the marital tests depen'ded on tLhe p;esence of
supportivé”comninunic'afion in those scales with a surprising différence in
performance for each issue. Thus, an interaction between.problec:t-‘solvin'g and
‘the iSSu.e was reveale;:l' when supportive communicvation was partialed out.
The pattern which emerégd from the ‘criierif;n validity aﬁa_lysi§ was

paralleled in the results of fhe construct validity evaluation. When the

distressed and nondistressed subjects were c‘ompared on the Shared

4 b . t’

b4 . . e
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Problem-Solving Inventory ahd interactior scales, only the supportive
. - . M \ . -
communication scales and "contact" problem-solving discriminated the groups.

v !

However, with supportive communication covaried out of the problem-solving

scales, distressed subjects scored higher on "monéy" problem-solving, tended to

score higher on interaction problem—solvmg and were no lopger differentiated by
"contact" problem-solving. Thus, dependmg on which issue \gas simulated,

problem+s ing without supportive communication resulted in either no

’

relationship % marital distress or .increased distress. Supportive communication
§ ‘ « *
was grucial to marital satisfaction as predicted, but the role of ptoblem-solving’

[

" was somewhat obscure.

-

. The performance of the contast groups under the different kinds. of
stimulus statements is also pertinent to.construct validity. Generally it was '
" found that ‘distressed more tha/n‘nond;rstressed subjects reciprocate negative
int'eradtion. It was expécted that distressed subjects wou’ld likely score lower on
- supportive communication if the stimulus was low rather than neutral, lower on

pycrblem—so'lving when the stimulus was off-task rather than bn-task.™lthough

the "money" supportive communication difference for neutral stimuli was

significant, the strongest findings were for "money" supportive’ communication
: . <"

and "contact" supportive comm(nication under the low stimulus condition, that

~ . . -
is, subjects tendﬂid to reciprocate lower supportive communication when the -

spouse" was low. "Contact" probflem-solvmg showed non51gmf1cant results for

both on-task and olf-task stimuli and "money" problem-solving discriminated_the

>

.

'groups, as expected, only for off-task snmuh The "money" problem—solvmg
‘results were puzzling ‘since it appeared- that the nondxstressed subjects, when

presented with a "spousc" off-task statement, followed that "spﬁse." off-tas.k in

their response. .

‘

’
*




A tentative answen to_this unexpected performance of "money" problem-
solving came from a g6st hoc examination of the "money" problem-solving and

‘gontact" problem-solving items that discriminated the contast groups. (Groups

[

were compareed across all items by two-tajled t-tests. The response patterns-of
. the groups on significan items were compared.) For the "money" issue, off-task

stimuli often were a change of topic away from the money to somé issue of

.

concern to the "spousé". If a subject stayed on-task, he/she would try to bring

the discussion back on topic to money and thus dgnore the off-task stimulus
<\ - _ . M :
concern. This behavior was more characteristic of distressed subjects.

L3

Nondistressed subjects tended to go off-task and stay with ‘the "spouse’'s"
' : |

concern thereby apoearing more supportive than if they had stayed on-task.

" Recalling that "money" problem-solving was contaminated by supportive
communication (r PS MSC* .40, mps CSC' 35) it appears that the I

contamination c,ounterbalanped and neutralized the low supportive variance of
t a

" staying ori-task./ - . X
‘ The Qattern for the "contact" issue was qu1te dxfferent. When the

*

\
"spouSe s" stimulus statement was on- task .the on-task respo}ﬁse for those items

'

that dlscrlmmated the/contrast groups tended 40 support mcreased contact with .

' the "spouse'. When the stimulus was off-task, thq on- task response brought the

“"spouse" back on-t4sk by a\fi‘lrmmg the value of the relatnonsmp. In contrast,

+  off-task respons\es seemed n;ore'distanc.'mg, éioxdmg and occaswnally blammg

Thus' the p&oblem-solvmg construct aylt was dehned in thls project, may

have mteracted \\kuth the 1ssue bemg‘ sxmulated and the degree to which the

_.content of the pro lem-solving r sponses are*construed as suppertive or

‘: N » . N - ' . L. »
distancing in the makital relationship. . ’ R




. - ? .
L ) ‘ . -

ave

scores when the "cont;ct" issue was presented first. A practice effect is.ruled
out since "contact" problem-solving wa$ higher whén the "contact" issue was
presented first. A facilitation effect of experiencing the""cc;ntact" issue first
(both of its scal;es smtained high supportive communication) could explain the

higher "money" supportive communication but not the higher "money"

problem-solving score (since high "money" problem-solving was associated with

3

[ .
lower supportive communication). No clear interpretation can be offered. The
order effects suggest that future research employing the Shared Prdblem-Solving’
fnventory should continue to counter-balance the two issues or use them

independently.

I~

~
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CHAPTER IV

GENERAL DISCUSSION .

The research project investigated marital shared problem-solving from the
joint perspectives of the conceptualization and subsequent assessment of the
component skills, problem-solving and supportive communication. The assessment

LA

instrument developed for the project, the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory, was *
L

evaluated for reliability and three types of validity. The analysis was extended ¢
to the exploration of inferences concerning the relationship between the

component skills as well as their relationship to the is'suep in the sirpulafed

»

discussions.

The discussion considers: the characteristics of Shared Problem-Solving

_.Inventory development, format, reliability, and validity; the implications for

- -

interaction theoty; the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory's u'tility; the

limitations of the project; and the implications for future research.

“ N ’

" Test Development and Format “

Development of the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory involved both ‘
ai)plying a sgquential test construction ;systqm, usually used for personality
tests, to a skills measure and choosing a nox;gl test format v)hi;:h simulated an
interaction. Shared lf’roblem—Solving Inventory constructs were clearly d’efin‘ed " L
on t‘he basis of.rnarital ’interaction research and theory gmd itgfns were
generated from the definitions. Even though the test nformrat limited the siie of
the orginal item pool, the characteristics of those items surviving empirical
selection procedures were quite adequate. The four ﬁnal“scales showed
reasonable ‘cros's-validati)on across two samples, suggesting some stability in the

[

hypothsized constructs. ’ - /



. » 3 é

) . - §

The performance of the Shared Problem;Solving Inventory offers s-ome’\’ !
promise for th.e‘ sequential conver;ational style as an alternative .to the
tréditiona! structured test -fgr'm’at using ;\on-sequeptia} items composed of

. descriptive content. The simulated int‘erazztion more closely parallels the
non-test behavior of couple“discussions and potentially i;creases external
validity (Loevi_ngér, 1957). By employing a sequential format, the S}lared

»

Problem-Solving Inventory. accomodated problem-solving as a variable, the

~

definition ‘'of which depended on the discussion stages and thus permited it to
i ’ - '
/-) have positive and negative valences. In addition, a full range of responses to a

set of pre-defined stimuli could also be sampléd. One concern was that(this

-

format, in which responses were economically doubled scored (problem-solving
and ‘supportive .communication) could have led to metHod variance o'verlap in.the "' - ' L
. scales. This préblem may have been extant to some d'engee, but t#e scales did

perform differentially, both in relationship to ¢ach other and the other

- "

measu res. ‘ R v . -

'

In summary, a con;truét appt:oach to~ test development and a novel test N

format was utilized to develop a measure of a process skill, shared : Co

problem-solving, the definition of whigh in fact requil:e'd the adoption'of a new e

sequential approach. Investiéators of other process constructs may find this

format worthy of further exploration in their own areas.
The validity results are briefly overviewed in the next section .and the <4
inferences concerning the theoretical implications are presented jn the following -

»

section.

- -

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory Validity &4 A L 2

- Adequate contgnt validity for the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory was .

ensured by three procedutes; First, the-relevant shared problem-solving » -

literature was searched and the categories of behaviors most consistently : . ot

”
- -

L
- »
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related to the process were included in the construct definitions. Second, item

content was accepted if it was reliably jud‘ged as representative of the category

- -t '

for which it was written. Third, the issues for the simulated discussions were

oy

selected to be representative of the most severe problem areas for couplés’in

general, This basis for the ‘c_bgic;’sf "money" and "contact” issues was - . ’ /\2
confirmed by the second study, . .
- M . "

The criterion validity evaluation produced different resulits for

problem-solving and supportive communication. The supportive communication

scales consistently showed more convefgent and discriminant validity thain,the s

~

problem-solving scaies.~ Both "money"‘and "contaét" supportive tdmmun«icat-ion,
‘ N
~as expected were strongly mterrelated and moderately related to mteractnon '

supportive communication and the mantal measures. Although correlated thh

problem-solvmg, supportive commumcatlon was demonstrated to*maintain these

other, relationships even with problem-solving partialled out.

On the other hand, the criterion validity of the problem-solving scales

i

pfesented a more complex problem of interpretation. "Contact" problem-solving b~

.

was not related to the interaction criterifn but was related to the supportive

™

commuynication scales and.marital measures. "Money" proble.rn-solving, while
marginally correlated with the criterion, failed to show a r'elatioqship with the

marital tests, These relationsjﬁi patterns becar'nae unstable when supportive
’ . ) ) -
communication was partialled out of the problem-solving scales. Thr¥ possible

reasons for the performance of the problem;solving scales are suggested. Scores *

-

on the inter{ctior\ problem-solving scale depended on both spouses prov,iding
. -*

behavior ° appropriate to the three problem—solvmg_stages. Thxs performa.nce

measure was vulnerable to the difficulty of spouses accompolxshmg thxs task in

x short ten minute interaction sample. The Shared Problem-Solving Inventogy,

which fully samples the three stages, and is more of a skill 'than a performe_mce@
~




~A . . T

-

measure, was thus less likely to show strong convgrgentgzalidity with

interaction problem-solving. Furthermore, the inventory presents off-task
. ') {

stimulus statments that may not"have' occured’in the Eiiscussion thus potentially "
reducing its relationship with the criterion. Second, contamination of -"money"
B N ~ -
and "contact" problem-solving with supportive communication reduced their

$ -

~ discriminant validity. Tﬁifd,'for "money" and "contact" problem-solving,“*the

interpretation of on-task and off-task responses varied across the issue content,
- v " ) : i ' /
that is, there appeared to be an interaction between the problem-solving o

-

process and issue content.

BThe construct validit\y findings were similar to those in-the criterion
_-validity investigation. Both supportive communication scales wefe shBwn. to  *

markedly discriminate the contrast grbups, qsnecialfy when the stimulus was low
v 1 - 1 ’

_in. supportive communication. Distressed compared to nondistressed subjects

respohded with lower supportive communication when présented with a low :

' valuing stimulus. This rééiprocation, .of negatives by distressed subjects has also *

PR
~

been found in sequential analyses of couples! interactions. Billings (1979) .
p ) = ‘

reported that distressed couples reciprocated more negative acts 'a.nq escalated

- ¢ -

-

hostile communication as the conflict contirised. Gottman ‘(1979) found that

reciprocation of non-verbal affect was more:characteristic of distressed

cpdplés. The strong parallels between the structured Shared Problem-Solving

v

Inventory and the interaction research supports the congtruct va)idity ‘of. the

-

supportive communication scales. Clearty supportive 9ommunication has been

—

L

o

demonstrated first, to have a consistently succesSsful performance across the

three types of validity, and second, to be a predictor of marital satisfaction, f -

»
.

and finally, to show a pattern of discriminating distress levels ir couples similar

to previogsTirteraction research.- . ‘

[}
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For problem-solving, the Construct validity evaluation produced mixed

results. "Money" problem-solving did not discriminate the contrast groups until

supportive communication was covaried out and "contact" problem-solving's

- ¢

discrimination of the groups d appeared with it removed. For the different

? . '

stimulus statement levels (on-task, off—task) nondlstressed as compared to

distressed subiects 3ended to follow the stimulus "spouse" off-task on the

"money" issue and gemonstrate‘d no drfference on the "contact" issue. These

results for problem-solvmg were contrary to the expected, dLscnmmanon.

-

The Jess consistent periormance of problem-solvmg weakens its validity as

a separate gehstru

~ - -

ecially*when this performancéi'depend,s on the presence

of supportive communicatidn or interaction with the content of the issue.

However, these difficulties with problem-solving have heuristil value for marital

interaction theory which is explored in the next section.

Theoretical ' Implications ‘{" - }/

The impetus for this project was derived from the problem of confounding
in both the shared problem-solving theoretical constructs and the existing

measureffent devices. The challenge in developing the Shared Problem-Solving

Inventory was to clearly define the basic constructs with positive and negative

valences and to demonstrate the validixlof the measure. Supportive °

communication was defined as a contindum of high to low valuing actions that
‘ ) N °
could either facilitata or inhibit con'strumge/of information between

spouses and could occur independently of any stage of a discussion. The

supportive communication scales demonstrated high internal consistency and

.

moderate to strong content, criterion and construct validity. The supp

PRERE
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Additional support for this conclusion also comes from several sources. The

- R

"

‘interaction coding work of Koren et al. (19§O) showed that responsiveness (high
valuing).and criticism (low valuing) statements were predictbrs of both couples'
" satisfaction with the outcome of discussions and the attainment of resolutions
to conflict. From another perspective, to the extent that supportive
communication may be related to accompanying non-verbal behavior, Sharep o
- Problem-Solving Inventory results are similar to those pr&vidéd by Gottman's

t

(1979) distressed and nondistressed couples who could be most readily
’
discriminated by their frequencies of neutral and negative affect. Futhermore,
r v
it can be speculated that the success of the Marital Interaction Coding System

for evaluating response to marital therapy (cf. Jatobson,' 1977; Patterson et al., S

1975) or .'for discriminating distress contrast groups (cf. Margolin & Weiss, 1978;

-

Vincent et al., 1975) can be explained by a high content of supportive .
+ . r'd . T
‘communication codés in the summary codes.

The relatively strong association of the supportive communication an

marital statisfaction can be explained by reference to Morton, Alexande"r, and

Altmann's (1976) theorizing on the function of cc;mmunication. They proposed

that communication is a vehicle through which individuals define their

relationship. While communications contain content messagks (issues or topics)
that may be manipulated by procedures such as problem-solving, they also
.contain relationship messages which pertain to the balence of influence between

the individuals. The degree of consensus on the content messages is considered

.

important for maintaining the relationship, but the. consensus about the
. b 4

-

"definition of the relationship is even more critical” (Morton et al., 1976, p.

107). The degree of consensus about the relationship is believed directly

proportional to. the degree of bonding between the individuals.

-

FESL L e
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Building on the proﬁositions of‘ Morton .and his colleagues, it may be argued Y
. 3)‘,"
. that the major skill facilitating the process leading to consensus is supportive
communication. Spousal conflict can be considered as a period of non-mutuality

in which there is a lack of agreement in the balance of influence in the

relationship (be it over the garbage or the expression of affection). Under this

condition, spouses who use higher levels of supportive communication both

display an offer of agreement (valuing, understanding) and, by reducing the l¢vel s
of threat to the spouse, invite a reciprocal offer of agreement that could lead
to consensus and re-balance the influence in the relationship. To the extent

. that bonding in a marital relationship can be indexed by marital satisfaction,

then the strong association of supportive communication and marital satisfaction
» can be viewed in the following sequence: supportive communication promotes . . -

consensus, which augments bonding and the accompaning satisfaction in the

s

relationship. When dist;'essed couples discuss content issues,. they reciprocate
low supportive communication, thus, splitting their a,ttentio;'\ between the
content issue and tin; imbedded relationshib issue. The degree of low valuing
behavior may directly signal the level of bonding and s'atisfactior’l in the

relationship and may be the real issue at the soufce of the conflict. In contrast,
LY

nondistressed -couples gave Koren et al. (1980) the impression that in spite of
S o . . ? a
< holding opposing points of view, their main concern was their relationship.” -
™ ' . . . ' : .

"They frequently disag}eed Y/ith each other in conveying these viewpoints;

nevertheless, they were careful to communicate explicitly or implicttly that the

marital bond itself was not jeopardized by .this disagreement. That such couples

were more likely than distressed couples to resolve conflict and feel satisfied

. [

with whatever outcome was achieved suggests that attention to relationship

issues is an important facet of conflict management" (p. 467).




In summary, interspersing a supportive communication message, that values
Q the spouse and opens possibilities for agreement; into the content discussion
enhances the satlsfactxon with the reflationship, possibly mcreases the bondmg,
L4

and facilitates tH’/process for resolving the content 1ssue.

+ Finally, the question may be raised, does every statement need high

e
supportive comrﬁunicatisk?}tuart (1980) presents evidence suggesting that s \

positive statements may reduce the leve! of social interaction and that a L

.

challenge to another's point of v%ew may sustain interest in the conversation. It
~ 2o
may be impossible, as he states, to determine the correct frequency of o
positives. For higher conflict situations, however, it is likely that the use of a
R 4

broad range of positives, especially those sho&ing support and understanding,

-~

~ '

may provide important assurance when the issue is very threatening.
*

While some confidence in the theoretical implications of supportive -
communication is possible, less certainty can be placed in conclusions for the

second Shared Problem-Solving Inventory construct, problem-solving. It was

»

. defined as a set of actions that depended on three sequential stages of a
A -

discussion. By being on-task or off-task, these actions would either accomplish

-

the stages or delay them. While the problem-solving scales demonﬁstrate'd
moderate to high internal consistency, the validity results differed markedly

across the two issues. In the "contact” issue discussion, regardless of whether

'the "spouse" was on-task or off-task? the "on-task responses that differentiated ,
the contfast groups tended to affirm the desire for contact, whereas the
off-task response suggested avoidance:. ou; increased distance. The on-task

¢ pattern was positiveély related to. marital satisfaction and was more / ‘.

1 - . '

characteristic of nondistressed subjects. These results for the "contact" issue

» .

formed a congruent pattern such that: on-task responses affirmed a desire for

contact with the spouse; "contact" problem-solving behavior'was related directly _-




&

-

<k

to supportive communication, i.e. valuing of‘;e\pquse; and both "contact" :

B

~

problem-solving and the supportive communication scales were related directly -

to'marital satisfaction. ln.sg;nmary, contact, valuing and sa‘tigfaction formed a ,
. . 4 . §
common theme. v, : : :

. . \ €

When "money" was the simulated issue, the péttsrn was quite different.

On-task responding tended to force the discussion back on to the impersonal
. A

money topic especially when the "spouse" was off-task. The "sp.ouse's" off-topic B

concerns were, in effect,”ignored. This pattern, when any residual supportive ~

communigation was statistically remeved, was negatively related to marital ’

_ . ' (5 T . . ’
satisfaction and-.was more charﬁctenstic of distressed®subjects.

Given the disparate findings for "money" problem-solving and "contact"
) ' i
problem-solving, it is concluded that prob_lem-solving, as defined for the Shared

Il -

Problem-Solving l'nventory, interacts with the content of the issue and remains

’

confounded with supportive cmnmunicatgoh. Since’ no other investigations have

used this same definjtion of problem-solving, linkage of these conclusions to

- .

other research'is not possible. Howevery this initial conclusion recalls the

confounding in tfie coding research and marital therapy studies as outlined in

e N

the general htr\c;/&uct'i'on.

When predictions about a construct, s.uch as problem-solving, encounter
negativ.e evi&ence,"Cronbach and ’Vieehl (1955) offer three interpretations:

1) The test does not measure the construct variable.

'2) The theoretical,network” which genérated the hypothesis i§\inco¥§:t.

¥

3) The experimental &esign failed to test the hypothesis correctly.(p. 70).

The first interpretaﬂon may hayve some validity, yet the Shared’ 'y

-~

Problem-5Solving Inventory wads carefully devéioped from- clear definitions of the

a
problgm-solving construct. The third interpretation can be eliminated since the

resear p.used typical standard contrast groups to test the hypotheses. By
s

< . [A
-3 t

£
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- rd
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default, the second interpretation may offer the best explanation of the present

o
.

- 7 I

findings. ) \ .

' The concept "théoretical network" as applied to problem-solving relatés to
, .

the choice of categories of action in its definition and also to its expected
relationship to supportive communication and the marital variabled. Possibly

_other problem—solvingycafegories such as implementattio'n or evaluation or
T % . .
brainstorming may be more crucial than those selected. While this question may
, ‘

have some heuristic value for future instruments, the skills chosen were among

-

. those most often reported central to shared problem-solving in the theoretical,

-~ £

research, and marital ‘therapy literature.

A

Another and more likely possibility is that problem-solving, as defined in

-

this project, is nat related to marital satisfaction’ independently of the issue

content. Indications for this <‘:on_clusion were found in the second study.
Assuming this possibility could bé substantiated, future variations of the Shared

Problerﬁ-Solving Inventory or new coding systems using this definitionp of

- -

problem-solving would be advised to modify the. skill categories or codes to .

4 account for the meaning of the simulated or real statements in the issue

conmtext rather than just slotting them into process categories. To carry this
coqcern further, 1t was argued in the previous section, on the theoretical
1mplxéatlons for supportive communication, that surface issues will have varymg

degre#s of imbedded relationship iSSL;es which directly (as in the "contact" issue)

-

or indi\'ectly (in the "money" issue) have special meaning to. the spouses.
Problem—sohspg statements that xgnore or avoid the in'*)edded relationship issue

may be percelved as low valumg, that is, as Stuart (1980) understands it, such -
. &

statements are taken to mean re;ectlon or disqualification "implying that the

other does not exist or at least does not matter” (p. 216). Given this line of .

n
S

reasoning, the disparate results -for "money" problem-solving and "contact" -

.

»
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problem-solving begin to make some sense. Perhaps the lack of attentfon by ”

interaction researchers to a statement's relationship meéaning in the context of

an issue may be a problem of even greater magnitude than the confounding of '

the problem-solving ‘and supportive communication construgcts.

The importance of statement meaning can be taken several steps further .

when both problem-solving and supportivé communication are considered

" [4
together. The relationship of these two skills may not be as independent as - -
originally hypothes.iz.ed and, indeed, may bea,rela,t_‘_ed inra éomplex manrer that

can 'only be accomodated in a revisgd model of?éshared problem-sol\}ing. In

. - g L]
. . . N - S . .
considering a revised model, two sets of ‘conclusions bear directly on the I

. Tt
™~ * I

content versus relationship iSsue distinctio*( made earlier. The results with
"money" problem-sofving suggest that pushing ahead with problem-solving and - , ”
ignoring the "spouse" side issue concerns was related to marital dissatisfaction. .

4 —

. el . . N
"Contact" problem-so{vmg results suggest that, in a relationship issue,

problem-solving which supports the contact in the relationship is related t'p_' . "
satisfaction. . o - ‘\j}'} -TCI.‘I? } ]
; . ° . , N }
With these conclusions in mind, the rules for a new model o}é ared - | e
. PR \ Y :“ -

problem-solving in marriage are tentativgly propesed. First, when the_f??essagfg;, -
in the discussion have primarily non-relationship content, then, if one spouse
goes ;ff-task (off—ftopi‘:: or jumps stages), the other Spo:!Se should verbally note
he change and follow off:taik until t}.1e siqe issue, is explored sati.s‘fa_ctorily or
there is agreement to postpone it.‘S’uch behavior wouyld be congruent with
. recognizing the spousal concern and indirectly affirm the ”bond by staying"
together in the discussion. Second, when the messages in the discussion either
directly or indirectly indicate the real issue is a relationship one with

cohsiderable emotional value, then the nature of the issue should be labelled as

such and set as a first priority. Then, if Ye issue is overtly a relationship one,

RSN




the discussion should focus en it. If the issue is on another content area, tHen
the discussion should branch away from ‘that area until the 4ationship issue

can be resolved or there is agreement to postpone it. By following these rules,

spousés c’ould'affirm the first priority importanc;: of maintainil‘ng con‘tact with ‘
each other. To further accomplish this goal, high supportive.commuﬁicaiicgg ' > .
should be used as a facilitator e‘s%cially for hfgh threat issues.A third t |
problem-solving r-ule would apply to the spousé who branches off-task. Thisi'
sbuo‘use should take the.respc;nsibility at some point for re—focus§ing the .
discussion Back on-task rather than waiting for the other spouse to take this t .

S - - .
step. This action would move the shared problem-solving process along toward a

solution and would save the other spouse the tisk of being perceived as forcing

the discussion back on task. . .- »\//

N
-

This model of .sJ:nared problem-solving implies that a branching procedure

b

- < -

would be necessary_at times, that is, a spouse would branch off-task in order to .

fully 'stay “vith the other spouse rather than single-mindedly forging ahead s s
on-task. Such a procedure entails a new variable that has been ignored or at

least distorted in interaction research - time. The duration of real discussions

-

on an issue ¢an span the range o ing once for less than a minute-to s

I
occuring intermitantly over several year Interaction samples 0f ten minutes or
30 Shared Problem-Solving Inventory items do not have much structural validity .

. . -

te this time dimension. A revised model of probletm-solving that would

y

encompass the possibility of a respondent branching off-task to follow the
simulated discussion length greater than ..

’ ~

”pr‘esently uéeq: Conditions to initiate branching to stay ‘with the spousé and to . .

.

spgu(e would have to utilize a real or

.
.

return on-task would.have to be specified. Two of those conditions (rules) have
L] . .

. 1

been tentatively suggested in the revised model, however,‘ the current level of |

+

+
”
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" specify thes condktlons for -use in a structured measurement ifstrument.

-explanation of how ‘the‘zorig:inal théoretical mode}\may have been incorrect can

. , also be pu ested. A conszderatlon of the origin of 'this construct can be used to
: ] gg g t

" explail how this c1rcumstan& snay have resulted. The definition of
pg‘oblem-sol\"ung for this project was. based on those categ

. . e . ' \
. were reported as pertinent to martiil conflict resolution (refer to Table 2 for

ies of actions that

‘the taxonomy of acnons) Mantal researc\reae/and therapists have mainly

’

- » depended on the model of prablem-solymg empl‘pyed bnyeIdfﬂed and D'Zunl!a

- \(ioldfrled & D'Zunlla, .1969- D'Zunlla & Goldfried, 1971). However, their model

!
was, developed to underst‘a)nd assess, and treat lndlvxdual problem-solvmg <

. behavior which can prc;cede,at the individual's own rate with prompts for °

meving through stages originating only from self-instruction. Thls model was not

designed for shared problem-solving behavior in an intimate relationship context.
It can be speculated that, ir.order to ht the multistage, 1nd1v1dually based

\J
mode! of problem-solvmg into a marital context marital researcr*frs have had to

L R .
' ' 1ncorp9rarte the supportive cpmmumcation elements,* essentnal to a}\\ intimate
‘ rélatjonship,» into the problerh-sélving contruct. Thus, the confoun'ding ofw the
problehm-solving and supportiye cOrnmﬁnieation‘eornpc;nents may have been a

.\,, byproduct pf what may pro‘\‘/e‘ a rhodel mis-fit. This present research proj/ecet- also

T " was l;ased on the same problem—solving.con'struct b;.lt attemped to define-it -

s

-separately from supportiy commumcatlon. The dxscrepanmes in the results of
- \ :
o the project have led to p posed revxslogs in the mode! which m provide the

starting point for & refdrmulatlon of shared problem—solvmg in a marital

. L r N
‘\ “context. However, as Cronbach and Meehl.(1955) point out, a decision to accept

”
b

R P P R



p : the alternative that the theory is 1ncorrect'entalls the necessity of a full S

experlment:[re-evaluatxon of the revised theory , .

% Shared Problem-Solvmg Inventory Utlhty

- e

- The scale psychometrtcs and the theormé{ mfpllcations are important to :
‘. ;

: con51der in the judgement of the Shared Problem-Solving lnventory utnhty. As.a

- measure of support'e commumcatlon the two issues have been demonstrated to

.
»
.
-
B g

show adequate rellablllty and Valldlty Theoretncally, supportlve commumcatlon *

as a cemmumcatlon of valumg can be understood as a methed to reduce threat . .
R
‘ a conflict snuatxon and to remforce Spouse parncxpatlon. To the extent
- o - v
- . supportive commumcatlon Sklll is employed the relatlonshlp bond and )

accompanymg satlsfactlon should’ be strengthen or at least mamtamed Either of ~

.

the Shared Problem-Solving lnventory Issues could serve as good estimates of

.

this skill and could be useful in diagnosing skitl deﬁcits. Since the two issues ‘

" “correlated highly on this skill (:79), ‘they can be considered as near parallel

.tests and could be employed in pre-post test desighs for evaluating marital skill

2

related interventions. Given the effects -of the otder of presentation of the ~ 4

issues, it would be advisable to counterﬁalance the order. -

~ e A

A decision to measure problem—sol'vying with the Shared Problerr")lving
- Inventory must be for exploratory purposes:only. Although the reliabil’ity of both .

. issues is adequate, the convergent, discriminant, and construct validity are less

~ -

“certain. The "contact" issue's estimate of problem-solving to a great extent
duplicates the results found for supportive communication but at léast the latter

.measure follows the expected pattern of relationship with the marital variables. .
k] .
"Money" problem-solving is less useful since its scoring requires a removal of

L4

>
-

" the Aupportive communication variance and, even then, its interpretation is a

reversal of the original de‘ﬁnition' of 6n-t5§k~ behavdor. These mixed results have

had considerable heuristic value for speculation on a revised theoreticaj model, ¢




¥ -
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Y

. f
but for practical purposes, a confident assessment of problem-solving will have

4 »
to await future developments.
- 5 '
In surhmary, the "contact" isssue may be the most useful part of the Shared

.

'Probiérﬁ-Solving iriventory which, in approximately 30 minutes of testing and

two ‘minutes of 'scoring time, will provide an estimate of supportive

N

cominunjcation skill v)hich is central to successful marital interaction. The’

“money" issue could be used as a supplemental measure of supportive @ -

e

communication.” . °

. I

~ - ~
—

Implications fqr Magjtal Therapy
L. S LM .

»

L] .

" The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory eonstructs were defined in terms of

_concrete, verbal behaviars and this the inventory resulits from this project can

»

be used in support of existing strategies for shared problem-solving training in

behavioral marital 'tl';erapy programs. The "money" and "contact" supportive

¢ommunication scales were.strong discriminators of distressed and nondistressed

@

subjects ‘and, undike. Gottman's (3\979) affect codes which also can provide thijs

v

discrimination, are composed of more readily teachable verba! skills. Spouses

3
N -

with behavioral deficits in areas such as validate, ‘acceptance of modification,
«
reflection of feeling or reinforcement, or’with behavioral excesses in areas such

as idsult, blame, mindread, or tl\reate;x will be expériencing low marital

satisfaction. Clearly .as a first step, therapist interventions that aim to reduce

low valuing supportive commqni?a\tidnob‘et\\;een spouses and to replace it with at

i}
least neutral messages shauld, as 1acobson.and Margolin (1979) suggest, provide

- .

/
some immediate relief. Subsequent trainring in some high valuing skills should

. N .
augment satisfaction and, as JacobsoK"énQ Margolin (1979) emphasize, increase

spousal collaboration in the therapeutic process. Most behavioral marital

therapy programs follow' this strdtegy to varying degrees (Birchler, 1979). With

“\ w

v R,
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threat reduced and.support increased, some of the gmbedded, crucial

e -

relationship issues may surface and can become targets for negotiation.

Given that a therapist can bring about an improvement in supportive
communication, couples may evidence adequate problem-solving skills without

much further coaching. If not, deficits in specific problem-solving categories

can be the target for improvementeas long as actions such as returning -

on=topic do not reduce the level of ¢ontact for the couple. However, in -

A .

>

permitting a spouse to continue off-topic, there remains the danger of

side-tracking as a ploy to snare the other spouse in a one down position (Stuart,

s
-

1980). By keeping in \mind the crucial question " does this move enhance or
defeat contact?", the therapist can discriminate defensive moves from those
that signal the crux of the relationship problems and decide to let the couple

L]

continue or to redirect them.

-

-
&

- 1f couples are ablg to procede in a supportive, on-task manner, the )
' -'qUesfion becomes,  do the_y need a contihgency.contract to supplement th;a
shared problem-solving pr:)‘cess. It has been propésed‘that‘ the solutions to
. problems negotiat.ed in f‘hi‘s posifive manner will be less likely. to require formal
behavioral contracts t;) ensure that the s’c;luti(_)ns are;mplen;ented. In making
this proposal, Jacobson (1978) argues that: )
If couples negotiate a solution to one of their proble'r‘-ns efficiently, and
with a high proportion of compromising, reinforcing interactional
responses, the ‘agreement is relati'vely likely to prove viable. On the
other hand, an agreement which is reached subsequent to a good deal’of

~ .

acrimonious debate, threats, criticisms; and other aversive exchanges, is
i

relatively unlikely to endure. (p. 30)

This proposal, in conjunction with the present findings suggests that if

therapists emphasize problem-solving and especially supportive communication




.

A

~

S

. ~
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skill training, couples may find that the relationship satisfaction will accru;; and

will suffice as a reinforcer of an agreemenm the ‘need for a formal

contract.

Limitations of the Project | | ‘ \Z.
The limitations \of this project are consid;l;ed under the :three gt;\ri'é‘r‘zil
areas: of test construction; reliability; and validation.’

. ’Advocates of the construct apprqach '(Jag_ks&q, 1970; Loevinger, J.‘&é]),
employed as the model in the construction of the'S}_\ared Pr‘o‘ble'm-Solving
Inventory, recommend that®a large initial pool of items be generated sp as so
adequately represent ‘th;\ domain of interest. The sequential format of the

Shared Problem-Solving Inventory imposed two restrictions on the possibility of ¢

“following this recommendation. First, it was difﬁc* to generate a large

o ’

number of items without the problem of including trivial steps in the discussion.

In fact, it was the confusing and irrelevant items that were eventually

eliminated in‘ the item analysis. Second, the small number of-items meant that

only a few of Jackson's (1970) empirical item selection steps could be used and .

v

consequently, the quality of some of the items %e'mains a question. Thus the

constructs measured by the instrument may evidence limited generalizability

.since the range of the items was restricted: -

Similarily, there was a restriction in the number of simulated issues. Only

T

two were used in order to meet a reasonable test tjme criterion. Although care
was taken to ensure that the issues selected were Commonly consxde/ced as

-

severe, the generahzatxon of the results to other issues remains undetesmined. -
Given the dxfference in the problem-solvmg results oh the "money" and
"contact" issues, care would be required in extrapolatmg ‘the present fmdmgs to
issues such-as "sex" and "in-laws" which might be expected, to differ in the

degree to which the touple's relationship is implicated.

»

-

. te
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Internal) consistency of the Shared Problem-Sblving Inventory scales as an S

estiate of feliability proved sufficiént to warrant investigation of the - -
. ) .

.instrumnt"s validit‘):.ATest-retest reliability was not evaluated since fhe utility .
of the inventor)y was limited to one’compqnént of shareci pro.b’lem-sol‘ving, the- ‘
supportive c'ommur;ication scales. If either of the'se‘scales were to’be used ina - - }
pre—posttestp design, a test-retest relial')ility‘estimate .would be advisable :

especially since significant order of presentation effects were found for the two =~ - . i

issues.

.
-

. The main criterion validity variable, the ‘interaction ratings, were adeduate ‘ CT
for supaortive communication but not for problem-solving. As defined, the

problem-solving interaction rating showed a positive relationship fo "moneyg : .
. - . ‘ - . , 1
problem-solving and a nil one with "contact" problem-solving. Judgement of this .

skillresulted in lower agreement among the raters, a problem which likely . >

reflects the complexity of sorting out the central issue of the interaction,
demarcating the three problem-solving stages, and then ju&ging the subject's
_ performance fit with the model. Furthermore, the concurrent rating procedure

may have spuriously augmented the correlation of the spouse ratings. Fyture

rating procedures might control for this problem.by requiring raters.to listen to ' e

L

- discussions twice, once for each spouse, but alternate which spouse is rated

. - 3 »
first. As’a consequence of the project's rating progedure, inferences about the

h >~ an

subject's problem-solving behavior in interactions, based on the Shared

-

Prdblem-Solving Inventory had to remain only, speé:ulatiye. . -

- -

for three of Cronbach and Meehl's (1955) r

and important procedure, retest after an experimental intervention, was not : “

@ 4 .

carried out for this project, in part, becduse the magnﬁﬁde such a step would

- . N ‘ [ )
- . N R '
- » ' ~
Fl - - »

1
~
.
.
P R
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1 4
be beyond the limits of the project. However, it remains an essential future

r

consideration.

Directions for Future Research

N

- —,/d R

The constuct approach to test development, yhiéh requires clear,

P

unambiguous definitions of constructs, in part made possible the discovery of

the interac:cfon'of problem-solving and the issue content. Previous measurement

’r;rrodels of shared problem-solving (Couples' Interaction Scoring System, Marital -
Interaction Coding System) have tended to blur the distinctions between ‘the

components of problem-solving and supp(;rtive communication and have not

specifically delineated the qualitative behavioral comporients of problem-solving. .
Thus,;'.;.th.e wﬁtunity to detect an interaction o% issue content and
problem-solving was limited. Using the results of the Shargd Problem-Solving
'Inventory', it was possible- to suggest a revised model of sHared problem-solving,
sspecially problem-solving, in which the distinction between on-—task and
off-task behavior would be determined as much by the requirement of
maintaining contact and support between the‘spouses as by the need to resolve
the co}\tent issue. This moc‘:leI underlines the go'al of meeting the relationship
needs and may be particularly pertinent to 'intirﬁate as opposed-to non-intimate
shared problem-solving situations. ° I .

The proposal of a revised model reveals the need for more extensive
research on the nature of marital problem-solving before further at‘temﬁts at
structured :-:\ssessment can be made. Such reéea;ch would again have to resort to '
the study of i’hg ir’;}éragion process in detail, particularily emphasizing as
Gottman (1979) and Billings (1979) have; the se:]uential patterns. Entailed by
this suggestion is the requirement of the development of a new coding syste;n,
possibly approachled«ifrom a construct point of view, using a revised sf\araed |

problem-solving model. Problem-solving and supportive communication

-
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com;onents would ‘be independently‘defined w_'iwth a qualitlative range of values
for each. The Shared Problem-Solving Inventory model could provide a good. base
for the supportive communication component and could suggest starting p‘oints
_for the problem-solving componeqt.

~

Several studies based on a new coding system are immediately suggested
beyond the preliminary studies ;f reliability and ‘validity. One initial hypothesis
to be tested would be the potential interaction of problem-solving and t;me issue
content for the issues used in this present project as well as across other
issues. For example it would be.expected that high relationship §ens.itive issues
such as "sex" would result in a problem-solving pattern similar to the "contact"
issue in the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory. In a more experimen_tal mode,
spouses could be asked to take pre-defined po‘sitions similar to a procedure used
by Rausch et al.(1974) in which spouses were to act either distant or close. By
requiring a spéuse to adopt various off-task behaviors, the.pattern of other
spouse's reSpoﬁse cquld be studied. Such a study would be applying the
pre-defined stimu}us model of the Shared'Problem-Solving Inventory to.a couple -

L] -

interaction. ' P .

«

Finally, the Shared Problem-Solving Inventory supportive communication

scale should be tested for its sensitivity to change as a result of intervention.
- Cg
Inclusion of the scale in either a behavioral marital therapy or enrichment
. ¥ 4 Yo

program which attempts to increase the level of this skill would permit the

evaluation of the scale as a change detection instrument. A positive finding
. . A

would add confidence to both the Shared Problem-Solving Invéﬂtory's construct

validity (Cronbach & Me€ehl, 1955) and utility. =

a 52 fowdninin)
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& APPENDIX A

Subject Consent Form

.

L,

, agree to participate in this study of

marital patterns. I understand that participation involves completing a brief

N

information questi(;}\naire, several marital questionnaiy@nd a brief recorded
interview. ]

I. also understand that the information I provide is solely for research purposes
and that confidentiality of that information, will be carefully maintained.

Information supplied will be identified by a code number and 'ﬁo records bearing
my name will be kept. All information will be destrqyefi once it is no lor;ger
needed for‘ research purposes.

Finally, I uﬁderstand that I am free tc; withdraw from this project_a{ any time.

'V

‘ \

signature

date




INSTRUCTIONS: In all the questionnaires, try to

can. All responses are totally confidential.

Code

[. Age

General Information.

¢

APPENDIX B

Date

v
-~ e R

answer as honestly as you °

-

2. Occupation

4. Number of marriages
5. Number of children

6. Circle highest level of education obtained:

below

{

unive

. 3. Number of years married (present marriage)

university

high school school or co graduate study
12345678 910111213 1234 1234
7. Your annual -income (do not include spouse's) --- check one:
Under § 4,999 e ()
$ 5;/000 - $ 9,999 e () .
| $ 10,000 - 14,999 . () ‘
$ 15,000 - 19,999 R ()
’ § 20,000 - 24,999 e ()
§ 25,000 - 29,999  .... () '
$ 30,000 - 34,999 . () :/
' § 34,000-- 39,999 () o
above $)A’ﬁ0;OUO v e .. () . ¢ »

~

-

8. Number of years living together before marriage’




-

. . APPENDIX C
Shared Problem-Solving Inventory 7
Instructions and Sample Items for Two Issues ¢
You are abo \"olved in two discussions about concerns that are

common- to many martiages at one time or another You W1ll likely find that some
of the dxscusswns are similar to what happens in your relatlonshlp. Even when you

find parts that are different, you are asked to pretend that this discussion could

- happen, and to respond as naturally as possnble '
The discussions work like this: You will hear a woman on the tape recorder
‘who will take thé Tole of your wife and she will mak,e statements to you.1 Her
.voice sounds like this, "hi, | will play the part of ydnr wife". Her voice will differ
from your: wife's, but try te pretend that your wife is speaking to ydu. You will
then hear my voice give six possible responses to your, wife's statement. Pick out

the one that comes closest to what you might .naturally say to her.

Please turn the page now.2

Thus'the sequence of events will be, first I will read some background
information you will need for the first discussion. Read along with me. Try to
imagine that the 'detaile _z\applylto your> relationship. It is important to remember
this information for the rest of the discussion. Then, listen carefully for your
"wife" to make her first statement. Her statement will be printed on the page:
then, 1 will say "turn" and you will turn the page. You will read and also hear
me’ say six possible responses 'you could make to your Wife. Listen c’anefully to

) all six énd then, STOP THE TAPE. Quickly choose the one response closest: to

- what ieels most natural for you to say~ ~Circle the appropriate letter on your.

.ANSWER SHEET. Make sure you answer every time. Choose only one response.

After ydu c1rcle your choice, turn the page and re-start the tape and awalt

your wife's next gtatement. A series of these statements and responses will

form eacﬁ“fscﬁ’sjelon. - ' ‘
PLEASE DO NOT LOOK BACK OR AHEAD IN THE BOOKLET.

Please turn the page.

- &
X . [4
1. These instructions are for the husband's booklet. In the wife's booklet, -

.

references are made to "husband".

2. The dashed line indicates that the text continues on the next page.

3

- b wPons
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One of the six response choices may be’ c‘l'ose to what you might sa)},
however, anotheEthoice may_appear to be a "better" one. Please: choose the
one closest to what your natural response would be if your wife were to say e

these statements to you.

. In order to give you some practice, you will hear one sample part of a . v

disctission. In a moment you will listep to and read your wife's statement. Then, ‘ ’

A e -

When | say "turn", turn the pa§e and read the six possible responses as I read
them. After the Jast response, f, has been read, STOP THE TAPE. Quickly choose
one respohse and circle your choice on the answer sheet where it is labelled

rd

SAMPLE. After you make your choice, turn the page and re-start the'tape.
Please turn the page. ‘

A g i b e el B < 3

~ }) —————
/What are you doing tonight? .

———— —-————

SAMPLE

a. You know I'm going out tonight.
b. Tonight I'm watching TV.

C.

.d.

Just going out.

I've already told you I'm watching TV.

f. Watching_TV.

PO

L

If you understand the instructions, then let the tape continue. If you have
any qu'éstions, stop the tape and ask the assistant for help, .

We will now begin with the backg;g,und information W
o

Ready, "TURN".

. ',
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

"‘)
! 0 B 1

You and your wife have been without a holiday for a long time and you've,

been- hoping to go on’ one in several months. After unsuccesfull§:trying to talk it

over with your wife, you suddenly"went ahead on your own initiative and made

reservations for a holiday. But then, as you check out the family fmances to

which you both have access, you become very alarmed at finding less savings than

-
expected. This problem is not new. As a result, the holiday may have to be

changed or cancelled. To_complicate things, you aré worried about another couple

that you already have talked into going on this holiday with you.

It's late afternoon and your wife has just returned from Jooking at more

furpiture and it amazes you that she's put a deposit on it."The two of you are in

the kitchen and you confront your wife and ask her to discuss the savings with

you. Turn the page please.

- -
I. T
’ Oh no. We've wanted this holiday and Jill and Barry were expecting to
go v‘vithyus. . ; ? -
1.
t a. .This has happened before. We-think we have money for somethmg and
ther we don't (19)
b. I've been waiting for this vacation too. I appreciate-your
disappointment.(14)
c. T'khow that feeling of dlsappomtment There have been other times
' we've planned for things and then, no money.(8) |
d. At this rate, we're never going to get any vacation.(20) .
e. This is always happening. There's never enough money when it's need
. for something important.(19) .
f. I've been looking forward to this vacatlon too.(ZO) ,
a (ON=46, OFF=54; LOW=38, NEUTRAL=39, HIGH= 23) "
, : ’
5
z Statement response frequencies. . . :
Scoring key response frequencies. for scales. ' . : ’

&,
.
-

%
B gm0 2 7w A

.
/ . -




I'm angry. You didn't keep track of yoﬁr part of the money. . ‘ ;

i - - ?‘
2 ' . \
a. I can understand how you might feel that way, but its's not only me.(17) :
Does either of us really také charge of the money?(14) . ’ ‘
b. Th;t's not true.(22) E ’I '
c. It's not just me. After all, how goéd are you at loéking after the .
‘ money?(22) J o ’ '
d. That's ridiculous.(2)
e. Ican appreciate how you're feeling, however, that's not true.(14)
f." I don't think it's just me. Do you know who's looking after the
money?(31) '
.- .
(ON=70, OFF.=30; LOW=25, NEUTRAL= 45, HIGH=30) .
3. )
. I expected that you had made all the arrangements for the trip.
Y-ou ‘ve; know wha:c's going on.
3. - . v‘
a. I'm confused about what's been done with the savings.(1%) :;
b. If you had helped to plan a holiday, we wouldn't be sbL{ck now.(26) 1
c. Sounds_like you think 'you can't depend on me. Well, I'm at a loss
over where the savings have gone.(13) ;
d. Perhaps you're saying you can't depend on me even though we both ‘
. knew a trip was planned.(3) ' :
e. You don't keep track of the savings either.(14)
f. We both knew a trip was. planned.(30)

(ON= 41, OFF=59; LOW=40, NEUTRAL= 44, HIGH= 16)




BACKGROUND INFORMATION

N

(Please note: even if you are not employed at present, imagine you are very
\Jusy and. loaded down with lots of other activities.) e | y
You have recently been busier than ever before. The extra work means that .

you enjoy spending your free time quietly. Your evenings are spent dbing some

work or escaping from the pressure by watching television. Tonight, you and your
wife went to Sargh and Joe's party and you had no trouble forgetting your
worries among old friends. You thought it was a great‘party.~
Your wife didn't mix much at the gathering and seemed to drink more than
you thought wise, iso?nething that has been happening more often. At one point,
you noticed her looking angnly at you as you talked to a group of women. Usually
fun to be with; your w:té as lately been quieter, moody even he has dbeen
hinting that the two of you haven't made much contact lately. k—‘\*
You are on your way horhe now and it's a 51lent drive. You brace yourself
for. your wife's first comment:

Please turn the page now.

Well, you certainly had a good time tonight.

)

. We didn't see mﬁch of each ofher, but I hope you Enjoyed 'the
evening.(5)
Sarah and Joe really know how to throw a party.(8)
Although we didn't talk much, you must have enjoyedlseeing SO many
old friends.(6) A
I know you find Sarah and Joe's parties a lot of fun, too.(0)
Yes, | had a great time. Sarah ‘and Joe's f)arties are a lot of fun.(48)
Yes, I did. I didn't see much of you, but hope you enjoyed yourself
t00.(33) ' :

(ON= 44, OFF= 56; LOW= 6, NEUTRAL= 13, HIGH= 81)
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It's pret'ty obvious that being .around me isn't fun enough for you

anymore.

Don't be silly. Why would you say that?(31)
b. People are often telling you what a great sense of homour you have,
aren't they?(2) .
G Not enough fun?‘Don't our friepds say you have a great ’sense of
of humour?(0) .
d. .Thﬁt's nonsense. Everyone'says you have a great sense of humour,
“don't ‘t‘l_'xéy?(‘S)m
‘e,w What do you mean?(40) ‘
f. Not fun enough. Why do you say that?(22)’ ' ' 3
(ON= 93, OFF= 8 LOW= 36, NEUTRAL= 42, HIGH=22)

3. . . T
Well I felt ignored all night. You had something to say to everyone

else, and never even looked at me. -

a. Well, I'm concerned about the drinking you did tonight. It seemed.
to be more than usual(10)

b. 1can see how it could have looked that way, but I wasn't ignoring you. .
We can talk other times, but there were people there tonight I haven't

seen for a while.(29)

c. There's no reason for you to feel that way, when we can talk other

F

times. Tonight 1 wanted to talk, to some old friends.(10) “%
d. We have other chances to talk.qfonight was an opportunity to talk to .
people I haven't seen for ages.(29) |
e. [ understand how it co'uld have looked that way, but I did notice-
that you had more to drink tonight than usual.(17)
f. Come on, you dbn't really feel that way. I wonder if perhaps the
wine just made the evening less enjoyable for you.(ll)
(ON= ‘62, OFF= 38; LOW= 2I, NEUTRAL= 33, HIGH= 46)’
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Answer Sheet
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APPENDIX E

. DISCUSSION RATING SHEET

129

&

You have just had two imaginary discussions with your "spouse" by choosing

answers from a set of prepared responses.

Using the rating scales below, circle the percentage of those responses you

chose that.came-somewhat close to what you might have naturally said if that

situation hg& happened with your

spouse.

Please answer for both discussions.

Discussion: decisions on money

0% 10% 20%  30% 40%
Discussion: time togéther
0% 10%  20% . 30% 40%

50%  60%

50% 60%

70%

70%  80%

)

¢

80% 90% 100%

90% 100%
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APPENDIX F

Marital Ajustment

1. Check the dot on the scale line below which best describes the degree of
happiness, everything considered, of your present marriage. The middle point
"happy" represents the degree of happiness which most people get from
marriage, and the scale gradually ranges on one side to those who are very
unhappy in marriage, and on the other, to those few who experience extreme
joy or felicity in marriage. . :

Perfectly
Happy |

Very Happy

Unhappy ‘

State the approximate extent of agreement of disagreement between you and
your mate on the following items. Please check each column.

A )

‘ ' Always
Agree

Almost

Always

Occa-

| sionally

Disagree

Freq-

uently
Disagree

Almost
Always
Disagree

Always
Disagree

Agree

2. Handling family
finances

3. Matters of
recreatioh

4, Demonstrgtions :
of affectign -

. Friends

5
‘[6. Sex relations
7

. Conventionality ‘ . :
(right, good, or “ e
' proper conduct) o :

8. Philosophy ‘
Of life N L)

9. Ways of dealing
with inlaws :

Check one:

10. When disagreements arise, they usually result in: (a) husband giving in
(b) wife giving in (c) agreement by mutual give and take

11. Do you and your mate engage,in outside interests together?
All of them (b) some of them (¢) very few of them
them

12. In leisure time do you prefer: (a) to be {'on the go" (b) to stay at home__
Does your mate generally prefer: (a) to be "on the go" (b) to stay
.at home .

13. Do you ever wish you had not married? /(a) Frequently
(b) occasionally______ (c) rarely____ (d) never.

- 14. If you had your life to live over, do you think you would: (a) marry the

same person (b) marry a different person (c) not marry at all

(b) rarely

(d) none of

15. Do you confide in your mate: (a) almost never
(c) in most things

in everythin ?




APPENDIX G ~ ¢

' , S
Marriage Attitude Inventory

-

Read each statement and deqide whether it is true as’ applied to you, your mate

or your marriage. If it is true, circle the letter T. If it is false, circle the

letter F.

T F l; There are times when my mate does. things that make me unhappy.

T F 2. My marriage is not a perfect success.

"I' F 3. My mate has all the ql;alities I've e\;er wanted in a mate.

T P 4. If my mate has any faixlts,‘ I am not aware of them.

T F 5. My'mate and I understand each other con;\pletely. | : -

: T F 6. We are as adjusted as any two people in tms worm'can be.
T F 7.1 have neéds that are not being met by my ;‘?rriage.
T F 8. Every new thisg I have leafned about my mat% has pleased me.
‘ T F 9 There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love and

and affection for my mate.

T F  10. I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than my mate and I.

T F 11. My rr;arrlage could be hfppier than. itis. = . g
T | F 12. 1 don't think any couple could live together with greater
| , harmony than my mate and L. i
T F 13, My mate c—;)mpletely understands and sympathizes with my every % ’Q
, mo§d. B
T F 14.1never r;grettea my marriage, no‘é .even for a moment. . -

;- T F - 15. 1f every person in the world of the opposite sex had been

available and willing to marry me I could not have made a

bettei*c‘:h‘oice. o . o
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APPENDIX H

Areas of Change Questionnaire

. -

The following pages list typxcal behaviors which can cause relatiomship

dissatisfaction. A rating scale accompanies each 1tem. If you are satisfied with

your partner's behavior or if an, item is not relevant to you, circle the zero

point on the scale, meaning "NO CHANGE DESIRED".

If you are not satisifed with your partner's behavior for a particular item,

indicate the direction of change you would like to see in your partner's

behavior. If you would prefer to see a particular behavior ‘occur less often,

circle a number on the "minus" half of the rating scale to indicate how often

you would like this behavior to occur. If you would prefer to see a particular

behavior occur more often, circle a number on the "plus" half of the rating

scale. (Please note that the scales change direction, so that much less is

"sometimes on the far left, and sometimes on the far right.)

I WANT MY PARTNER TO:

l. participate in decisions
“ about spending money.

2. spend time keeping the ‘

house clean.

L 3

3. pay attention to his/her
- appearance.

4. hit me.

bR geth together with

my friends. \

A

6. prepare interesting meals.

7. start interesting
conversations with me.

much

less

much
more

less

less

much
more

+3
mch

" more

‘much
Jess”

much
more

o

|

({=)

jo

L=

-

1

+1
some
what

more
-1

some

what
less

+1

more
what
more

some

what
less

some

what
less

+l

some
what
more

some

what
less

more

less

much *

more

much

less

o F et

s B RS A




- 8. go out with me. - -3 -2

» N\

9. show appreciation' for
things I do- well.

10. get together with my
relatives.

11. have sexual relations
with me.

12, drink alcohol.
13._work late.

Y

14, get together with our
friends.

do some housework
when -asked.

argue with me.

-

discipline the children

spend time alone in
outside activities.

spend time with the .
children

2l. to give me attention
when I need tt. .

!

=l
some
what
less
+1
some
what
more
-1
some
what
less -
+1

some

~.what

more
+1

some
what
more

=1

., some
* what

less
-l
some
what
less
i
some
what
less .
+1
some
what
more
_—l R .
some
what
less
+l
some
what
more
-1
some
what
less
+l
some
what

more-

+l
some ’

. what
more

¢ 0 . -l

’ séme
what
less
+1
some
what
more
=1
some
what
less
-1

some -

what
less |
+l
some
what

more
+1
~Jsome

what
more
1 .
some
what
more
-l
some
what
less
ot ‘
some
what
more
=l
some
what
less
+l
some
what
more
st
some
what
less




<24.
25.
- 26.
27.

28,

30.

23,

29

22. assume responsiblity

for finances.

leave me time to myself.

agree to do things [ like

when we go out together.

accept praise.

accomplish his/her
responsibilities promptly.

help in planning our
free time.

express his/her emotions.

’spend time with me.

show affection.

=3
much
léss

+3
much
more

3
much
less

+3
much
more

+3
much
more

[=]

o

[[=}

L=}

(=}

|©

[{=}

o

+1
some
what
more
-1
some
what
less
+1
some
what
more

some
what
less

some
what
less
+1
some
what

more

+1
some
what
more
+l
some,
what
more
-1

b4
more

less

more

+3
much
more




APPENDIX 1

. .

Couples' Problem Inventory

&

IN$TRUCTIONS: Below is a list of areas of disagreement experienced by many
couples. We would like to get some idea of how iFn}ortant each area is to you.n
the column beside ‘each area, please indicate how se.vér’e he problem is by placing
a number from 0 to 10. A zero indicates #hat the problem is not severe and a 10

-

indicates that it is a very severe problem area.

How Severe

1. Friends

2. Children

3. In-laws .

4, Sex

2. Religion
Noe

6. Recreation

7. Moneyﬁ!

8. Alcohol and drugs

9. Communication

10, Jealousy

Please write in any other relevant problem area. 2

11.




-off fép,ic .

-jumps stages

-no formulation

-no goal priorities
-beh. decreasé sol'ns

-disagrees only

APPENDIX J ~

5

Interaction Rating Form

Problem-Solving

e .
. -on topic '
-appropriate PS stage
Hormulation
« " -goal priorities'

4

. i
_-beh..increase sol'ns -

-disagrees + info.

very ; -
- frequently o
off task .

-insult

-exaggerate
-blame '
-prescribe

-threaten d
-mindread

-denial of feeling

- - ~

sometimes .. vecy
. off/on Q frequently
’ on-task
¢
»
-Supportive Communication .
. -agree

-accept modif.
o ~repeat
/ .

¢ ! -<summarize

-reflect feeling

very
frequently

low value

_ -validate ¢ -
' -reinforce
» ‘ 'I . 3
sometimes - . very '
low/high frequently

\\ or neutral .

‘Iigh value
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\ \ ™~  APPENDIX K

\ “ - 4 ‘ Table A

“~~__ "ANOVA Reliability Results for

'E‘bqred Problem-Solving Inventory

Total 770.76 - .57 1349

. om -

{ ' -

Source of SS 7 ° MS d F p
Variation ,

" "Money" Problem-Solving |
Between People 24.74 .50 49
Within People 306.50 .21 1450
. Between Measures 51.15 1.76 29 9.81 .000l
Residual 255.35 .18 1421 ;
Total i 330.97 .22 1499

,"Money" Supportive Communication

Between People _ - 112.13 2.29 49 .
Within People - 813.27 56 1450 '
Between Measures 92.92 3.20 29 6.32' .0001
Residual ~720.35 w51 1421
Total . * 925.40 .62 1499

"Contact" Problem-Solving
Between People . 23.14 47 49 .
Within People 274,96 . .22 1450 -
Between Measures  “45.64 1.83 25 9.75 .0001
Residual ©229.32 A9 1225
Total , . 298.10 .23 1299.

- 2

"Contact" Supbortive Communication )
Between People 64.09 - 1.3l 49
Within People 706.67 54 1300 ]
Between Measures 89.70  3.45 2 - 7.12 .0001
Residual v - 61697 48 1247 ,

138
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' ) ANOVA Results for Chapter Three a \ )
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APPENDIX L .

Table A .

ANOVA Reliability Results for

Shared Problem-Solving Invertory

'd) *& .
Source of S§S MS df F P
Variation .
N A ’
"Money" Problem-Solving

Between People 31.39 .38 82
Withipn People- 548.43 .23 2407
Between Measures 83.43 2.88 ‘29 14,71  .000!
Residual 465.00 -~ .20 2378
Total ) ~579.82 .23 2489

"Money" Supportive Communication -
Between People .274.01 3.34 82
Within People 1302.87 S4 0 2407 '
Between Measures 119.26  4.11 29 8.26 .0001
Residual 1183.61 ~ .50 23738 :
Total . ~ 1576.838 .63 2489

"Contact" Problem-Solving ¢

Between People 52.49 .64 82
Within People " 467.54 .23 2075 : )
Between Measures  66.10 2.64 25 13,50 .0001
Residual ‘ 401.44 .20 2050
Total . ‘ 520.03 24 2157

"Contact" Supportive Communication

| 4

- Between People 169.27 ° . 2.06 82 ,
Within People 1193.19 - .55 2158 .
Between Measures  133.78 5.15 26 10.36 .0001
Residual * 1059.40 S0 2132
Total 1362.46 .61 2240
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APPENDIX L
Table B
ANOV A Reliability Results for

k]
Interaction Ratings, Areas of

Change Questionnaire and Couples' Problem Checklist

Total 7593.85 9.16 829

-

Source of SS MS df E P
© Variation

InteractionkProblem-Solving
Between People 412.31 5.03 32
Within Eepple 126.67 76 * 166 :
Between Measures 10.63 5.32 2 7.52  .0008
Residual 116.03 . .71 164
Total 538.97 217 248

»

Interaction Supportive Communication
Between People 361.52 4.41 82
Within People 73.33 44 166
Between Measures .88 44 2 99 3
Residual - 72.46 L4 164 ’
Total 434.85 1.75 248
Areas of Change Questionnaire

Between People =~  480.94 5.87 © 82
Within People ® . 1384.20 S8 2407
Between Measures  126.66 4,377 29 . ,8.76” .0001
Residual ., 1257.54 .53 2378
Total 1865.14. .75 2489 .

Couples' Problem Checklist
Between People. 3649.05 44,50 82

© Within People 3944.80 5.28 <747 :

Between Measures 554.62 61.62 ® 9  3.42 .000!
Residual 3390.18 4,59 738 ,
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APPENDIX L

Table C

ANCOVA Results for Shared Problem-Solving Inventory

and Interaction Problem-Solving Rating

with Supportive Communication as Covariate

Source of SS MS - df F P
Variation
"Money Problem-Solving

Covariate

"Money"

Supportive .

Communication 91.68 91.68 | 9.99 .002
Main Effect

Distress 90.29  90.29 1 9.8¢ .00%
Residual 559.56 2.18 . 6l
Total 741,94 11.78 63 ‘

"Contact Problem-Solving w

Covariate . ’\S :

"Contact" )

Supportive . .

Communigation .5373.16 573.16 1 74.12 .00l
Main Effect :

Distress 2.98 2.98 1 39 54
Residual . 471,72 7.73 6l
Total . 1047.86 16.63 63

~ C

Interaction Probler'n-S:olving )

Covariate

Interaction

‘Supportive , :

Communication 23.57  23.57 1 le.72 '.00r
Main Effect

Distress 4.00 4.00 - 1

* Residual 85.98 1.40 6l
Total 113.55 1.80 63

2.84

10

*
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’ ‘ APPENDIX M

Couples' Interaction Coding System:

i - Behavioral Examples of Summary Codes

Summary Code Behavioral Example
Problem Feeling ~ I'm nervous right now.
Mindreading You hate to go to my mother's.

» Problem-Solving and . You had your way before, so now
Information Exchange it's my turn. '

_ . Communication Talk We have to reach a decision.
Agreement ] Yea, your right.
Disagreement No, it's never been twice a month.
Summarize Other . “ It seems what your're saying is....
Summarize Self So all I'm saying is ....
.. .
\ ) -
. -
' »

- ) ,‘:, ¢
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APPENDIX N

Means For Couples'

-«

Problem Checklist

Problem Area Total Distress Nondistress
Sample Group Group

J
Communication  3.68 (3.44) 6.19 (3.10)  1.22 (2.27)
Money 3.68 (3.44) 5.75 (3.54)  1.97 (2.7%)
Sex, 3.10 {3.07) 5.06 (3.1%) 1.41 (1.92)

~ Inlaws 2.61 (2.90) 3.81 ( 3.60) 1.72 ( 2.16)
Children 2.44 (2.93) 4,41 (3.34) 1.13 (1.10)
Recreatiop 2.23 (2.51) 3.38 (2.55) 1.03 ( 2.40)
Religion 2.06 (2.93) 13.59 (3.52) 1.00 (2.23)
Jealousy 1.68 (2.89) 3.47 ( 3.60) .66 (1.91)
Friends’ 1.67 (2.33) 2.94 ( 2.51) .78 (2.01)‘
Alcoho!/Drugs 1.19 (2.62) 2.06 ( 3.37) .69 (2.13)
Note. Standard deviations are in‘ parentheses.'
]
]
' .
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