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Title Marltal Interaction Theory:

Some Implications for Research

Abstract approved

This project examines specific basic areas of marital.
interaction theory. .. Individual chapters are developed
around the following themes: historical development of
the theory of interaction; a theoretical discussion of
selected concepts;. personallty as a-.determinant of inter-
action; communication in marriage; marital..interaction
patterns; methodology pertaining to research flndzngs, and
finally some implications for research which became . -
apparent as this project. developed. - e

The project lays. the conceptual groundwork for. a. series
of empirical studies that will use.- the. interactional :
approach as a theoretlcal base. The immediate. purpose of
this project therefore is to descrlbe the.. important. di-. .
mensions of the interactional approaoh as these. pertaln to.
marital interaction. Interaction.is defined as.a.recipro-
cal relatlonship'in'whlch each-person.may. produce,effeots
upon the other. ‘Here the essence of marriage is inter-
action; thus marltal interaction.is critical. in its.effect
on the spouses andvthewcontinuity,ofrtheumarriagev .

Some of the basic. concepts of George Mhad are
described apd it is suggested that they are essential ele- .
ments -of the interactional approach.. The: magoruassum@tlons
of this approach are that. .a). human behavior cannot be.
derived or 1nferredAfrom nonhuman forms, .b) .the. soc1al act
is the primary analytic unit for an- understandlng of society
gnd the personallty, c) the human infant is potentlallv
$bc1al and d) the human being is actor as well as reac

iii

7~ 198

-~

o




Personality is discussed as a determinant of the
quality and quantity of marital interaction. The issue
of personal competence is explored, particularliy in
respect to verbal ability. Communication, the process
of influence, i3 defined for marital interaction and
the consequent formation of patterns.

Tdentification and clagsification of marital inter-
action patterns are limited to a description of selected
examples from family research and the observations of
clinicians. Patterns tend to be defined in psychological
terms although communicative behavior is stressed. The
absence of common criteria and terminology is noted.
Description of dysfunctional patterns predominates.

Two methods frequently used in recent studies of
marital interaction are direct observation and analysis
of reports from marital partners. It 1s suggested that
a combipation of these techniques could -increase the
quantity of information. about marital interaction.

Research questions focus on the problem of adult
socialization, its implications for the establishment
of marital interaction patterns, and the need to deter-
the relation between the interaction process and the
functional or dysfunctional quality . of the resultant
pattern. An inseparable part of the aforementioned
research areas is the. function of communication. It is
suggested that investigation of verbal communication
might yield significant data for the understanding of
the interaction process as it affects the personalities
of the spouses and the formation of patterns.

iv




PREFACE

This research project, entitled Marital Interaction

Theory: Some Implications for Research, began as a review

of recently published literature about marriage. The

International Index on Periodicals, The Cumulative Book
i

Index, P§thélogical Abstracts, and Bibliographic Index

were searched for relevant material published betweeh
January, 1960 and March, 1965. As articles were reViewed,
each source of theoretica1 orientation was identified by
referring to thejauthor's footnotes. In areas which seemed
most meaningfﬁi, more intensive reading was undertaken and
central ideas were traced back to their historic origins.
The théoreti@al framework of the’interactioﬁal apprbach
with its concentrétion on the act as the basic unit of obser-
vation seeméd to be the most useful way of looking at
marriage for the_profession of social work. This report
provides‘a Coﬁceptual‘mapping of thg important dimensions
of this appfda¢h;' It is designed as the first of an on-
going series of studies. This report does not attempt to
extend theorj but to describe a framework of existing

theory for future empirical studies.
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MARITAL INTERACTION THEORY:
SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The purpése of this project is to review the inter~
~actional appfoach to the study of marriage. The project
first reviéws the historical background of the inter-
aotibﬁainapproach. Present day interactional concepts
have emerged by means of an evolutionary process, as
found in the writings of Plato and other eariy philoso-
phers, then 1éﬁer found in the works of the social psy-
chologists dfﬁthis century, and eventually in the works
of present day»clinicians. The project presénts a gener-
al review of a specific approach. It is not a review pfﬁ
issués, nor is it evaluative: it is descriptive, with |
‘some attempt ﬁo assess how this approach cah be useful

in social wofk:research. The project is designed as the
first phase>in‘an ongoing series, and as such, it de-
velops a.concépﬁual mapping of the important dimensions
of this intefabtional approach to the study of marriage.
The~proje¢t”examines basic areas of marital interaction
theory. Iﬁdiyidual chapters are developed'as follows:
historicélfdéVelopment of the theory of interaction; a
theoretical diédussion of seleqtgq concepts; personality

as a determinant of interaction;




communlcatlon as a factor in marriage; marriage‘interr
saotlonal patterns, methodology pertalning to research
flndlngs, and flnally, some 1mpllcatlons for researoh |
Wthh became apparent as the project developed o

The llnk between the 1nd1v1dual and s001ety as a
‘whole is the bas1o social unit known as the fdmlly lf
5001a1 workers are to serve 1nd1v1duals effectlvely, they
k,must be well aware of the famlly as a system of 1nteractu ‘
tlng personalltles It is, one of the purposes of thls o
report to contrlbute to thls awareness, whlch should lead
in turn, to . further study and researoh in closely related
areasg and be of dlagnostlc value in the broad area of social
‘work. 1- | . o |

The feeslhilltj'of viewing the.family as an interaotv‘
ing unlty was suggested by Ernest Burgess forty years ago.
‘Burgess had been studylng the patterns of personal relatlon—
shlps in family llfe, and his study in that area led to hls
oonoept of thevfgmily as "a unitj of interactihg personS”
(Burgess, 1926:'P 5) It was Burgess'lcontention that the»
'actual unlty of famlly llfe should not be deflned in legal
terms, but rather, 1n terms of the 1nteractlon of 1ts
members Burgess belleved then, that the very essence of
»marrlage is the interaction, and the famlly llves as long as
1nteraotlon is taklng place.

| 'The concept 1mteractlonal' as used in this report is

_exemplifiedjby Sampson (1964):




As a concept, interaction denotes. the
formation of a relationship between two
or more- persons, -A and.B, such that A's
‘behavior -serves both asaafstimulus for
-/B and- as-a response to B's behavior which
in-turn- may serve as both a stimulus and
~a-response for A. Interaction, therefore,
- involves a reciprocal relationship in
which each person may produce effects on
the other (p 51)

In addition‘to the interactional approach there are
four other approaches to the study of marriage and the
family: (1).the'structural—functional;; (2) the situ-
ational, (3) the institutional, (4) the developmental.,
These approaches differ considerably in emphasis,
‘although similarities between them are readily discern-
ible. |

- The interactional approach emphasizes the signifi-
cance of pereonality determinants as these determinantsv
influénce eeqh_human‘being's tendencies, or potentiali~-
ties, for action. This approach focuses on the family
of interacting persons, and it concerns itself with
process. Overt behavior is primarily considered in terms
of specific¢ interacts. Role analysis is of major impor-
taﬁce, and this framework has also focused on such
»problems as status relations (which leads to authority
patterns), processes of communlcatlon, conflict, declalone
making, and, in general, the continuum of interactive

processes from courtship to the divorée court (Hill and

gansen5 1960).




The‘structuralefunctiOHQI spproaoh views the family
as a_social,system with emphasis on maintenance of the
efamilyjsystem,andﬂfultimately, of the social systen (Hill
andeanssh,'l9éO)Lf Family structure.is oriented toward
‘boundary maintenanoewof‘the.system;jand behavior is
studied in the context of its contribution to this main-
tenance. ”Tﬁissapproéeh‘isﬁéxtremely versatile, as it
really copes with threerbrosd areas:

(l)”fthe 1nteract10n of the 1nd1v1dual
. family member with other individu-
‘als, and subsystems in the family
w1th the full famlly system, ’
' ](2) -the 1nterplay of subsystems with
. other subsystenms. and with the full,
;famlly system, and ; -
'(5),»the transactlon of. the. family with
" ‘outside agencies and other systems
in society, and with society (the
- social- system) itself (Hill and
,Hansen, 1960, p 504) ’

The s1tuatlonal approaoh focuses on the sntuatlon
‘1tself or the 1nd1v1dual s overt behav1or in response
-to the 81tuatlon. =The famllywls seen as a unit of
}stlmull actlng toward a focal p01nt (a Ghlld for’
example) However, the framework allows not only for
'analysis of.the behav1or of~thatnfocal p01nt-1n the
family s1tuatlon but also allows for suudy of the situ-

ation 1tself (Hlll and Hansen, 1960).

The 1nst1tutlonal approach emphaolzes the famlly as




a social unit in which the individual and cultural values
are of central concern, and it deals best with social
change and famlly development over long spans of time. It
is concerned W1th transactions of the famlly institution
w1th other social or cultural structures, and only in
highly generaiiaed fashion does it deal with interaction gs
a process. . The iamily instituﬁion isioften referred to as
the most importanf of institntions (Hill and Hansen, 1960).
The developmental approach 1nvolves the concept of
stages of a famlly life cycle, with developmental needs and
tasks. It is concerned w1th the life cycle of the nuclear
family, and empha81zes the ever-changing 1nternad structure
and development of the family over time, Like the 1nter-
actional approach, the developmental approach views the
famlly as a unity of interacting personalltles, 1ntrlcately’
organlzed 1nternally 1nto certain paired positions (such as
w1fe—mother, daughter-81ster). This small group has a
predictabde natural history designated by logical stages,
progressing from)ﬁhe'simple husband~wire pair to the |
succgsSively nore complex‘stages as additional positions
are act;vafed; then to tﬁé less complex as_memoers depart
from the group, and it contracts to the huaband-wife_pair
agaln. Tne family changes asyifs member composition -;
and their ages =< change. At the same time the qualitJ
and type of the interaction also changes (Hill and
Hansen, 1960).




The-Significance of the Interactional Approach

Intéracﬁional theory is a product of social psycholo-
gy, and as sﬁch; addresses itself first of all to what
Stryker (19595 refers to as 'socialization': "hdw the
human organism;acquiresvthe ways of behaving, the values,
norms and aﬁtitudeg of the social units of which he is a
part" (p..lll); The’foéué, then, is not on any static
state, but on an on-going process which inﬁolves the human
organism‘and its ever changing social environmeﬁt.

Along with soéialization, interactional theory
addresses i%self to personality, which Stryker (1959)
defines as Htﬁe organizafion of persistent behavior
patternsg" (p.‘llE). E@rsonélity is considered in soﬁe
detail in Chapter III. | |

Highly.siépificant in the interactional approach is
the fact thgf wifhin this approach personal organization
and‘persohél'd;éorganization are treated as different
aspects of the séme problem. From this position, answérs
to Bbth ¢an‘be‘provided without calling upon prinéiples
which lie outside of the theoretical scheme of this

approach.

*Historicai#Development‘of the Interactional Approach

Although the interactional approach to the study of

marriage is'ﬁengnized tqday as a direct outgrowth of




the work of George Herbert Mead and a group of University
of‘Chicago interactionists, its rocts may be located in the
very gradualldévélopment of social thought, beginning with
the wfitingé‘of Plato, Plato early emphasized that man

must be undergtood in his 'social epVironment rather than as
an isolated individual. He stressed his belief that nét
only did manﬁéffect changes in his environment, but also,

He hiﬁself was subject té chénge by environmental influences
(Plato, 1937). |

These writings constituted the first suggestioﬁ of
man as a realiy social being interacting with his fellow
man and with his environment. From that first suggestioh?
the idea in‘onékform or another was presented from time to
time. It was Aristotle, pupil of Plato, who introduced a
comparativé’method of studying social institutions, not
only demonStrating their relative value but also demon-
strating fﬁat, in order to meet changing social con-
ditions and social needs, institutions themselves must
change, and their change would in turn effect some modi-
fication of man's behavior (Aristotle, 1900).

These weré!ﬁhe expressed early beginnings of inte;est
and concern'féﬁwman as a social being. In the middlé bfv
the nineteenth century more ideas were recorded in the
literature that appear to be additional precursors to
modern intef?cﬁiénal theory. Gabriel Tarde developed

ideas in this Erea into a socioclogical theory, centered




around the process of imitation as practiéed by man in adjust-
ing to his felloﬁ man and to his environment. He stressed
three prdcessés: repetition, opposition, and édaptation.
According to Térae (1903) all social phenomena can, ulfti-
mately, be réduced to fhe relgtion bétWeen two persons;

ohe of whom exerts influénée ﬁpon the other.

At approx1mately the same time Tarde was developing
his theories in France, Georg Simmel in Germany was becomm
ing concerned with a different phase of interaction,
Simmel's sociological thought begins with the process of
SoCial'becomihg. After a study of the descriptive data of
history in search of generalizations, it was his éontention
that the social process in which man involves himself f;;st
of ail springs out of social iﬁteraction. Simmel (1950)
defined"social;zatioh' as "the groWing into a unity#

(p. 10). o Si@mel, sociology was essentially the science
of sboialiggtibh, or of the forms of unity within which
people live, | | |

In thevevolutionary process which led eventually to
cdrrent infefactionai theory the next man of importande'
was Charles Horton Cooley who made vital’ contrlbutlonu to
the fleld of social psychology, of whlch the inter-
éctiqﬁal theory is a part. It was Cooley Wwho formuléted
tﬁe concepﬁ of The Lo&king Glass Self (Cooley, 1922).

This concept was derived from the assumption that even

a person's conéciousnéss of himgelf is largely a direct

!




reflection of the opinions which he believes others hald
about him (Cooley, 1922).
| A coatempora%y of Cooley, George Herbert Mead, also
Contributed ﬁo‘soéiological understanding about communi-
cation, language, the consciousness of meaning, and the
meaning of self. Mead (1924) believed that each personal-
ity is definitely affected by contact with other personal-
ities, and that an individual plays as many different
roles as theré ére other individuals to whom he responds.
According to Meéd's theory of self, the self includes the
ego, or '1', which is an active agent, or activity itself.
Self also includes an empirical self, or 'me', which is
constructed out of one's experiences in the social en-
vironmept. |
Mééd's work led directly to the interactional
approach'as it is known today, although a workable
description of the conceptual framework seemed tb be
lacking until Hill and Hansen (1960) published their
work. They present the family as a unity of interact-
ing individuals,
. . each occupying a position(s)

w1th1n the family to which a number

of roles are assigned, i.e., the in-

dividual perceives norms or role ex-

. pectations held individually or
collectively by other family members
for his attributes and behavior. In

a given situation, an individual
defines these role expectations
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prlmarlly in view of their source
(reference group) and of his own
seYf-conception. Then he role~plays

- Most immediately the family is

- studied through andlysis of overt
interacts (interaction of role-
playing family members) cast in this
structure (p. 302). .

Eelobive Ldvantages of the Inberschbios 1 _Approach

Hlstorlcally 3001al psychologlsts have dlsagreed
about what Stryker (1959) terms "some metaphysical prior-
ity of 8001ety over the individual" (p. 112). Some maine
tain that sop;ety itself is the ultimate reallﬁyg while
others p}acéemphasis and importance on the individual.
Either bdsitiqy, however, reéults in ambig&ity. By
beginning itSf;nalysis with the social act itsélf, inter-
actional theprfﬁby4passes'the disagreement. Interaction
is its basid.ﬁnit of observation, and it is fromAinter;
action‘thafyboth society and the individual derive
(8tryker, 1959).

This formulation allows a kind of communication
between sodidlogy‘and.social psychblogy that is not
readily avéélégie to the other four alternative fraﬁe~
works meﬁtib#ed‘preViously. Both sociology and social
psycholpgﬁﬁbggin‘with social actions. 'From this‘bef
ginning;ﬁsdéiblogy goes toward “the behavior of col-
1ect1v1t1es" (Stryker, 1959, p. 112) while psychology,

from the same base, goes toward the behavior of
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individuals. Those who attempt to study the family find
that the problems involved bridge these two fields, and
- in the interéﬁtibnal approacﬁ they are provided a frame-
work "facilifatiﬁg movement from one level to the other,
allowing syStémétic transactions between the two levels"
(Stryker,: 1959, p. 112). |

Slnce the interactional approach assumes the famlly
to be a relat;vely closed systemvof interaction, it is
narrbwérnin scdpe than the structure;function apprﬁach,
and some of thé bfoad and rich ideas that emanate from the
structure—functlon approach are m1351ng The interaction-
al approach may be thought of as a mlcroscoplc approach
This is v1ewed by some as a severe dlsadvantage.
Zimmerman, for example, disdainfully refers to the inter-
actional approach as a study of the "mechanics of marriage"
rather than a true family study (lemerman, 1935). Others
prefer to view the family in terms~of£macroscopic changes
of the institutional features, or within large culﬁural or
SOCietal conteits These people, too, are unhappy w1th
the 1nteractlonal approach.

From- thé.polnt of view of social work, however, the
interactional:ébproach viewing marriage, as it does, as a
constant 5001a11zatlon process, provides a unique opportun-
1ty to look at 1nd1v1duals in their 1mmed1ate context: és
gemp§rs of a constantly changlng system of 1nt§ract1ng

v
'

personalities.
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“As the chepters in this report afe prasented, they
approximate a frame of reférence, with discussion of the
major coﬂoepts,involved. One of the reasons for this
Organization‘ﬁas the hope that the report might-constitute
a guide for_fufure»stﬁdents who may wish to work in the

general area of marital interaction.




THAPTER II

' THE INTERACTIONAL APPROACH
70 THE STUDY OF MARRIAGE

There are, perhaps, as many definitions of the word
'theory' as theré are theorists. 'Theory"can be taken to
mean a set of concepts which sensitizes one to certain
aspects of behavipr‘or a set of laws which describe certain
phenomena. Theré are partial theories and there are "grand
theories" such as one finds in some laws of physics which
can“eXpiain most laws as well as most phenomena
(Zetterberg, 1965). According to Hearn (1958), theory is
an internally ¢5nsistent body of verified hypotheses, the
assumption beihg that verification is-provisional rather
than absolute.

Theory'is important in any field because it explains
phenomena. Cqécépts, the elements of theory, define what
‘isﬂto be Obéef#ed. However, it is only when concepts are
integratéd iﬁtova logical ‘scheme that theory emerges. If
one -is to~study marriage_from tﬁe interactional approach,
to tést.fhe:ﬁsefﬁlness of the approach for understanding
the complexifiés'of mar:;age, a framework is neceséary

‘(Hili aqd;§§psen; 1960);
) Siﬁ@éjfhe'interactibnist approach»has'not been
developedbintb a systematic theory of marriage, this

- chapter will review pfevious efforts to define and study

symbOlic interaction, to review the fundamental
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assumptlons underlylng the 1nteractlonal approach and to
assess whlch concepts may be useful as a way of understand-

1ng marrlage, espe01ally for. the soclal worker.

| Sd_boliC‘Intergctio

The 1nteract10nlst approach according to Hlll and
Hansen (1960), was flrst developed in sociology and social
psychology. The approach was an outgrowth of the work of
George Herbert Mead and the Unlver31ty of Chicago group of
"symbollc 1nteractlonlsts.
Aocordinglto Engllsh and Engllsh (1958) social psy-
chology is’ that branch of psychology which studles the
phenomena of social behav1or, especlally as it interacts
w1th the personal characterlstlcs of individuals. They
p01nt out that soclal psychology is actually a hybrld
“discipline that‘lnherlts from both perenﬁs (psychology and

'_eociology)‘concepts,‘daté' and'problems;

| | Before looklng at what various authors have to say

ebout 1nteract10n and symbollc 1nteract10n, the words
1nteractlon,1?'transactlon , and 'symbollc interaction'

| 'Wlll be deflned as: they ‘are used in thls report.

- A cloﬁe_relatlonshlp exists between the words
d'trensacEionV'and 'interection' and there alSouexists

~ some: tendency to use them 1nterchangeab1y. 'Transaction'

‘ ~1s taken to mean a prOCess whlch includes a two-phase,
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cyclical exchange between two individuals in which there
is constant feedback which is largely self-regulating and
self-correcting and which modifies the subsequent response
of each individual (Dewey and Bentley, 1949). 'Inter~
action' impliés the action of one person aﬁd the.response
of’anothér (Weiss and Monroe, 1959).

~ Individuals in responding to one snother may be in-

"

volved in what Mead referred to as a "conversation of

gestures". Of this Stryker (1959) states:

they come to use early stages of
another's acts as indicators of later
stages. Such gestures have meaning.
Vocal sounds can seem as gestures and
they too have meaning. This meaning of
a gesture (an early stage of an act) is
the behavior that follows it (the later
stages of the act): meaning is, by
definition, -behavior, Some gestures have
an additional property. They may mean
the same thing, imply the same set of
subsequent- behavior, to the organism which
produces this gesture and that which per-
ceives it. When this occurs, the gesture
becomes a significant symbol . . .
Language, basically, is a system of
significant symbols . . . (p. 113),

“Symboligxinteraction' means that symbols (a word or
gesture that'sﬁands for something else) in communication
(the concept Qf communication includes all those symbolic

processes-by‘Which people influence one another) (Reusch

and Bateson, 1951) are significant symbols or gestures.

According to Mead this means that:




« » the individual must know what he is
about he himself, and not merely those
who respond to hlm must be able to inter-
pret the meaningiof“his_own.gesture.
Behavioristically, this is to say.that the
biological individusal must be able. to call
out in himself the response his gesture
calls out in the other, .and then utilize
this response of the other for control of
his further conduct. Such gestures are
significant symbols . . . (p. 27).

'The calling out of the same response in both gives the
necessary Qdmmpn content for community of meaning.

It is through 1nteractlon that symbols are invented.,
Language, a mode of 1nteractlon, involves at least two
beings, a speaker and a hearer and it presupposes that both
belong to an organized group from which they have acquired
their habits of speech (Duncan, '1962).

Conventional interaction theories are derived from
the assumption that action occurring between persons is
reciprocal. vThé unit of action is the person. According
totSarbin~(l954), the general formula is that when A in-
itiates an action to B, B's response to A serves as a
Vstimulus for A and so on.

FOllOWlng this formula of interaction (which all
soclologlcal theorles seem to imply implicitly or ex-
pllCltly), 1n a marital action when a wife, for example,
asks her husband a questlon his response to her serves

as a stlmulus for her and hers for him and SO on. But

there is certalnly_moreflnvolved than simple responses
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How does each respond and why? How does each see himself?
How does each see the other? What goes into the response?
'These are some ofbthe questions which interaction theorists
seék to answer;'

Stryker (1959) indicates that as a social psychological
theory; symbdiic interaotion ig concerned first with the
vquéstibn 5f socialization, that is, how the organism
~acquires ways of behaving: the values, norms and attitudes
- of the social unité of which he is a part. Here, the focus
is othhevdevelqpment of what happens to the human over time;
Second, symbolic interaction is concerned with personality.
: Herevthg foéus ig on the organization of persistent be-
haviofipatterpg.

Kantor (f964) explains that symbolic interaction im-
plies that»fééﬁléact with reference to each other. Each
fits his conduéf f§'the conduct of others by checking what
V.they are‘dbipg of'what they mean to do. Each builds up his
own behavibf'bp'the basis of interpretations of the be-
‘havior of oth?rsQ  Group action occurs through the mutugl
tailoring of individual lines of action. Such tailoring
assumes that.fheré are predictable forms of social inter-
actioﬁvwhioh makes social relationships possible.

‘RegafdlééSIOf’Whoserinterpretation one accepts or
refers to? it is important to define the words used by

interactionists as precisely as possible. Since the
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interactional epproach borrows, so to speak, from many
dlsclpllnes, the vocabulary 1s colorful and sometines con-
fusing. In the process of presentlng the assumptions snd
‘concepts of the theory terms will be clarlfied and éeflned
at least~as‘they are used in the context of this project.
Amcng.thosengich'will be defined, are socialization,
pérsonality; .Zcominunicetion, sy.mbols, the act, the social
act, category; p031tlon, role, self role-taklng, generalm
llzed other, 51gn1f1cant other, role conflict,thinking,
,volltlon, and self-consclousness. |
1 However, before proceedlng with the assumptions and
| concepts 1t mrght be well at this point to state that the
partlclpants of thls project are in agreement with Mead's
_p051t10n as a soclal psychologlst.‘ While Mead's own
'p031t10n is "behaviorlstlc," it is a social behaviorism
(that is, ;bet:behav1or is influenced by the behaV1or of
other perSOﬁe)‘and'ﬁot'an individualistic behaviorism
'(Heed ”1934) | Mead’s is not the position of the psychol-
oglcal behav1orlst - who, by preference, studles learning
and’ motlvatlon ;n a non-social env1ronment

Accordlng to Horrls (Mead, 1934) Mead answered the
problem as how the human mind and self arise in the process
of conduct 1n blSOClal terms.

Mead av01ded the extremes of both the traditional

psychologlst and soc1a1 sclentlst by an appeal to an
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ongoing social process of interacting biological organisms
within which mipd.and self arise through the internal-
ization of ﬁﬁéﬁéonvérsatidn of gestures in the form of the
‘vérbal gestupe._

*Engliéh and English (1958) point out that the term
mind ". . . has such a battered history that it can hardly
be»used,cleérly in technical writing . . ." (p. 328).

They 1iét five défihitions for the word and it is the first
definition which is most appropriate for this project. It
states that the mind is "L organirzed totality or system
of all mental Processes or psychic activities, usually of

an individual ﬁrganism . . ." (p. 323). They state that
the emphasis is ﬁpon relatedness of the phenomena; that mind
in this sense ddes not commit one to a metaphysical positicn
above the naturéﬂbf these processes and this definition may
be used by those who define psychology in terms of acts or:.
behaviors; but is more cohgenial to those who recognize a
category‘of-prOCéésés‘sugh as:feelings and cognitions; which
though related to behavior are still distinct.

| Morris~goesfoh to say that the individual act is seen
wifhin the sddial act, that psychology and sociology are
united on'a;bio;ogical basis, and social psychology is
grounded in sociéi behaviorism. It is in these terms that
Mead's theoryvbridges the gap between impulse and rational-

ity; by showing how certain biclogical organisms acquire




the capacity of self-consciousness, of abstract reasoning,
of,thinking, of purposive behavior; in other words he shows
how man afbsé from an impulsive to a rational animal.

Mead believes that the human cortex and the temporal
dimension of thé nervous system (which provides the control
of the gesture in terms of the conuequences of making it)
permits the human animal alone to pass from the level of
the conversat;on of gestures to that of the significant
languagé sympol and it is the absence of the first which

"prevent the talging birds from talking . . ." (p. xxiii).

Assumptions

All theory must have assumptions, that is to say,
judgmentsvwhich one accepts as if true, in a train of
reasoning; though they have not been proved. Stryker
(1959) listépfour assumptions upon which symbolic inter-
action'is baSed.

| (1) ' The initial assumption is that man must be
studied at his own level. Symbolic interactionists take
the positiqn that valid principles of human social psy-
' chologiqgl péhavior cannot be derived or inferred from
therstud§ éf»nqg-human forms. According to Stryker
(1959), this assertion rests on the principle of
emergence. ﬂEmergence suggests the existence of quali-

tative differences as well as quantitative continuities




among the precipitates of the evolutionary process”
(p..ll2).

If man is qualitatively different from other_apimal
fofms,‘ihisome reSpects, it follows that principles
derived from otheriforms cannot completely accqunt for his
béhavior. |

(2) A second assumption is that symbdlic interaction
begins its analjéigipf society with the social act. Inter-
action is its basic‘unit of observation and from that action
both society gnd‘therself derive.

(5) A tﬂirdAassumption concerns the newborn infant.
The'assumptiéh here is thaﬁ the human infant enters life
neither social nor antisocial but with potentialities for
social deyelopment.

For purpoées of this project, ﬁhis assumption is
expanded to include the following: The infant enters life
with potentialities for development of personality or self.
By personalify;is meant "The thinking, feeling, acting
human being Wﬁo/for the most part conceives himself as an
individual séparéte from other individuals and objects.
This human ddeé not héve a pérsonality; he is a personal-
ity" (Witmer and Kotinsky, 1952, p. 3).

Personality.consists of attitudes, ideas, and habits

of the individual. The concept implies that within a
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person tendencies to act, or predispositions, exist prior to
and after the overt responses to which they give rise. Such
tendencies are éésignated as attitudes. .Personélity refers
- to these tendencies in interaction with one another. Al~
though it isuimpiied that personality develops through
learning and éXperience, the importance of biologically
~inherited traifs and characteristics is not denied.

(4) A lést assuﬁption is that the human being is an
actor as well ag'a reactor. The assumption that the human
being doesvpot'éimply/respond to stimuli occurring outside
himself 1ééds to what Stryker (1959) refers to as the
fundamentél principle of symbolic interaction: ".
the demqnd‘that the investigator see the world from the
point of view of the subject of his investigation"

(p. 112).

Major Concepts-

An assumptiop of the theory is emergence and. the
principal emergéht at thé human level is 1anguage behavior.

The staftipg‘point is with the act. The act is be-
havior,by.gpfgﬁgaﬁiSm,whichystems.from,anwimpulse requir-
ing some adjuspmgnt to relevant objects in an external
~world. In a sébiél act, the appropriate object is anofher

individual. SoCial acts involve at least two individuals

acting with reference to each other. Since acts occur over
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time they have a history. This makes possible the appear-
ance of gestures, defined as "any part of the act which
stands for, or comes to be a sign of, those parts of the

act yet to occur" (Stryker, 1959, p. 113).

Categories, Position

_Some symbols, called categories, represent general-
izations of behgvior toward objects. To apply a class
term to a number of objects or to signify that for certain
purposes, different things are to be treated as the same
kind éf thing is to categorize (Stryker, 1959). Classi-
fication is pecéssary because life would be too confusing
if one had to respond to every object as unique. Cate-
gories are symbdls, They have meaning, are cues for, and
help organize behavior. According to Stryker (1959),
"Humans respond to a classified world, one whose salient
features are ﬁamed and placed into categories indicating
their significance for behavior" (p. 114). “

An important kind of category is one called
'position'. 'Gross, Mason and McEachern (1958) use the
term 'pos;tion' bo refer to the "location of an actor or
class of éoﬁqys in a system of social relationships”

(p. 48). Pbéitions are then socially recognized cate-
gories of actors serving to classify persons such as

father, wife, paramour, and so on.




Such categories are significant since they serve to

organize behavior toward categorized persons. By abttach-

ing a positidnydesignation to a person one is led to ex-
pect certain‘béhavior from him and in turn behave toward
nim on the basis of these expectations (Stryker, 1959).
Indeed, one cannot rgtain one's identity unless it is

validated by others.

Role, Self, Development of Self

According to Stryker (1959), "To the expectations
with regardlto behavior,attached to a position the term
'role' is given" (p. 114). In évaluating the definition

of role used by various authors, including Linton who as
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an anthropologist stressed cultural patterns, Gross, Mason

and MQEaéhérn (1958) came to the conclusion that most
definitipns of role are derived from the assumption that
individuals,behave with reference to expectations.

Under certain circumstances an actor may respond to

himself as he responds to other people, by naming, defin-

ing and ClaSSifying himself. To engage in this kind of

behavior is, abgording to Stryker (1959), to have a self.

He believes it is useful to define the self in terms of
categories one applies to himself, as a set of identifi-
cations.

Mead (1934) defines 'self' as




. something which has a develop-
ment; it is not initially there at
birth, but arises in the .process of
social experience and activity, that
is develops in the given individual
as a result of his relations to that
process as a whole and to other in-
dividuals within that process

(p. 135).

- He stressesvthat self is that which arises as an object.
“That is to say, that as one becomes aware of himself as an
»object with Speoific charaCteristics, he develops self-
cbnsciousﬁess. Because he 1s conscious of himself, he can
reflect on his experiences and control his own actions.}

Role-Taking, Géneralized Other,
S}gnificant Other and Role Confiict

‘Mead Sﬁfesses two stages in the development of the
self, thoée‘of play and the game. In play the child
assumes one role after another, of pefsons and animals
too, that havexin some way entered his life. In this way,
he assumes the attitudes of others through role-taking or
taking the role of the other. |

Stryker (1959) defines role taking as "anticipating
the respongeé Qf others implicated with one in the same
social act" (p. 115). Role-taking may involve the an—
ticipation of sbﬁe particular other, that is to»sée one's
behavior‘asltaking place in the context of a defined

system of related roles (Stryker, 195%9).




Mead stressed that role-taking develops in playing of
the game. Iﬁ fﬁe game, he pointed out that one "becomes”
all of the othérs'involved in the common activity in order
to successfully play one's own part. Here the person does
not mérely ass@ﬁe:fhe role of a specific other (as in play)
but of ggl‘pthervparticipating in the activity. In this
way he has generalized the attitude of role-taking and
taken the dftitude or role of the "generalized other."

The concépt‘of the "significant other" is also used
in symbolic intefaction theory. This concept recognizes
that not all pérsons with whom one interacts have identi-
cal or even cOmpatible perspectives. In order to proceed,
therefore, the igdividual must giye greater priority to the:
perspectiveé‘Qf;particular others. In other words, certain
others bccupy“high rank on a continuum of importance for
any given individual (Stryker, 1959).

It has been pointed out that the concept of self is
developed as the child interacts with others and moves from
one sociai situation‘to another. In the socialization
process, ﬁhe indiﬁidual learﬁs how to View and evaiuate his
behavidr and agt with péferencé‘to himself as well as to
others (St:yker, 1959). |

The iﬁdividual occupies, concurrently and through

time and at the same time, a variety of positions in sets
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of social relationships. He can do so because there is
continuity and ofganization among the behaviors of a given
individual (Stryker, 1959).

If meanihés are shared with those persons with whom
one interacts, ooﬁgruence (harmony or agreement) is likely.
When meanings are divérse among those with whom one inter-
acts, inéongfuities in eXpectations as Well as personal
disorganization may result (Stryker, 1959).

Parsonsﬁ(i95l) defines incongruities in expectations
as a role conflict. He states, "By role conflict is meant
the exposure of the actor to conflicting sets of legiti-
mized role expgctations such that complete fulfillment of
both is realistically.impossible” (p. 280). Parsons went
on to say that in order to resolve rolé conflict it may
be necessary to compromise, to sacrifice some’of both sets
of expectations, to choose an alternative and sacrifice
the other or to redefine the conflict.

Bateson;(l96l) proposed a classification of inter-
actions called"double binds' in which there is confused
eXpectation; :Uguélly an interaction will proceed accord-
ing to the expéctation or label that has been placed upon
it. Double binds oécur when a preceding contextual label
disagrees with the eventuality (Bateson).

A last set of concepts is what Stryker (1959)

describes as the "unashamed use" symbolic interaction
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makes Oflmental,concepts such as thinking, volition and
self-consciousness. These terms are defined operationally.
The internalized manipulation of language symbols is cate-
gorized as thinking. The process of selecting among
,altérnatives symﬁoiically’preseﬁted becomes volition. And,
the activity of viewing oneself from the standpoint of
others is called self-consciousness.

Which Concepts are Useful for
Understanding Marriage?

This chapter is based on the belief that the inter-
actional appro§¢h is a useful way of looking at and under-
standing marrigge, It was stated in the introduction that
concepts are eiéments of theory, they define what is to be
observed but only when they are integrated into a logical
scheme are they meaningful. Now that the concepts have
been set forth, how usefulrare they?

Using the model Hill and Hansen (1960) developed in
an interactionai;approach in family study, an interactional
conception’oﬁ.mgjriage could take these lines: The |
marriage ié a unit of ﬁwdwinteracting individuals each
occupying a’marital position(s) within thé marriage to
which a numﬂéf Qf roles arevassigned. That is, the in-
dividual peroei#és nOrms or role expéctations held by the

other as well as by himself for his attributes and
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behavior. In a given situation, the individual defines
these role exﬁéctétions primarily in view of their source
(reference groups—--this includes generalized others and
significant/dthers) and of his own self-conception. Then
he role pléys, that 1s, he performs or enacts the role.,
The marriage is étudied through analysis of overt inter-
acts (intéfaction of role playing) cast in the marital
structure. |

The approach fdouses on role and on such problems as
position and interpositibn relations, which become the
basis for autpgrity patterns and initiative taking. Every
position assﬁmes some counterposition just as every ;ole
piesumeswsomg counter-role. ‘Eor example, one cannot talk
about the behavior of husband without reference to the
position ofzthé wife and so on. The approach also focuses
on processes of communication, conflict, problem-solving,
decision making and stress reaction; and other aspects of
marifalrinteraction from dating to divorce or death.

Of special significance for the social worker is that
marriage offérs a unique opportunity to study continuing
socialization pfdcesses and personality with which symbolic

interaction .is primarily concerned.
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Summary

This chapter reviews previous efforts to explicate
symbolio interaction, defines some of the words used by
symbolic interactionists, reviews the fundamental
assumptioné underlying the interactional approach and
poihts out what in the concepts is useful as a way of

conceptualizing and understanding marriage.




CHAPTER ITI

| PERSONALITY AS A MAJOR DETERMINANT
IN MARTITAL INTERACTION"

The purpose of this chapter is first td describe the
concept of pérsonality as it has been used in the inter-
actionalrapproéch to the study of marriage. The term
personality Wiillbe defined in relation to Mead's theory
and the sociél psychological apprdach as represented by
Stryker, Bﬁrgess, Miyamoto, and Dornbusch. Second,
personality ﬁill be examined as a component bf marital
interaction,. It ié suggested that personality is a major
determinaﬁt in marital interaction andVCOmpetence in
marital iﬁteraction involves a person's capacity for
response téuthe other. The focus will be on the social
aspects di ﬁhe personality since it is not within the
scope of this phapter to do more than delineate some
basic issues ip'determining the effect of personality on
marital intefédfion; ‘Interaction_as used here refers to

.

the reciprocal activity between two persons, hence, it is
not possiblg’hdvcomprehend the action fully without some
knowledge of the persons. Personality is an essential

concern in the interactional approach.




The Problem of Definitions

Personality as a term has suffered much of the same
abuse as otﬁer words whose meaning varies with context,
tone of voice, and referent. Although 'personality' in
popular déage can denote a quality such as sex appeal,
here the basic denotation will be the persistent atti-
tudes or predispositions of an individual.

In order to understand the fterm personality from
the interactional point of view, it is necessary to
restate'Méad‘s approach to the person as seen in the
development of the concept 'self'. Mead (1934) treats
the self as %he result of the social experiences of the:
individual and adheres to the argument of the impossibil-
ity of a persohvdeveloping a self without an accumulation
and integxatidn_of social experiences. He further states
that,

The unity and structure of the com-
plete self reflects the unity and
structure of the social process as a
whole; and each.of the elementary
selves of which it 1s composed re-.
flects the unity and structure of
one of the various aspects of that
process in which the individual is
implicated. . (Mead, 1934, p.. 144).

I other words, Mead defines thevself as the intro-
chtiOn by the person of various social éxperiences

which in turn become an object not only for the person

32
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but for others. The self ig an organization of abttitudes
of individuals and groups; Mead implies that personality
arises as this organization becomes defined.

Although Mead uses personality as synonomous with
the total ofganized self, it is necessary to point out
that he emphasizes the cognitive aspect of self. He
eliminates Habits and affective qualities from consider~
ation as part?éfsthe self but leaves an opening for their
return by thebﬁse of the 'I' which becomes the initiator;
the actor,‘énd the responder. The 'I' is the original
innovating, unpredictable quality of ﬁhe person that
exists only in thé present, since the moment the 'I' acts
it hasspassed into the 'me' or the objectiVe self. The
'I' is the Vitali?ing agent and the 'me' is the structure.
"$aken togethér‘%hey constitute a personality as it appears
ih social experience" (Mead, 1934, p. 178). |

The philoSophy of George Mead continues to influence
the interacbidnal approach but it is not often made ex-
ﬁlicit. Burgess' (1926) discussion with its emphasis on the
unity of intergéting personalities, implies the self as he
presents thg ébéial image as the basic reality for study.
The social'image is defined as the conception of one's
role, which is the social reality of the personality. The

unity of interacting personalities in the family is




reminiscent of Mead's approach to the social process as a
unity.

Stryker (1959) focuses orn personality as one of two
major'cdhgerﬁs facing the interactionists. The other is
socializatioﬁ. His recognition of personality as an
arganization of persistent béhaVior batterns is'consistent
with Mead andVBurgess. However, he challenges the social
psychologist fb acdount for the existence of this ocrgani-
zation aﬁd its relationship to social processes. In |
attempting to de:ine the self, Stryker struggles with the
'I' and 'me' concepts of Mead and settles for a combination
of reflexive activity and a set of identifications.

In an early papef Miyamoto and Dornbusch (1956) empha-
size the influence of others' responsesnbn the self. Their
findings serve tb develop the interactional approach to the
personality and to indicate the complexity and importance
of.self—conééption in interaction. They found that the
relevance of the attitudé’of the other to self-conception
increases the‘mbfe the response of the other was incorpor-
rated iﬁto the organization of the self. The actual re-
sponse of the other was found to be less important than
the subject' s perceptlon of that response or his opinion
of the att;tude of others toward him.

Personality as used in the interactional approach }3

significant for social process. It is an organized
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étructure which has resulted from interaction with others.

Personality is the developed psychological organi-
zation of the individual that includes his attitudes, ideas,
and habits. Personality determines the individual's capaci-
ty for response,‘and is expressed in consistent behavior

patterns.

Personality as a Determinant

Personality is an integral parﬁ of marital inter-
action. ItsHSfructure serves to set iimits on the inter-
actioﬁ. In Levinger's (1965) terminology marital co-
hesivenéss is the product of the positive attractions with-
'in the marriage, the barriers to its dissolution, and the
absence of atfractions from other sources. When bérriers
dissolve and extramarital attractiohsbbecome more access-—
ible, the pohesiveness of a marriage depénds on the
strength of attraction‘within the relationship. Personal-
ity is a major source of attraction, and it is through
skill in the interactional process that the attraction is
maintained. The inability of one spouse to interact
positively within the limits of his own and his spouse's
personality affects the cohesiveness of the marriage. In
the United States two persons generally marry because of a
personal attr&dtion to each other and expect to find some

satisfaction through the other's ability to provide for.




personal needs. Pincus (1960) stresses the relevance of
self-fulfillment to satisfaction in marriage and states
that selféfulfillment involves the expression of the
personality of each partner. Others agree by noting that
the structure and stability of the family depend upon the
interrelationShip of the personalities of the husband and
wife (Lidz, 1963%) (Rapoport and Rapoport, 1965).

Social psychological analysis accepts personality as
expressed in patferned responses and is concerned with 1its
totality. Mowrer and Mowrer (1961) state thatrthe person-
ality of the spouse as a unity through time determines, by
its COHVergenoe with the personality of the marital partner,
the success or failure of the marriage. The fact that
specific traitsvare not considered as significant as the
personality éé;é whole again reflects the interactional
view of the self.

Perédhality contributes to the structure of the
marriage. dJust as the unity of the self reflects the whole
social,experiencé'SO does the social experience partake of
the personaii'tliéfs of the actors. Hess and Handel (1959)
state that théﬁﬁstructure of a family includes the intra-
psychic organization of its individual members" (p. 3).

Using théxpérsonality—interaction approach,
Huntington4(1958)‘Speoified that the marital relatidnﬁhip

contains three elements. These were (a) the interaction
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of the partners which included expressed needs, {(b) the
needs aroused but inhibited, and, (¢) the defensesrused to
inhibit needs. He'recognizes the complexity of inter-
action but states that interaction is more easily under-
stood through‘é:étudy of the personalities of the inter-
actors. Thé use of his concepts permité a description

of marital feléti&nships and a way of analyzing the inter-

action as it occurs.

- Competence as an Issue

Since personality plays such an integral part in
interaction it is difficult to separate one from the other.
Nevértheless,’the qualitative and quantitative aspects of
each are important to consider. In childhood the inter-
action’greatly ipfluences the development of the individu-
al persbnality.‘lin marriage, however, the personality is a
well-defined unity that greatly influences the interaction.
It may be hjpoth@sized that how the spouses respond in
marital interaction determines thg @egree of effectiveness
of the interéqtion as a means of personal satisfaction.

In this report competence in marriage is the ability
to meet one's SWﬁ needs as well as those of one's spouse.
‘Foote and Cottrell'(l955) describe six components of interm
personal comﬁetence: health, intelligence, empathy,
autonony, judgment and creativity. Their discussion focuses

on these components as capacities and abilities of the
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person essential for effective interaction. They continue
by‘defining these six components as a more complete deline~
ation of ﬂead‘s concepts with intelligence, empathy and
judgmenf‘cérrespbnding to 'me' and health, autonomy,
creativity,.corréSponding‘to I, |

The emphasis on the;components as capacities and
abilitiesﬂgéguires some attention to the developmental
aspects‘of;cdmpetenoe. If Foote and Cottrell are con-
sistent with Meédﬁfhen Capacities and abilities would change
through the'inﬁéraction process as the salf,résponded.to
the influence of the other. For example, the intelligence
componént inoludes,the capacity to symbolize experience
and to bé‘artioulate'in communication. Although the person-
ality of the aduitjis'more defined than that of the child,
change continues_to oceur through interaction. In this in-
stance a poSifive change would be increased!skill in the
use of words. o

Some recent studies have examined competence as it
occurs in the usé’of language. These are useful additions
to the interaétional approach, since verbal communication
is a significant component of interaction. 1In a paper
describinggtﬁe ConCept of verbal accessibility, Polapsky
(1965) 1linked verbal accessibility to the social situ-
ation and the persgnglity. His findings indicate that

verbal‘accessibilityfis relatively stable for individuals
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over time even though wide variations in Verbal abcessibilim
ty are found by content and social situation. Thus, verbal
accessibility‘émerges as an important aspect of the person-
ality. 1In marifal interaction verbal accessibility, as an |
enduring part of thevpersonality associated with the ﬁse of
symbols, has an essential function. ZFailure of one or the

othef of the partners to express adequately his feelings or
attifudes could éontribute to a more general failure in the
marital-interaction. Competence in this area would appear

to be critical for the marriage.

” {_--Moreover, the adequacy of expression of feelings and
Véttitudes to thé other is based on the predisposition of
the personqur self-disclosure. Jourard and Lasakow
(1958)7define self-disclosure as "the process of making the
self known to dther persons” (p. 91). Their findings indi-
cate that married persons focus self-disclosure on the
spouse. Since'the amount of self-disclosure varies amoﬁg
males, females, and individuals, differences in self-
disclosure between spouses is apt to occur. Significant
unresolved differences between the marital partners could
also inhibit the effectiveness of. the marital interaction.

‘Althoughvvéfbal accessibility remains relatively
stable,‘developient does occur in the use and understand-
ing of symbols. VygotskyFs (1962) thesis is that word

meanings develop over time. Using data from experimental
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studies he presents a conception of the relationship of
thought to word that stresses process.
The relation of thought to word is not
a thing but a process, a continual
movement back and forth from thought to
word and from word to thought. In that
process the relation of thought to word
undergoes changes which themselves may
be regarded as development in the
functional sense. (p. 125),

Vygotskyfs thesis poses an interesting question for
marital intefactionists. If word meanings do develop in
such a manner, how significant are discrepancies between
the spouses in'this development for effective interaction?

The ability to use words is critical to the personal-
ity not only in the expression of the self but also in
the development of the self. Inadequacies in the use of
words would seem to limit the individual's capacity for
response to the other by limiting his understandihg of the
full sense of the other's symbols. A person whose word
meanings had undergone limited development would not compre-

hend the richness of the more fully developed symbol of the

other.

ﬂ}‘Summarz

The interactional approach has been concerned with
personality as a major part in the interaction process

since the philosophical development of the concept 'self'
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by George Mead. In the study of the family, sccial psy-
chologists have continued to emphasize and further define
the meaning of personality, its structure and function, in
interactional terms. The overall unity of the personalit
and the resultant patterns of behavior are more pert;nent
to this approach than parficﬁlar traits. The ideas of
Mead are implicit in these later definitions. Since |
personality determines and is determined by social inter-
action, interpersonal competence emerges as a central
issue in marital interaction. Foote and Cottrell's cate—
gories of heaith, intelligence, empathy, auﬁonomy, judgmv‘
" ment and creativity emerge as capacities integral to
effective interaction. More useful to the symbolic inter»k
actionist, however, are hypotheses about the use of
language and its impact on the success or failure of the
interaction process as conceptualized by Polansky and

Vygotsky,‘f




CHAPTER IV
COMMUNICATION IN MARRIAGE

B This chapter reviews the concept of communication in
marriage as presented in recent research literature.
First, the Various definitions of‘communication and. the
definition’acoeﬁted by this project as a basis for develop-
ment are reviéﬁed. The cohcept of power as it is relsated
to communication in the marital relationship is discussed.
Finally the determinants of communication, funcﬁions of

‘communication, and the patterns of communication are

presented.

Communication Defined

"
.

Although communication as a subject for con-
templation has échistory almost as long as that of writing"
(Birdwhistéil, 1962, p. 194), it has been a focus for
scientific research, with a few notable exceptions, since
just before World.War II. There has been a steady increase
of interest in communication in several fields including
those of maffiage and fémily research, soctal work, and
psychotherapy;u Vérious disciplines, including sociology,
psychology, and éocial psychology, have studied communi-
cation. Maﬁy definitions and theories have developed.
Thayer (1963) discusses the problems of theory building

around the concept of communication pointing out that in a
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recent six year period more than 25 ". . . conceptually
différent referants", (p. 219) had been offered for this

!

term. In 1961 Cherryiwrote

the various aspects of communi-
cation, as they are studied under the
different disciplines, by no means
form a unified study; there is certain
common ground which shows promlse of
fertility, nothing more (p. 2).

The definitions of communication reported in this
chapter represéhﬁ dnly a token sample and reveal consider-
able conééptual differences. These definitions are
offered as a first step toward analyzing the importance of
communication in the marital relationship, the primary
concern of this chaptér.

Cherry (1961) described communication as ".
essentially a‘sdcial,affair” (p. 3), and offered a broad
definition as’

» » .« the establishment of a social
unit from individuals by the use of
language or signs. The sharing of
common sets of rules, for various
goal seeking activities (p. %03).
Blau anhd Scott (1962) have linked interaction and
communigation to
. . refer to the same processes but
to different aspects of them. The
concept of social intersction focuses

principally upon the formal character-
istics of social relation: such terms




as frequency, initiative, super-
ordination, and reciprocity indi-
cates its dimensions. The concept
of communication . . . directs
attention to the meaningful content
conveyed in the encounter, and its
characteristics are described by
such terms as flow of messages, ob-
stacles, positive and negative
reactions, and exchange (p. 336). .

Homans (1950) points out that the " . . . word communi-
cation is neither general enough in one sense nor specific
enough in another" (p; 37). People tend to think of communi-
as a process taking.place only through words. Homans in-
‘cludes both verﬁélyand nonverbal communication under inter-
action. He states that communication . |

. « . hay mean the content of the
message, signal or 'communication'.
being transmitted, or the process.
of transmission itself, as when
people speak. of. 'methods of com- .
munication', or ‘to the sheer fact,
aside from content or process of

transmission, that one person has
communicated with another. (p. 37).

‘Schachter (1960) succintly defines the term:
e o s communicéfion, the process of one person talking %o
gnother; as“#hé'meqhggismvof induction, i.e., the means
‘by which influence is exerted" (p. 275); o

Virginié Sétir (1964) indicates that communication
"can mean ihteradtion or transaction" and that it gener-~

ally refers to both verbal and nonverbal behavior within
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a social context. "Communication also includes all those
symbols and cluesg used by persons in giving and receiving
ﬁééﬁing" (p. 63). : | i

Verbal, nonverbal, and a combination of both are medes
of communicatién throughout life (Ehrenwald, 1963, c).
Communication can be viewed as a " . . . dynamic prbcess in
a totally integrated individual with expressive activity
observable in his overt behavior" (Barbafa, 1963, p. 166).
Cbﬁmunicationrcan be healthy or not. "People are always
in the process of communication--speaking, gesfures, how
we move, how we dress, a sense of touch, and all those
other ways of'expressing one's self" (Barbarg, 1965,

p. 167). |

Mead (1934) made some important observations about
communication. He pointed out that ideal communication
occurs when "the individual would affect himself as he
affects othérs in every way" (p. 327).

Bonner”61953) expressed a similar thought when he
stated that communication is mgre than the transmission
of abstraot:iaéés but is also " . . . the act of putting
oneself in‘thehplace of another person's attitude, where-
in the symbol thét affects another affects the individual
himself in the same manner" (p. 69). |

Karlsson (1963) in speaking specifically of coﬁmuni»

cation in marriage states that this is not primarily one of
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transmission of symbols but ". . . rather a problem cof
transmitting in some cases certain items of information,
namely characteriStics of role-expectations, intentions,
feelings of 1oVe and respect, etc., and in other cases not
transmitting them" (p. 38). |

Ruesch and Bateson (1951), whose definition of com-
municatioh'is referred to in Chapter IT, state

.o oommunicatign does not refer to
verbal, explicit and intentional
transmission of messages alone; as
used in our sense, the concept of com-
munication would include all those
processes by which people influence one
another (p. 5 & 6).

Communicafion has been described in broad as well as
narrow concepts. It has been used by:some interchangeably
with interactién. It has been describéd as the contenﬁ of
the message or signal being transmitted. Communication
has also been described as ". . . the act of putting one-
self in the.place of another person's attitude" so that
".‘. . the symbol that‘affects another affects the indivi-
dual himself and in the same manner" (Bonner, 1953, p. 69).
For the pﬁrpose?of this writing, Ruesch and Bateson's
definition of communication will be used. Witﬁin this
framework, communication will be described as a single

act. For example, when A makes a statement to B, the

process produces change in A and in B. Communication is
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that part ofrthe total process of interaction which has
been described by HUntingten (1958) as ". . . the way the
actions of'eeeh persen repeatedly influence those of the
other in ah.unfoldihg sequence” (p. #5). Ruesch and
Batesonfs defihition'seems‘fitting for the purpose of this
project since 1t 1ncludes all forms of communlcatlon and

also prov1des the p0851b111ty of analyz1ng change.

‘Levels of Communication

Ruesch and ﬁateson (1951) discussed four levelé or
netWOrks of commﬁhioatioh which can influence any relation—
ship,‘ihcludiné that’of'maffiagé. These ievels arefIntfa—b
persOnal”;Interpersonel Group, and Culture. |

The 1ntrapersonal communlcatlon network is
‘dlstlngulshed by a 51ng1e part1c1pant the 1nd1v1dual him-
- self, with both the origin and degtlnatlon of the messages

-located w1th1n the sphere of one organlsm. Error cor-
‘rection is dlfflcult, s1nce‘thexsystem of codification
cannot be examined direetly by morebthan one person o
- (Ruesch and Baéé'son; 1951). What the individual brings to
marriage‘ie et‘leest pertialiyvdetermined'by hislinnef‘
communlcatlon sySUem."‘ | | | |

Interpersonal communlcatlon, one to one, 1is charac—;
terized; by an exchange of recelv1ng, transmitting, and |
' evaluatlng messages. Correotlon of information is

p0881ble since both the'orlgln ahd destination of the
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 message,may be knoﬁn to the séndér and‘receiver. This per-
mits informatioﬁ.items'as they are transmitted and received
to complement each 6thef, ", . . but the cdmplementaﬁion'is
nevef‘éompleté.'. . « The human individual can neVef’pérn
ceive himselfbperféctly'in relation to others" (Ruesch and
Bateson, 1951, p. 280). This assumption is important in
the marriage}relatiohshipparticularly in the perception
of onefs'own'role and thé roié‘of the partner.
Group_network commﬁnication is characterized in two

" or primarily as a

ways: first, by "one person to many,
one-way flow of.messages from the center to the periphery;
or one more active in transmission with many concerned with

" or a one-way

receiving@,‘Sécoﬁd,.by ”ményrpersonS'to one,
flow of meséages téwéfd the center (Ruesch and Bateson,
1951); " The marital relationéhipvbén;thué be influenced by
otherS'outside_ﬁhe_marital'pair-ékin, friends, employer-
employee, fe;;ow éﬁpioyees,jand all other groups. How this
‘influendé'éf?eofs the marital pair will in turn affect
their own dommuhication syétem and roles. |

The fourtﬁ‘commupication network, cultural is also an
‘ important cbmmﬁnicatioﬁ influence to the two persons who
constitute a given marriage. Thié network is described as
‘ﬁhe ”unperceived system."' Thé individual does not récog~
nize the source or destihétion of messages with both source

and destination unknown. The communication moves from
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"many tokmany;" People are often uﬁawape of being either
receivers or senders of messages. "Eather the messageé_
seem to be an uﬁstated déécription of their way of living"
(Ruesch and Bateson, 1951, p.281l-2). From this cultural
network come mességes about symbolization, language, ethics,
tradition, CEild rearing practices, trade customs, cere-
monies, and,theoriés,of‘man's relationship to the universe
and to his fellow_man. All of these cultural componentsz‘
are communiéated to eachkpefson in whatever culture he may
originate and live. All influence the individual's person-
ality‘and to a considerable degree determine the elements
which he brings tO»any relationship including that of
marriage. | |

Lidz (1963) wfites about language aslone of the impor-
tant means Of‘Qommuhication,‘pointiﬁg out that ". . .
lénguége}is aﬁhinherent bart'of ﬁhe culture and in itself
fbrmé'a'major déterminant of’how a person thinks" (p. 79).
‘He adds thaﬁ language " . s pefﬁits“and deiimits the way
in which one thinks‘sé coﬁpletély, that‘ohe can scarcely
grasp that persons‘raisedlin other cultures have very
different,'but equally valid ways of experiéncing and of
thinking according to Ofﬁér7systems of logic" (p; 79).
Lidz, in his statément,_has'added a dimensioﬁ to Ruesch and

Bateson's pbsition as stated above,
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Power

Communication is the expre831on of power, Blau (1964)
describes power as the ablllty of an individual to get what ’
he wants without hav1ng to modify his own conduct. This
definition, because it is comprehensive, W1ll be usged in

this chapter, |

| Briar (1964) points outwthat each family has to solve
the prbblem of authority and power with many patterns
developing. The more pOWerfui members of a family set the
style and ". ., . predominate'in the pattern of interactioné“
(Murrell and Stachoﬁiak, 1965, p. 17). The power is usually
intefpersonalvand comes from “, . » alliances and deals,

and certainty of power" (p. 1704 The individual in the
'family holding the most power'is the person who can award
favors, withhold recognition, and offer criticism or re-
jection;

Heer (1963%) lists five possible‘bases of family power:

(1) external social control, (2) the
prior internalization of norms, (3)
discrepancy between actual return and
return expected under an alternative
to the existing marriage or family,

(4) relative competence, (5) relative

involvement (p. 139)
|

3
!

Since the amount of power determines authority in

decision making, power is a relevant factor in pattern

formation as the rules for inﬁeraction are established
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between the marital pair. Power, as a coatrol factor,
exists to the degree that ". . . it is perceived or
accepted by those to whom it is directed” (Yeiaja, 1965,
p. 516). o

Function of Communication

The functions of communication described by various
authors véfy almost as widely‘as do the definitions of
communicatioﬁ itself. The functions of communication
include the maintenaﬁce‘of’everyday relationships between
individuals, groups, and nationsL Communication machinery
is utilizediin;making décisions.,iCommunication is also
the instrument for ". . . sbcialiZing new members of
‘Society". (Schramm, 1963, p. 13-15). Communication is com-
ing to know oufselves'through others' résponsesvto}us.
Commﬁpication cén also be the means of suppljing entertain~
ment. R

Communication maintains everyday relationships between
individuals,'grdups,and nations by engineering change and
keeping strain at a tolerable level. It also satisfies the
basic need for humans ". . , to get*cidse'to one another"
(Polahsky, 1965, p. 1), through the channel of the spoken
word. Schrammv(l965) also expresses this thought when he

says that we need communication




. » . simply to maintain the every
day relationships of human beings
who must live in proximity and must
adjust to each other's needs and
quirks and maintain a remarkably
efficient and rewardlng existence

(p. 15)

The above Statements are adaptable.to the marital
relatlonshlp in descrlblng the essentlal functlon of com-
- munication between husband and_w1fe. "A great part of
the daily interection of;marriage*partners is talk or
other forms of communication" (Folsom, 1958, p. 113)

Communlcatlon is an essential tool of decision
maklng. To‘reaoh a decision it is necessary to perceive
incomihgﬁsighais;Tto'eva1uatef". « » Which involves
memory and‘the’retention~of~past experiences" (Ruesch
and Kees,;l§56;'p;eé);'end'then to‘transmit'end express
the decision and the_ihformatioh upoh which the decision
was'based..'Decision_making isra basic element of all
interpersonal and group reiatiohships.

Karlsson (1965) dlscusses soclallzatlon as trans-
mlttlng through llngulstlc communlcatlon ". . . the
frults of experience from generatlon to generation,
gradually accumuleting'aﬁd institutionalizing téchnigues
of coping with the env1ronment and for living together
that each chlld must acqulre" (p. 78). Through this
'process, the individual learns how to view and evaluate

his behavior and act with reference to himself and to
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others,

The concept of one's self is communicated to him from
~others' reebonSes (Stryker, 1959). This process, both
gradual end'continual, begins with'the eerliest mements of
life, and has major influence on the developing person-
ality, and continues through all of life'’s stages, including
that of the maritel relationship. ‘

Karlsson (1963) in considering the marital relatlon-
ship lists the functions of communication as letting the
spouse know of role expectation which in turn notifies each
marital partner of the edjustments each is required to make;
letting each spouee know trqm-the other' the feeling of love
"and tender emotiens}each’hase£0r;the other; and transmitting
feelings ofdreebecfiand admiration, Oommuniceting dissatis-
- factions enables the,other spOuse to minimize them and is a
Nprerequlsite for -all adjustment.

Entertainment to amuse and direct (Babcock, 1958),
is an important 1nf1uence whether this communication comes
through individual contemplation, or from the written or
spoken word addressed to one or to many, Entertainment can
turn one's tnodgnts»to the past, to the present, or to the
promise of’tomornOW. Sueh-cemmunication ean be very personal,

and may evoke emotional response which can influence behavior.

"Man's concept of the world is acquired through social

action and communicetion, and these acquired views are the
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foundations upon which will rest the fufure organization

of his surroundings" (Ruesch and Bateson, 1951, p. 35).
Communication may not always aohieve "ngalthy" goalSQ Com~
munication ahd interaction are processes which are vulnerv
able to diS#ortion and abuse. The next chapter déscribes

this form of dysfunction in detail.

Communication Determinants

Communication will be discussed with respect to three
general determinants of effective oommunication: person-

ality, social, and cultural factors.

Personality

Personality, the subject of'Chaptef III, is discussed
here only in relationship to communication. Ehrenwald
(1963o).points out that man's}communicative behdvior
". . . must have startedthen‘andfwhere he made his first
appearance: in‘the‘family" ’(p. ;91);» The mother-infant
relationship'begins to shape the personality of the infant,
The child's early communication.is preverbal or nonverbal,
The mother's response to the infant:plays‘a'significant
part in how the child learns to oommunioate,

Ackerman (1958) has described personality as ". . .
the product of the interaction and ﬁerging of the indi-

vidual organism‘and its environment. . . ." (p. 48)
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Mowrer and Mowrer (1961)‘write about personality
" « . in terms of the rele 6f theaindividual iﬁ'the;

- group" (p. 30) p01nt1ng out that this conception of person~
allty began in part with Willlam James' statement that the
"o ;‘1nd1v1dual has as many selves as there are pereons
whO-recognize him-and carry an 1mage of him in thelr

- minds'" (p; 365 : Personallty develops over time and with 4.
each experience from 1nfancy to adulthood.

Luckey (1964) descrlbes the marrlage relatlonshlp as
"largely depending upon f. . . what a person thinks he is and
what he thinks the other person is" (p. 136). Understandlng |
“and communicatlon are based on these perceptions, and are
factors in marltal satlsfactlon.tv“"" | ‘
| Barbara (1963) indicates that the healthier person~
ality and the.;ndividgal wlth more<awareness-1e.also the
person who ereatee the moet.aegurate map of himeelf, most
realistically seee himeelf' and"is”the person who is able to
ﬁ;';,. verballze facts, 31tuations, or. feellngs as they are
and not as they should be" (p. 173). Personality is thus
- thought of as a determinant;effcomrunication~and-providee a
,focus.fOerarper'sv(1958)v5". . .’firstgprerequisite fer
genuine eemmunicaﬁien ef‘feelings"“in‘marriage in "an
‘atmosphere of safeﬁy; The spouse . ; . must feel it safe
to say how he'or she reaily feelS”?(PéﬂlO9);f Such safety
comes from a'spouse‘s."self—confidence, se1f~reepect; and

self-love; . . . strength of ego; conception of (the mate's)




personality; . . .'prizing of forthrightness; . . e
conviétion'of»strength of (the spouse's) love . . . "
(p. 109). | | | |

In harmony with Harper's statement is*Pdiansky{s
(1965) obsérvation'that individuals with ". . . unre=-
solved pfoblems in the Schizoid spectrun" (p. 35),can
not tolerate closeness’wibh:anbther human being nor permit
_themselves to truét.'\TheSe'perSOns would not be able to
communicate-ﬁhat‘ﬁhich would threaten their persohal in-
volvement éndﬁthus wouid’not,be able to form a close
ﬁrelatiOnship‘in ﬁarriage; nér'to.communicate.adequately

‘on an interpersonal level.
Social

Wolfe andehoékA(1964) point~out'that sdcial'position
is ", . . essentially a reldtionﬁ1406nce§t,_indiéating the
person's relétionship'ﬁithfa socialfSYSfem'and>Wifh other
members of thét syste@";(p; 431), An.indiVidual can have
several séoial‘positions,Aéach*with‘a different social
Systeﬁ and with othef;’br SOmetimes,with~the same, - indi-
viduals. A person's’behaviér in-any given position will
be determinéd'by;interhalized‘influeﬁcés such as his own
background,'training, personal needs, aspiratioﬁs, and

goals as well as by forces driginating in the environment.




57

Sooial position is a determinant in communication.
Social pos1tlon prescrlbes to a considerable degree with
whom and in what manner one should oommunlcate, Communi-
‘catlon can also be affected by both internal and externsl
forces. ThlS, ‘in turn, can affect the relatlonshlp of allv
“the individuals, directly‘and‘indireotly, concerned. In
other words, a man;sfposition in a business firm will not
only serve as a clue as to how and Wiﬁh whom he communi-
cates but wili also affaCt his:wife's communication

patterns.
- Cultural

Lidz (1963) p01nts out that one of the cardinal
functlons of the famlly is M. o oW the transm1s31on of the
basic adaptive technlques of the culture to the'children”‘
(p. 112). Language has a central role in the parents

"nurturing and dlrectlng the child's lingulstlc abllltles.
Language 1Ssused_by manv".'.v. to transmit and assimilate
the instrumentalities and inStitutions of the culture”
(Lidz, 1963, p. 113) whichvman,needs foriadaptation. Man
is also ". .. dépendent4upon learning usefui'and valid |
meanings to enable hlm to be adaptable to new conditions"
(Lidz, 1963, p. 113). | |

Culture becomes a parsonal component transmltted to

‘each 1nd1v1dual from the partlcular enV1ronment and circum-

stances of his own life. For instance, words not only
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represent ". « . the culture's‘language and their shared
meanlngs” but words also take on partrcular meanlnvs
through "an lndiv1dual's 1dlosyncratlc experiences with

the symbol and with what it denotes" (lez,.l96), p. 88).

Communication Patterns: Some:Relevant Concepts

Various euﬁhors‘have_fried to conCe?tualize‘marriage
interacﬁional patterns in a number of theoretical ways.
‘,The concepﬁs used include roles, need complementarity,
homogamy, homeostaSis; end‘coheéiveness. These'concepts

w1ll be descrlbed within the framework of communlcatlon as

thls is dlscussed in the llterature.b
~Roles.

’Karlssdn'(1963) statee that’there are.two~pesitions in
marrlage w1th each spouse hav1ng his partlcular role expeo— :
tation. There are four baS1c role dlfferences in each
_marriage the husband and,hls'role and~how he sees his
wife's role, the wife and her role ‘and how she seesg the
husband's role.; Marital satlsfactlon comes from two
sources: the roles.each partner plays and the expectation
of roles of the spouse. Karlsson (1963) states that com-
munication iefa basie»process-in marriage,fand that com~
‘munication about role-expeetaﬁiens, intentions, end feel~

ings of love'andjrespect must occur. Burgess (1926)
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points out that ". . . every persbn has, with more or less
awareness, a éoncéb%ion.of his role, not only in society,
but in all the’grbups of which he is a'member.’ He has a
conceptlon ‘of his own role in the famlly and of what roles
each famlly member should have" (p. 5).

Marrlage-partners malntaln relatlonshlps outside the
marriage., These include such relationships as employer-
employee,-kin, friends, buéiness,’and”sodial agéncies;,in
fact, any occasion which brings about any form of ¢ommun;~
Cation‘betwggﬁ two 6f‘more people. Each spohse carries a
variétj of roles depending~upon ﬁhe intéraction of the
moment, ,Roles'énd role eXpectatibﬁs altéfiwith‘timé and
events. The ébiiity to modify role to méet change deter-
| mines‘the'efféétg of each crisis,: “Ihadeguété methods of
meeting change mulfiply until the_family members are unable
| to adequately satisfy the interpérsonal needs of members"

(Mirrell and Stachowiak, 1965, p. 15).

Complementaritx

Another pattern, promoted especlally by Winch (1952),
is "need complementarlty" in mate’ selectlon and marrlage.
This theory is based on the premlse that each individual
rseeks LU w1th1n his or her field of ellglbles for that
‘person who glves the greatest promlse of prov:dlng hlm or
her with maximum need gratlflcatlon" (Wlnch, p. 406).

Ktsanes (1955) explains that this theory covers at least
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two possible types of complementary patterns between married
couples: first, a theory based on the difference in the in-
tensity of identical néeds; and secpnd; a theory based on
the difference in the kind of need.

Rosow (1957) points out that most of the studies of
need complementarity theory afe limited since they do not

take into consideration the changing needs of the partners.

‘Homogamy

Homogamy can be defined as the tendency for "like to
seek like in mate choiCe." This suggests selection in the
direction ofvself image with‘simiiarity in such characv
teristics as "L biological, temperament, sociél_and
.cultural béckground,'age,'racé, ethnic group, previous
marital status, interests, religion, and_intelligence"
(Kernodle, 1959, p. 149). Cotimunication would be an es-
sential pfbbeés in'thé transmittal of these chéracter—

istics between the marital pair.

Homeostasis

Homedstasis is equated with "control theory" by
Jackson (1959;2p}.126) and is described by Meissner (1964)
as follows:‘V“Fémily behavior is perceived Of-as circular
rather than"iiﬁéar as governed by homeostatic patterns of

interaction which operate within the transaction system to
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preserve the balance of forces and needs” tp. 2%).

" Montalvo (196%) refers to communication as a means of main-
taining homeostasis in that this is used‘as the method of
feedback which can affect behavior or outcome so that the
agreed upon balance is maintained, This Can serve in
healthy as well as dysfunctional families. Titchener,

et al., (1963) points out that homeostasis is balance or
equilibrium achieved through adaptation'of family members
both as individuals and as members of the family unit.
Communication, Qrganization, contrql,and perception are

essential elements in the adaptive process.

“"Cohesiveness

Marital coheSiveﬁess or the strength of the marital
relationship can be considered as the ". . ; direct
function of the attractions within and the barriers around
mérriage, and an in&erse function of such attractions and
barriers from other relétionships" (Levinger, 1963, p. 19).
There are many'cohesive forces. Among thesé are emotional
attachments, méeting.of individual needs within the systenm,
and valuing the system of marriage it§¢lf. Disruptive
fofces are those opposite to the ones referred to as cohesive.
Both cohesive and disruptive forces can occur from within

and from outside the system. (Karlsson, 1965),
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A major factor of cohesiveness 1s the ability cf the
marital partners to communicate their thoughts, feelings,
plans, and hopes to each other. People vary in their
ability to'ébmﬁunicate. This can be true of individual
members df a:fémily as weli as individuals within a par-
ticular socio-economic culture (Komarovsky, 1964). When
communicatioh is not free, the marriage may become lessg
‘cohesive. 'The marifal partﬁers are then more likely to
look to children, relatives; friends, employment, and
other iﬁdiﬁidual‘pursuits as‘a major meansvof satis-
factioﬁ;  Iﬁ‘other wbrds,véommunication, particularly
through the spéken word allows hﬁmans, marriage partﬁers,
to "get close" (Pbiansky, 1965, p. 1).

Summarzl

Comﬁunigation, that is, the process of influence, is
a vital.partfofbthe life of eVéry indiVidﬁal. “Comﬁuni—
cation influenoes'the development of perSonality; and
éffects all;interpersonal feiationships; Communication

", to know what we are through

makes itjpossible
others' réspbﬁSeSVto us" (Stryker, 1959, p. 116). Com-
munication in‘mérriage is anvessenﬁial Quality'in develop-
ing maritalvpdtterns.f The cohesiveness of the marriage
depends.td considerable extent on the ability of the

spouses to communicate. Communication can serve not qnly

to establish "healthy" marital patterns but can also
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produce disruptive forces. The next chapter considers

this statement in some detail.ﬁ




CHAPTER V
MARITATL "INTERACTION PATTERNS

The present chapter examines what is actually happen-
ing in marriage and how some of the interactionists have
been able to identify patterns, how these were classi-
‘fied, and the interrelationship of patterns identified by
some clinicians. By pattérns is meant repetitive se-
quences of actions, somewhat automatic, which are used by
families in adaptation (Titchener et al, 1963). = Current
pétterning will be placed in context by a brief history of
some early awareness of‘group and family behavior and sone

early attempts to categorize behavior into patterns.

BEarly Recognition of BehaviOr‘Patterns

From the literature it appears that behavior patterns
in large groups weré recognized earlier than those in families.
In this respectkthe more bizarre phenomena caught the im-

agination of wriféfs. As early as 1832, J. F. K. Hecker

(1859), in Epidgmics of the;ﬁiddle Ages; attempted to show

how the individual.wgs bound'to_the group by imitation and

compassion. He déééribed many epidemics of mental disorders.
In 1841, Charles Mackey (1932) pointed out in Memoirs

of Extrgordiﬁary Popular Delusions an interesting delusion

which o¢curred during the Crusades when hundreds of

thousands of people acted on.a shared belief, irrespective
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of the groups involved with maneuvering, power struggles,
or other material gains.
In 1877, lasdgue and Falret (1964) published their

work on folie & deux. This term applies to a mental d;s~

order (usually paranoid) which occurs at the same time in
two close associlates. This happens most frequently be-
tween a parent and child, husband and wife, or two sisters.

In the 1890's family breakdowns were considered in
terms of 'intra-family' rather than in terms of 'iﬁter—
action'. What clinicians now regard as symptoms (drunken-
ness, laziness, etc.) were seen as causes, and attempts
were made:tb change the families through personal in-
fluence and pérsuasion. Diagnostic thinking then turned
to preventive measures such as social reform in housing,
working conditions, and health care (Rich, 1956).

By the 1920's social workers had become more
knowledgeable concerning social and psychological vari-
ables. Emphasis was placed on interaction within the
family folldWing Burgess' (1926) article on "The Family
as a Unity of Interacting Personalities." This article
was a cdnSciéus effort to view the unity, growth and
change of the family as a product of its interaction.

During the depression years there was a growing
awareness>of the need to identify the role of family

interaction in the family's abiliﬁy to withstand crises,
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In an effort to classify the families who could withstand
the ordeal of economic loss with the least strain, Robert
Cooley Angell (19%6) studied fifty families who had
received public assistance for a year, The families were
divided into four primary types: 1. Integrated, highly
adaptable; 2. Integrated, moderately adaptable; 3.
Integrated, unadaptable; 4. Unintegrated. By 'integrated'
Angell meant ". . . bonds of coherence and unity running
through family life, of which common interests, affection
and a sense of economic interdependence are perhaps the most
prominent" (p. 15). By 'adaptability' he meant the flexi-
bility of the family as a unit. He concluded that even a
moderate degree of adaptability would pull families with any
integration through all but the worst crises.

In a study‘of families' adjustments to crises due to
war~time separation and reunion, Reuben Hill (1949) found
that

« « o the families with good marital
adjustment made the best adjustment
to separation, the families with poor
marital adjustment made the next best
adjustment (by the closing-of-ranks
technique) and the families with fair
marital adjustment made the poorest

adjustment to separation. . . . In
the reunion we find a similar pattern

(p. 233).

Hill listed six "ingredients" for patterns which pre-

dicted .family success in adjusting, and which seem directly
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or indirectly related to interaction:

. . « the recognition of inter-
dependence of all members upon one
another, the satisfaction of play-
ing one's roles in the family what-
ever they are, the sharing of home
management duties among all members,
the flexibility of the family when
facing new situations, the adequacy
of intra-family communication, and
the opportunities for growth and
development in the family milieu

(p. 322).

Some patterns of behavior which were identified
very early have been highlighted, as well as the pro-
gression in.diagnostic thinking ofksocial workers from
intra-family causes of family breékdown through extra-
family pressures and to interaction within the family.
During the depréssion ﬁany studies attempted to discover
the effect of particular situations on a family's adjust-
‘ment. Muchvtheorizing and research continues in the area
of identification of the variables which operate in

patterns of marital and family interactioﬁ.

Framework For Understanding Interaction Patterns

Each person enters marriage with the‘hope that the
_relationship will surpass all others in intimacy and
permanence. Each brings‘personality traits and other
determinants which affect the capacity for adjusting or

coping. These determinants may be thought of as
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resources which one brings to the marriage. They include
many things which each has incorporated into his 'self,'
such as pattern of the like-sex parent, psycho-social
defenses, expeétations, ethnic background, religion and
depth of comﬁitment, constitutional factors, and social
class. Marriage, in reality, becomes a fitting together of
the two personalities and other determinants brought to the
marriage. |

Conceptualization of some variables which operate in
marital interaction have been‘discussed in previous
chapters. The differénce in the use of each variable deter-
mines the type of interaction pattern‘which develops. The
pattern may be functional, which méaﬁs that there is an
effective means of problem-solving, or dysfuﬁctional, which
indicates an ineffective means of problem;solving.

interaction is more easily understood and analyzed
within a framewbrk. Such a framework developed by Hess and
Handel (1959) considers fiﬁe basic processes in a family.
These involve individual effort and, at the same time, con-
siderahle interaction between family members., All five
processes seem relevant for even the most laissez—faire
family or marriagevand form a framework of patterns toward
which families Strive either consciously or unconsciously.

They are:




1. "Establishing a pattern of separateness and
connectedness., "

2. "Establishing a satisfactory congruence of
images through the exchange of suitable
testimony."

3. "Evolving modes of interaction into central
family concerns or themes."

4, "Establishing the boundaries of the family's

world of experience."
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5. "Dealing with significant biosocial issues of

family life, as in the family's disposition

to evolve definitions of male and female and

of older and younger" (p. 4).

In analyzing the interaction of five '"typical' families,

Hess and Handel considered that perfdrmance in these

processes gave‘Shape to the families' lives.

A description of the way a marital interaction pattern

is formed can be better understood by considering the

striving toward separateness and connectedness that is in-

volved. Inkthe beginning stages of a marriage, there is

exploration of the new roles of husband and wife and
they fit together} Each partner expects to have his
vidual'needs met and these expectations are extended
the interaction which ensues. Each partner attempts

understand fhe other and to establish some consensus

how
indi-
into
to

in

the idealized‘iworld of their own' which is in the making.

In striving for connectedness, however, one or both

is faced with a threat to his aatonomy. The concept

of

consensus may be modified because of role strain, and a




decision concerning the amount of separabteness and con-
nectedness in the marriage is made by the partner with the
most power. In other areés of the marriage the same vari-
ables operate‘in the interaction process. Through repe-
tition interaction patterns eventually evolve.

The concepts of 'separateness' and 'connectedness'
have subjective meanings to each individual, and each
couple develops its own patﬁerns in its own manner. In
observing many marriages it seems apparent that patterns
resulting from'this particular‘process range the whole con-
tinuum from emotional relaxation and creativity on +the
functional end to autistic or psychotic Behavior on the

dysfunctional end (Hess and Handel, 1959). o
| In this framework the five processes are not discrete;
'each is carried on simulténeously with the others. The
myriad ways of accomplishing them complicate the identifi-~

cation of resulting interaction patterns in a marriage.

Marital Interaction Patterns

Most of the literature concerning patterns of marital
interaction comés from clinicians, psychotherapists, and
others who base their pattern classifications on experi-
ence and knowledge gained from direct contact with people
who have marriage problems. They have analyzed and or-

ganized their findings in order to have some way of
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looking at and working with what is happening in a marriage.
Organization of experience into patterns provides a basis
for actual diagnosis and treatment. For this reasocon, empha-
sis on dysfunctional patterning has taken priority over the
functional in the literature,

Patterns are identified in broad and general terms.
They are only descriptive, as it is extremely difficult to
grasp the large number of variables and at the same‘time
evaluate the use a marital couple makes of these variables
in their own pattern. Clinicians need to examine the
procesévof interaction as a whole in order to focus on par-

ticular areas of conflict.

Determinants of Disturbance in Marriage

Some authors use their own particularvcriteria in
determining when a marriage is disturbed, before identify-
ing the dysfunctional pattern of interaction, Sarwer-

Foner (1963) finds that

One of the major determinants of a
reasonable, versus an unreasonable
‘marriage, is the amount of mutual
criticism and derogation with which
the marital partners assault each
other. Without this mutual
destructiveness and with mutual
support for the partner's de-
fenses-~the marriage remains
relatively stable despite gross
pathologic traits (p. 38).
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Mathews and Mihanovich (1963) suggest that empirically

. « « the two most important areas of
disturbance in unhappy marriages con-
cern the fulfillment of each other's
needs and the kind of interaction
which prevails between the spouses

if basic needs are not satisfied

(p. 304).
Ackerman (1958) says that maritalhdisorders are demonstrated
clinically as ". .. (1) failure of feciprocity}of satisw~
factions and (2) conflict" (p. 154).

Other writers distinguish between function end dys-
function in marital interaction from the point of view of
homeostasis, equilibrium, or balance. Montal#o's (1963)
"homeostatic transactions" in dysfunctional families
". . . are fruly adaptive in their-operation, but . . .
the 'sameness' that they try‘to maintain is that which
has been established, rather than the transaction that
will allow them to grow" (p. 116). The Spiegel-
Kluckhohn transactional approach, as it is discussed
by Spiegel and Bell (1959), differentiates 'sick' from
'well' families by their handling of role and value con-
flicts. In 'sick' families a too rapid attempt to change
too many values results in ". . . a disequilibrium in
their relations with each other, with their children,

with relatives, and others" (p. 140). They find, how~

ever, that
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There is . . « no sharp dichotomy
between the ‘'sick' and the 'well’
families. 'Sick' families have
some areas of adequate conflict
resolution, and 'well' families
have some areas of pathological
equilipbraium. . . . all families
are involved to some extent in
neurotic interaction, and all
family members in both groups
show mixtures of neurotic and
healthy personality mechanisms
(p. 141). :

Ackerman (1958) states succintly that "Effective adap-
tation requires a févorable balance between‘the need to
protect sameness and continuity and the need to accommo-

date to change" (p. 85).

Ehrenwald's Patterns

Jan Ehrenwald (1963a) identified five major patterns
of interaction. He developed these from a study using

An Inventory of Traits and Attitudes "contained in a broad

spectrum of more or less habituyal ways of relating"
(1963b, p. 121) which were observed in members of family
groups. The pattepns range from functional interaction,
in what could be cbnsidered a well-adjusted family or
marriage, to dysfunctional interaction, to the point of
breakdown, failure, or psychosis. The patterﬁs start at
the functional end of the continuum and extend to the dys=—
functional: (1) Sharing, characterized by a giving-
supportive-affectionate relationship; (2) Contagion,

described as "a sharing of sick, neurotic or other
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intérpersonal attitudes" (Ehrenwald, 1963%a, p. 12); (3)
Complementary; including the sadomasochistic, dominsnt-
submissive, controlling-compliant relationships; (4)
Rebellion and resistance, used in response to con-
trolling, domineering or rigid authoritarian attitudes
in families; (5) Incompatibility, where there are
practically no functidhal interrelationships (Bhrenwald,
1963a). |

Ehrenwald (1963b) considers contagion to be the
". . . maladaptive counterpart to patterns of sharing"
(p. 126). He found in the study of one family that this
pattern was responsible for the spread of neurotic dis-
turbanceg both'horizontally and vertically through
several/generations. Contagion was identified és a
pattern in Qbéessive-compulsive families and those with
psychopathology such as alcoholism, delinquency, homo-
gexuality, and incest. He conéluded that it was not the
nosological entity which was transmitted but the patterns
of interpersqnal relationships.

In identifying major patterns of family or marital
interactibn,iEhrenwald uses psychological rather than
interactional terms. An example of the pattern of con-
tagion defined in interactional terms seems, however, to

indicate a meaning similar to Ehrenwald's definition:
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. social interaction in which
a recipient's behavior changes to
become more like that of another
person, and where this change has
occurred in a social interaction
in which the initiator (other
person) has not communicated
intent to influence the be-
havior of the recipient

(Grosser, Polansky, &

Lippitt, 1951, p. 115).

Mittleman's Neurotic Complementary Patterns

Bela Mittleman (1956) classified the dynamics of

neurotlc interrelations into five complementary patterns:

‘ ‘(l)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Sado-masochigtic.

", . . emotional detachment on the part of
one partner (usually the man) with an in-
tense, open demand for love on the part of
the other (usually the woman)" (p. 82).

" . mutual attempt at domination, coupled
with a violent defense" (p. 83).

"Neurotic illness with a plea of helpless-
ness on the part of one mate and an attempt
at extreme considerateness on the part of
the other . . ." (p...83).

", . a syndrome where periods of helpless-
ness and suffering are followed by periods of
intense self-assertion on the part of one mate,
and periods of shouldering respon51b111ty
followed by a disappointed desire for love and
support on the part of the other" (p. 84).

Mittleman (1956) stresses the tendency of couples to

n
a

complement each other in such a way as to per-

petuate their pathological reactions through an intra-

Vpsychic vicious circle of reactions" (p. 87).
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Although Mittleman's patterns generally can be included
in or are comparable to Eﬁrenwald's complementary patterns,
pattern two, "emotional detachment" coupled with a "demand
for love", and paﬁtern thﬁee, "mutual attempt atfdomination”,
‘might be conSidergd as rebellion and resistance or varying
degrees of inc@mpétibility, depending on the amount of con-

flict present.l

"Marital Schism" and "Marital Skew"

In families with,schizophrenic patients, the Lidz
group (Lidz et al., 1957) found "marital schismﬁ and
.’"mérital skéw"‘in'family interaction. Schism is dis-
tinguished by parents' threats to separate, coercion,
recrimination, and deroéaﬁion; in skew, family relation-
ships center around‘a domiﬁant parent's pathology ". . .
accepted or shared by the other" (p. 248). Schism is
akin to Ehrenwald's rebellion and resistance pattern, or,
again, to a degree of incompatibility. Skew is similar

to the pattérn of contagion. -

"Berne's 'Games'

Eric Berne (1961) is among those who are developing
apparently new methods of psychotherapy described in
interactional rather than personality terms. In his

structural analysis, which is close to traditional
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psychiatry, Berne identifies three ego states in each person,
- Parent, Adglt{ and Child, any one of which may be used as a
base for iﬁtegaction. The 'Gameé' identified in'transaction«
al analysis are patterns of transaction or interaction be-
tween individﬁéis who are in one or another of the ego
states,‘involviné hidden or ulterior motives or mansuvers

for personal'gain.' The 'Games' used in marriages and the

way in which they are played determine the degree of dys-
function in any marital interaction. A common marital

'Game' is called "If It Weren't For You" (p. 101), by which

a partner can gain control of the marriage and protection

against having personal inadequacies or problems revealed.

Haley's Communicative Behavior Patterns

Jay Héley;(l963) defines an interpersonal relationship
as ". ; . én‘exchange!of communicative behavior between
two or more people" (p. 5). . This type of behavior can be
observed as opposed to individual processes which must be
inferred; théféfdre, the emphasis is on the relationship,
not the individual. All relationships are defined and
controlled by communicative behavior, which Haley has
classified into. three broad pattern groups: symmetrical,
compleméntary, and metacomplementary. In the symmetr;cal
pattern twd:people exchaﬁge the same type of behavior, .

striving for equality, which can become competitive. The
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complementary pattern includes different tvpes of behavior
on a superior—inferiér.basis. Manéuvering for control of
the relafionship is metacomplementary; Haley defines a
pathological rélationship as one in which one perscn tries
to gain control while denying that he is doing so. The
type of communication used in this maneuver is btermed a
'Paradox'.

Haley, a communication:Ganalyst, developed his ideas
from the work of the research group who explored the
nature of communication and developed the concept of the
"double bind" (similar to Haley's Paradox) in relation to
schizophrenia. After noting the lag in the developmenf
of terminology other than that used to describe the indi-
vidual, Haley predicts that ". . . the ultimate deséfiption
of relationships wiiiAge iﬁfterms'ofnﬁattérns of communi-

cation in a theory of circular systems" (p. 4). -

© Some Comments on Patterns

Marital interaction pafterns have been identified
independently %y a number of clinicians. General simi-
" larities in some of the patterns‘support the assumption
that these patterns are valid. Some pattefns*are de-
scribed in terms of the personality, others in termi-
nology descriptiﬁe of ihteraction. By remembering ithat

the process of marital interaction involves and occurs
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between two personalities it is possible to see thraugh the
confusion caused by different terminoclogy to the similar
elements. Patterns of 'interrelationship' or of 'family
relationships' imply interaction, and these elements in
patterns'aré apparent, regardless of how they are»de-
scribed. f i

Few functiqna; interaction patterns are identified.
Emphasis has been placed on dysfunctional patterns because
of the need for knowledge in treating disturbed marriages.
- It would be of value for practitioners to know what
functional interaction patterns are, not only for com-
éarison with the dysfunctional but also as guides in help-
ing oQﬁples‘modifyﬁtheir own interaction patterns.

Complementapy.patterns seem to be the mostlgenerally
.noted. Thbse deécribed in the literature are predominght«
ly dysfunctionél because of the clinicians' experience in
problem areas of marital interaction. Complementarj
patterns, howgver,‘can élso be functional, where the ex-
pectations anqbneeds of each partner are satisfiéd by the
other. Even in marriages where there is neuroticism-o£~a
degree of.pathol;gy in one or both partners a complementary
pattern of interaction can make the marriage stable.

Mittlemén'(i956) and the Lidz group (Lidz'gg_gk,.1957)
are among fhose who have identified patterns concentraﬁéﬁ

on certain types of interaction. Others, including
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Ehrenwald (1963), Berne (1961), and Haley (1963), have
taken a broad approach to interaction in classifying
patterns ranging from fuﬁctional to dysfunctional. Each_
uses a different ﬁethod of viewing interaction:
Ehrenwald uses the effect of personality traits and atti-
tudes on family relationships, Berne employs a combin&?ion
of psychoanalysis and methods of communicating, and Haley
uses 'communicative behavior.' The similarities in patterns,
as noted, are apparent. |

There is‘no generally accepted set of criteria used
to develop the Classifiéation of interaction patterns.
That so many have identified complementary pétterns, for
instance, doeéfnot seem to be coincidental, but whether or
not the criteria or methods used are essentially the same
is unknown.'kConcepts qoncerning interaction patterns ghdw
criteria used in classification need to be compared and |
evaluated for common factors. The development of a common
interactiohal language would facilitate the identification
and acceptance of theée criteria. |

The interreiationship of communication and inter-
action, or communication aé.interaotion, does not seem to
‘be recognized in some pattefn clasgifications. Those of
Ehrenwald (1963) and Mittleman (1956) appear to be based
on the behavior or attitudés of couples or families as

they affect interaction. Berne (1961) in his 'Games' and
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particularly Haley (1963) consider communication as an
integral part of interaction, as is noted in some defi-
nitions in Chapter IV. The 'communicative behavior'
described'by'ﬂéley has the advantage of being observable
rather than ihférential and may prove valuable in ressarch
as a means of adding to knowledge about pattern formation.
h In spite df what has not been done and what needs to
be done, patterns classified from clinical experience are
valuable. Hess and Handel (1959) support the necessity

for an alliance between experience and conceptualization:

Casge studies have a particular useful-
ness when they deal with problems at
the forward edge of an area of investi-
gation. They make it possible to
illustrate in detail the referents of
new concepts and to think about their
ramifications., . , . Formal definitions
of concepts seldom suffice to locate
them appropriately; indeed such defi-
nitions often are possible, not to say
fruitful, only after prolonged
acquaintance with the phenomena from
which they issue. A group of cases
serves to keep concepts closely re-
lated to the events we wish to ’
understand (p. v, vi).

Summary

- The classification of marital interaction patterns
is comparatively recent, as is the interactional approach.

Knowledge of this approach and of patterns is as useful




for social workers as it is for clinicians, and its use
in practice gives an additional dimension to therapy for
marital partners who have problems in the area of inter-

personal relationships.'




CHAPTER VI

SOME MEASUREMENT ISSUES
FOR MARITAL INTERACTION STUDIES

Empirical studies of marital intéraotion are under-
taken to determine its dimensions or to validate some
hypothesis about 1t. Two methods frequently used in
recent studies are direct observation of marital inter-
action in a laboratory setting and analysis of reports
obtéined from marital partners. This section of the
report will discuss the usefulness of a general style
of inquiry, bﬁt no attémpt will be‘made to evaluate

individual studies.’

Problems of Measurement

Measurement of marital interaction shares all the
problems of other studies of behavior. Selltiz et al

(1960) summarize by saying:

Whatever the purpose . . . four broad
uestions confront the investigator:
%l) What should be observed? %2) ‘
How should observations be recorded?
(3) What procedures should be used
to try to assure the accuracy of ob-
servation? (4) What relationship
should exist between the observer
and the observed, and how can such a
relationship be established (p. 205).

To add to the problems, a large propertion of marital

interaction is private and personal.
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A form of marital activity which is most readily
available for recording and subsequent analysis is verbal
interaction. Several authors suggest why it is worthy
of study. Stryker (1959) feels that language is a
peculiarly human emergent. As such it reflects how
society structures its environment. Ruesch and Bateson
(1951) assert that communication, which is necessary for
a person to know himself or to know about relationships,
is dependent on well-defined symbols among which language
is the most important. Satir (1964) underlines the neces-
sity of communication for marital interaction.

Whenever a person communicates he is
not only making a statement, he is
also asking scmething of the receiver
o « o The receiver, in turn, must
respond, because people cannot not
communicate. Even if the receiver
remains silent, he is still communi-
cating (p. 78).

Polansky (1965) believes that verbal communication
has high value in human relationships.

My own feeling is that just as sub-
human anthropoids can proceed so
far, and no farther by means of pre-
linguistic thinking, so in therapy

patients can move only so far by
nonverbal methods (p. 44).

Direct Measurement of Marital Interaction

Direct measurements are concerned with observing




and describing actions. In order to observe marital
interaction investigators present a husband and wife

with some task on which they are requested to work
together. This both initiates activity and limits its
extent. The task muét be one that seems important to
both partners and one which gives both partners’équal
opportﬁnity for participation. The conditions under
which this’activity takes place can be more easily con-
trolled in a laboratory setting than in the home environ-
ment. | |

The great advantage of direct observation is the
chance to record action as it happens. People's reports
of what they do are often inaccurate. This is shown in
the Kenkel and Hoffman (1956) study where participants'
reports about their actions in a test situation did not
correlate highly with what they actually did.

Direct observation can note actions other than
verbal exchanges. People are probably less likely to
distort their actions than their reports about actions.
The limitations imposed by a test situation give a good
basis for comparison between couples on performances.
This means that each couple is presented with the same
task and that observations are made and interpreted in\
the same way each time.

There are some disadvantages to direct observation
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of marital interaotion in a test situation. The duration of
the action is limited to a short time, and the observed
action may not be representative of a spontaneous, un-
structured situation. |

Haley (1964) felt that family or marital interaction
could best be evaluated by direct observation. This avoids
the distortions of participant perceptions. He recognized
the difficulties in interpretation of unstructured family
activity in the natural home setting and alsc the possible
bias a structuréd, laboratory setting introduced. He
chose conversational interchanges as the most normal means
of communication. Family groups of father, mothér, and
one child were given fairly neutral questions to discuss
on which presumably each member would have equal right to
speak., The sequence of responses -- which person spoke
following which other -- was recorded mechanically through
separate microphones for each individual. The resulting
patterns were compared to completely random response
patterns. The author concluded that a family comprises
an organization becausé patterns of response differed
significantly from randomness. The degrees to which
families differ could be compared, and families in which
no member was receiving psychiatric treatment were found
to respond in a more nearly random manner. Haley sug-

gested that such randomness of response indicated greater
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flexibility in communication.

Though Parsons and Bales (1955) did not report origi-
nal studies of marital interaction, the inferences they
drew from work with small groups and in particular the
classification developed for categorizing action (Parsons,
Bales, and Shils, 1953) have had far-reaching influence.
They saw all human interactions as partaking in varying
degrees of instrumental Qualities (task accomplishing or
task.deterring) and expressive qualities (promoting
pleasant or unpleasant sentimenﬁs)¢ They defined the
nuclear family as a specialized subsystem of =a Qulture
with charaCteristics such as role fulfillment by indi-
vidual members, similar to small groups.  They hypéthew
sized that husbands tend to specialize in instrumental
activities;and wives in‘expressive activities (Parsons
and Bales;§l955).

Strodbeck (1951) devised a test situation where the
interaction of husbands and wives could be studied |
directly. The couple was presented various situations
with which they were equally familiar and asked to register
opinions separately. They then compared théif answers
and were required to decide on a mutually agreeable re-
sponse for each question. Measurement was made of the
number and direction of reconciliations as an index of

each partner's influence. An observer also utilized the
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"Bales' system (Parsons, Bales, and Shils, 1953%) to cate~
gorize the types of actions employed in reaching a
decision.

Goodrich and Boomer (1963) set up a test of how
husbands and wives reach agreement using charts of color
gradationé."Dgliberate variations in the numbering §n
individual charts created confusion. The observed inter-
action waSICategorized along lines of invdlvement, ac-
complishment‘of the task, and maintenance of esteem.

Loveland, Wynne, and Singer (1963) devised a more
complicated test situation in which areas of agreement
must be reached, They included a child with the married
couple in a family Rorschach. After previqusiy compiet-
ing individual Rorschachs, family members were asked to
find areas of agreement on ink blot interpfetations. An
observer‘behind a one-Way screen described nonverbal
actions and reéorded éommentg on the total actions. Con-
versation was tape recorded.

 Elbert gﬁ al (1964) suggested a plan for studying
family interaction’which elaborates on the family
Rorschach. ‘Tp#@licit projective material they employed a
series of pictﬁre cards with concrete family situations.
These were viewed'by individual family members and then
discussed in:a group. The family also discussed six

questions ranging from very neutral subjects to very




loaded subjects such as description of a family fight.
There was one nonverbal task -- the duplication of a
wooden model. All actions were recorded by a councealed
Oobserver.

Kenkel and Hoffman (1956) and Kenkel (1959, 1961)
engaged couples in reaching a decision about spending a
sum of money. They felt that this task was sufficiently
interesting and familiar to elicit representative inter-
éction. In addition they varied the sex of the observer,
obtained information on values held by the marital
partners, and had the participants record their per-
ceptions of their own activities in the test situation.
The tasks were éarried on in the presence of an observer

who recorded actions using Bales' categories.

Indirect Measurement of Marital Interaction

Indirect measurement of marital interaction is con-
cerned with how the situation appears to the participant.
It is dependent on self-report by the participant. This
report is verbal and makes use of either interview,
questionnaire or projective material.

This method of observation has the advaﬁtage of
access to material which is not directly observable. A
person's view of a situation is very real to that person.

Information obtained by questionnaire is limited to
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written responses to set questions. It tends to assure the
respondent of anonymity and give him time to consider his
answer. Information obtained Ey an interviewer can include
observations of behavior as well as answers to questions.
Interviews can be used to obtain information from pecple
who find a questionnaire too complicated or too much
trouble to complete. Projective methods obtain information
without revealing to the respondent what information is
being sought. The subject's responses to some stimulus
like an ink blot or a picture are interpreted by the iﬁ~
vestigator. This avoids the problems of a person's
willingness or ability to reveal himself. The adequacy

of projective material is detefmined by the quality of the
interpretation.

There are some limitations on the nature of infor-
mation which can.be obtained by self-report. A person
must be willing to make the report. He might not report
something damaging about himself. He must be able to make
the report. He might be unaware of some things about him-
self.

The following group of studies of marital interaction
investigated participant perceptions of themselves, of
their partners, and of the marriage relationship.

Karlsson (1963) employed questionnaires administered
by an interviewer to marital partners separately to obtain

their assessments of satisfaction in the marriage and also
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individual sets of personality characteristics. He found
that traits a member of the marriage perceived in the
partner gave a better index of satisfaction than traits
discovered by tests. His book is also very descripbtive of
communication within marriage and of ". . . adaptability,
which was tentatively defined as the ability to adjust
without difficulties to different situations"” (Karlsson,
1963, p. 79-80),

Rollins (1962), by methods which are not described in
the abstract, studied marital stability and found cokesion
more strongly correlated with perception by marital |
partners that they hold similar values than by actual
consensus in values.

Winch, Ktsanes, and Ktsanes (1954) obtained infor-
mation on the personalities of married pairs through
interviews, case histories and projective tests. Their
subjects were recently married and childless so that
marital interaction would have had relatively little in-~
fluence on their personalities. The authors proposed
the idea that couples simultaneously satisfy individual
needs which are different or of different intensities.
They found greatest substantiation for this view through
needs discovéred at a conscious level by interviews.

In a test of Winch's findings, Murstein (1961) ad~
ministered a variety of individual tests in questionnaire

form to childless couples married a short time and to




couples married more than ten years. He found that there
was no simple dichotomy of needs in marriage. Among the
newlyweds he did not find that ﬁhe complementarity between
the married pairs differed greatiy from men and women from
the sample group matched randomly. ‘In couples married a
long time, he found a homogamous pattern of needs.

. Buerkle and Badgley (1959) at Yale presented marital
partners separately with questionnaires detailing marital'
conflict situations and offering a choice of four solutions.
Solutions ranged from benefiting self to benefiting the
partner and elaborated varying degrees of awareness of the
partner's féelings. The authors arrived at a composite
score for the’couple. It was a high score 1f there was
agreement on the resolufion of the situations even if
mates were unéqual in sympathy. They found that altruism --
the tendency‘to favor the other -~ varied with the situ-
ation involved.

Hobart and Klausner (1959) attempted to measure com-
munication and ability to anticipate the spouse's answer
by use of iﬁdividual questionnaires1conéerning barriers
to communi@ations and self-spouse ratings on.a‘variety of
characteristics. Mutual recognition of taboo subjects
was found to be associated with marital adjustment. In-
sight into spousal self-rating on personal performance
appeared ta'be more important than insight into spousal

self-rating on marital roles performance.
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Levihger (1963) studied a family group through a com-
bination of procedures. He observed performance on a
variety of tasks, obtained parent assessment of family
members by means of queétionnaire, and obtained external
judgments about family members from a counselor or teacher
who was familiar with the family. The author gives a very
thoughtful and illuminating discussion of the limitations
of any one lihe of inquiry and of the value of combining
techniques. He also gives a brief historical review of

studies on marriage.

Summary

This chapter has considered two general styles of
measurement for marital interaction -- direct and indirect.

Direct observation is most useful for discovering and
describing characteristics of marital interaction. It has
the advantage of immediate access to a sample of behavior
undistorted by the participant's perceptions. However,
observations could be biased by the subject's awareness
that he is being watched, or by the unrepresentativeness of
the test situation. |

Indirect mefhods of observation which rely on partici-
pant self-report are most useful for discovering what seems
important to the individual mémber of the marriage. An

individual's perception of a situation is the most compelling
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reality for that persoﬁ. Information obtained through
questionnaires and interviews reveals feelings about the
marital interaction and hag been useful in predicting co-
 hesion in marriage. Howevef, such material can be dig~
torted by the respondent either willfully or unwillfully,
and such material cannot reveal anything of which the
respon@ent is not aware.

Valuable information could be obtained by reports
from people who know the members of the marriage well and
who will provide such a report. The Levinger (1963)
study is one example of the use of this type of infor-
mation.

- A-:combination of techniques.can provide information
unavailable from use of a single technique. Findings in
the Levinger (1963) .study suggest that parental actions
toward a child can be predicted from their attitudes
toward him. It is likély that information about marital
interaction could be greatly enriched by employment of a

combination of techniques in a single Study.




CHAPTER VII
SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH

Interaction, a complex phenomenon, is difficult to
define, yet the'everyday interaction of marital partners
is so routine aﬁd commonplace that the participants are
hardly aware of this continuing process.

In marriage two people come together bringing with
them certain réséurcés. These two independently motivated
beings must organize their actions so that fheir contri-
butions producé gsome mutual gratifications of each other's
needs. The constant exchange of information with attempts
to influence fhe other gradually results in a patterning
of responses. Qhese typical responses become the basic
interaction patferh of the married couple. The patterning
indicates an impliéd consensus when each spouse accepts the
response of‘the other as appropriate.

The stability shown by the existence of patterns does
not preclude chapge. Throughout the marriage patterns must
be confirmed, modified, altered:or replaced when conditions
change and new negds arise. |

urThis project attempts to describe the dimensions of the

interactional approach in order to lay the conceptual ground-

work for a series of empirical studies. A discussion of
research implications in this context is limited to genery-

al questions that either need to be answered or are best
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answered by the interactionist. Specific hypotheses will nop
be proposed but thevdiscussion will focus on two major iSsues
‘on the interactibngl approach with some consideration of
questions regardipg péréonality, patterns, and communication.
The aforementioﬁedlissues are the/problems presented by the
interactional“definitions apd the meaning of socialization

in .the interaction process,
The Problem of Definitions

The'interactioﬁal approach is burdened with thecretical
concepts Whose definitiSné havé’not been made operational.
The philosophiCél approaéh of George Herbert Mead is a pro-
vocative and stimulating tool for the interactionist. It
provides a base that is sufficienﬁly broad to support a
variety of studies of the personality and the interaction
process. ©Some studies have yielded s;gnificant findings
using Mead's concepts. The difficﬁlty lies in transpos-
ing the theoretical definitions into operational ones. Such
concepts as the self andrgéheralized other must be made
much more explicit. . As noted by Hill and Hansen (1960);
research cannot proceed without a sound conceptual frame-
work. This need fbr a sound structure is most pertinent
to the jnteractional approach since the process studied is

extremely complex and as yet only‘broadly defined.
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The Problem of Socialization

The intera_c't’.i‘c;ﬁ.isit must concede .the valid;ttyrsof:sjt;ryker's
(1959) statement regarding the relévance of socialization
to the interactidﬁal-approach. The process of socializatiag
begins with infandy and progresses throughout life. Through
socialization the individual.learns %o adjust his behavior
so it conforms more or less ﬁo the others' expectations,
The individual must be able to predict how others will react
to him if he is to behave appropriately. He must also learn
the role of the ofher, or anticipate the other's response
from his own behavipr“gnd.examine and evaluate'his own per-
formance.

Early socialization cannot fully prepare a person for:
later roles althpﬁéh socialization in later years builds on
previously acquired attitudes and skills. Eaéh person must
be able to adapt to changed expectations of a modern, com-
plex society. The limits of socialization in later life are
related to the interaction of the biologicéi capacities of
the individual and the effects of learning or lack of it
with the level df techn¢logy‘achieved by the society in its
socialization methbds (Brim, 1966);

The issue for the interactionist is to determine more
precisely the réla#ion betﬁeen the interaction process and
the socializaﬁiqn process. It is necessary to know when

and why adult socialization occurs and to distinguish the
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types of interaction that are conducive to this change.

Pérsonality

Personality is shaped and developed in part through
intér?érsonal'relationships. Although personality is a
relatively stable component of marital interaction, change
does occur as the individual adapﬁs to new situations and
roles. Research results are not conclusive as to the con-
tihuity of pérsonality; There are very few studies of adult
socialization which deal with the process by which society
influenceslindividual roles and in turnlﬁersonality.

Becker (1964) points out that the degree of commit-
ment has a relationship to personality change and that change
may be tranSitbryuih nature, an adjustment to meet a par-
ticular situation.

Competence, as earlier described, has been defined as
the ability t§ meet one's own needs as weli as those of
one's spouse. Commitment and competence can be powerful
contributions by each spouse to the marital interaction.

It would be important to define the effect of each of these
factors on the personalities of the marital pair since
satisfaction‘in marriage is related.td‘fhé interrelation-

ship of the personalities of the husband and wife.
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Marital Interaction Patterns

Marriage is a unique unity, the dynamic relationship
between husband and wife. Each brings to the marriage an
individual identity gained from his particular socializing
experience.

In early Sﬁages of marriage, ways of acting and
reacting to each other apparently eventually develop into
stable natterns. These interaction patterns may be
functional or dySTnnctional to the individual, the couple,
their children or society. As an example, there have been
many studies of families of schizophrenic children which
indicate seriousvpsychopathology in the parents. Ehrenwald
(1963) cites‘studies of patterns of obsessions and com-
pulsions which have been repeafed in several subsequent
generationsgb‘Tnese patterns appear to be part of the
socialization process of these families. It appears then
that faulty interaction of these families hinders the
healthy personality_development of the children who then
carry on these faulty interaction patterns into their own
marriages,"The'significance for sociliety is evident.

Society elso affects the interaction patterns within
a family. Migration, urbanization, industrialization, all
have broughtvabOut the isolation of the nuclear family.

This causes changes in socialization of the children and of
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the adults. More marital strain may result as additional
needs of the marital paﬁfners must be provided by each
othef.

It seems clear that marital interaction is affected
by changes‘éf society which in turn is affected by the
patterns of mapital interaction. In this circular re-
lationship, dysfﬁnction in any area can adversely affect
individual livés; marital relationships and sbciéty itself,

The interactional approach is concerned with how
effective intéractional patterns are eé%ablished; how
agreement’is'reached; and how the individual behavior
patterns reguit’in various types of marital interaction.
Each of theée factors demands further research if the
cise determinants which regulate whether these patterns
are to be functional or dysfunctional are not sufficiently

clear.

Communication

Communication, defined to include all those symbolic
processes by wh;?h people influence one another (Ruesch &
Bateson, 1951), is of ﬁajor importance in examining inter-
action. |

Verbal communication is the most measurable, the mosgt
accessible, éﬁ@ the most uniquely human way of expressing

meaning. Thefprqduct of communication is not merely the
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modification of the listeners' attitudes or behaviors, but
the establiShment of some degree of consensus. £ince verbal
communication can be less ambiguous and more complex than
nonverbal communication, it serves as a medium for cliarify-
ing issues and misunderstandings between the marital pair.
Polansky's (1955) verbal accessibility studies have pro-
vided some interesting, though sometimes inconclusive, results.
There is much research yet to be undertaken to test the wvalid-
ity of assumptionshbde@ Among the factors requifing further
research are the variations in accessibility amcng different
attitudes; the relationship of verbal accessibility to per-
sonality Structufé; and the relationship of verbal accessi-
biliéy to family patterns, subcultures, and defense mechanisms.
The significance of verbél communication:. for marriage
is incompletely understood; thus research questions should
focus on the quality and quantity of messages and their
impact on the pérsonality, the interaction process, and the

formation of patterns.

Conclusion

The greatest challenge for research, based on the
interactional approach, is to clarify the existing concepts
so' that a consistent 6 useful framework emerges. The relation
of socialization, personality, patierns, and communicaticn %o

the interaction process is loosely defined; however, it is




102

through study of the specific interact that informabtion con-
cerning these areas is most obtainable. The complexity of
the marriage relationship requires precise analysis if

various components are to be properly understocd.
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GLOSSARY

The act - behavior by an organism which stems from an
impulse requiring some adjustment to relevand
objects in an external world.

Adaptation - reciprocal relationship between the
organism and its environment.

Assumptions ~ Jjudgments accepted as true without
demonstrated proof.

Cohesiveness ~ the total field of forces which act on
members to remain in the group.

Communication - all those processes by which people in-
fluence one another. For this paper: when A
makes a statement to B, the process produces
change in A and in B. A single act as a part
‘of the process of interaction.

Concept - an abstraction of characteristics common to a
group of obJjects or events.

Congruence - agreement.

Double bind - "The 'double bind' is a communication mode
' in which contradictory injunctions are ex-
pressed on different levels of abstraction,

and where something is shifted from one level

of abstraction to another in order to conceal

or disgulse its meaning" (Dorothy Jones, 1964,

D. 323),
Dysfunction - ineffective means of problem solving.

Emergence - phenomenon that cannot be predicted from its
constituent parts. :

Equilibrium - a state of balance produced by the counter-
action of two or more forces.

Family - "A u§ity of interacting persons" (Burgess, 1926,
P- 5)» ‘




1153

Feedback - action by an individual which is recognized by
another individual as a response to his own
previous action.

Homeostasis - "Those intricate processes occurring within
a family which are made up of patterned inter-
relationships amcng family members and result
in maintaining the conditions for family
integration that were previously arrived at by
members of the family" (Montalvo, 1963, p. 114).

T - George Herbert Mead's concept of the original,
initiating quality of the personality.

Influence - art or power of producing an effect without
apparent force or direct authority.

Interaction ~ a reciprocal relationship in which each
person may produce effects on the other.

Interaction, Expressive - actions reuniting family
“members including expressions of affection for
each other, warmth, and a symbolization of
common membership through supportive, accepting
behavior.

Interaction, Instrumental - actions focused on achieve-
ment of tasks often dispersing family members
for such achievement.

Interaction, Symbolic - symbols in communication which
are significant or mutually meaningful for each
person involved.

Interpersonal Competence - acquired ability to interact
‘ with other people effectively according to some
criterion which is not necessarily satisfaction
of the individuals. Principal components:
health, intelligence, empathy, autonomy, Judg-
ment, creativity.,

Language - human speech or the written symbols for speech.

Marriage - ", . . a process of interaction between two
people, a man and a woman, who have fulfilled
certain legal requirements and have gone through
a wedding ceremony or are otherwise accepted as
married by the law. . . . We do not refer to the
pair of persons involved by marriage but to the
set of their acts which are mutually dependent
upon each other, i.e., which constitutes inter-
action" (Karlsson, 1963, p., 12).
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Me - George Herbert Mead s concept of objective gelfl or the
organized attitudes of others within the person-
ality.

Mind - ". . . organized totalily or system of all
mental processes or psychic act1v1t1es,
usually of an individual organism . . .
(English and English, 1958, p. 323).

'

Other, Generalized -~ a reference group whose responses an
actor must be able to anticipate in order that
he may know how to behave. "To take the role
of the generalized other is to see one's be-i

~havior as taking place in the context of a
defined system of related roles"  (Stryker,

1959, p. 115).

Other, Significant - person an individual perceives as
having value or 1nfluence.

Pattern - "A sequence of actions 1nvolv1ng two or more
family members which is repetltlve, has some
degree of automaticity, and is employed as
part of the adaptive function of the family
system" (Titchener et al, 1963, p. 113)

Perception - awareness or tlhe process of becoming aware by
means of sensory processes and under the in-
fluence of set and of prior experiences.

Personality - the developed psychological organization of
the individual that includes his attitudes,
ideas, and habits.

Position - the location of an actor or class of actors in
a system of social relationships.

Power - ability of an individual to get what he wants
without having to modify his own conduct.

Role - the part played by an actor; behavior that is
characteristic and expected.

Role Conflict - exposure of the actor to conflicting sets
of legitimized expectatiocons such that complete
fulfillment of both is realistically
impossible.

Role Expectation - characteristics that determine whether
a person will be satisfied with a role or not.




Role Taking - anticipation of the response of others
involved in the same social act.

Self - that which arises as an object within the person-
ality. Self is developed in the give and take
of socilal relations.

Self-consciousness - the activity of oneself from the
standp01nt of others.

SBocial Psychology - that branch of psychology which
studies the phenomena of social behavior.

Socialization - process by which the individual learns
how to view and evaluate his behavior and act:
with reference to himself as well as others.

Symbol - an object used to represent something else.

Theory - an internally consistent body of verified
hypotheses when verification is prOV181onal
rather than absolute.

Thinking - the internalized manipulation of language
symbols.

Transaction - a two-phase, cyclical exchange between
two individuals in which there is constant
feedback which is largely self-regulating
and self-correcting and which modifies the-
subsequent response of each.

Volition - gelection among alternatives symbolically
present.
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