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AB STRACT 

The pre sent study addre ssed some of the peripheral 

statements emanating from Kiesler ' s  (Kiesler , Bernstein & 

Anchin , 1 976 )  core communications theory by examining ( 1 )  a 

specific component of the communication style of the ob­

sessive personal ity , ( 2 )  the distinctive emotional engage ­

ments the obsessi ve personality elicits when interacting with 

o thers , and ( )  a situational determinant that is  hypothe sized 

to  trigger relatively intense expre ssions of the obsessive ' s 

self-defeating communication style , as well as a higher 

level of state anxiety . 

Specifically , the study examined the effects of a high 

or low status interviewer upon one expre ssive measure of 

speech and upon relationship consequences  for groups of 

psychometricall y-defined obse ssive s and non-obsessive s . The 

speech measure used was the re vi sed edition of the Modifiers 

category of the Psycholingui stic Scoring System for the 

Obsessive Personality (Ki esler , Moul throp & Todd , 1972 ) . 

Modifiers , repre senting expressions of doubt and uncertainty , 

were hypothe sized to occur more frequently in psychometrically­

identified obse ssive personalitie s ,  particularly in the high 

status interviewer condition . The emot ional reactions e vo ked 

in others by an indecisive communication style were assessed 

by the Impact Me ssage Inventory-Modifier Scale ( Greenwood , 

1 976 ) . I t  was hypothe sized that more intense emotional re­

acti ons synon�no us with an indecisive communication style 

woul d  be e licited in observers by the obsessive s ,  particularly 



ix 

in the high status interviewer condition .  A wide range of 

emotional reactions evoked by the obsessive personality 

were assessed using the Impact Message Inventory (Kiesler , 

Anchin, Perkins , Chirico , Kyle & Fede rman , 197 6 ) . Finally , 

the state anxiety of all sub j ects was assessed before and 

after the experiemental interview using the Anxiety-State 

Sc�le of the State -Trait Anxiety Inventory ( Speilberger , 

Gorsuch & Lushene , 1970 ) . Here again it was predicted that 

obsessives would display a higher level of state anxiety , 

e specially in the high- status interviewer condition . 

None of the experimental hypotheses were supported . 

The res ults for the predictions were discussed . I t  was 

suggested that the experimental analogue situation may not 

have been appropriate in some re spects , particularly with 

regard to whether the subj ect selection criteria were ade­

quate in producing a theoretically and clinically relevant 

group of subjects . Suggestions were offered to mitigate 

the possible flaws in the present analogue study . I t  was 

noted that the nature of the communication task appears to 

play a large role in the distinctive communication behavior 

that is evoked and , therefore , that communication task vari ­

ables should be investigated in future studies . Finally , 

it was recommended that single-case de sign studies , using 

actual obsessive patients , might be the most viable strategy 

to study theoretical constructs vi s a vi s the obse ssive 

personality . 
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INTRODUCTION 

Kie sler ( 197J ) , in the tradition of Watzlawick , Beavin 

and Jackson ( 1967 ) ,  has de veloped a communications approach 

to psychotherapy which emphasizes  the therapist ' s use of 

metacommunication ( i . e .  co mmunicating about communication 

behavior) with the client to modify hi s aberrant communica­

tion patterns . Psychopathology ,  within thi s communications 

framework , re sults from an individual ' s  self-defeating inter-
. 

personal and/or intrapersonal communication style . Kie sl er 

( 197J )  statesl  

As individual's " abnormal behavior" re sults origi-

nally and c umulatively from his inability to de­

tect the self-defeating, interpersonally unsuc­

cessful aspects of hi s c ommunications . Self­

defeating consequences  re sult  when the indivi­

dual emits unaccountable evocati ve message s from 

significant others . Others , in turn, counter­

communicate aversively to him . Thi s repre sents 

an unintended. unwanted ,  and unac countable con-

sequence for the speaker ( p .  J ) . 

One of the critical tenets in Kie sler' s  theory i s  the 

relationship between the denota'ti ve and the connotative or 

relationship level of communication . The denotative level 

refers to the manife st symboli c  content of the communicative 

me ssage while the connotati ve le vel refers to some intenlal 
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affective or attitudinal state of the speaker . The identi­

fication of the client ' s c o nnotative message s lies at the 

heart of the communications approach to psychotherapy . 

Kie sler , Bernstein and Anchin ( 1976 )  have cited four 

major discriminative c ue s  which facilitate the therapist ' s  

identification of connotative me ssages in the clientl ( a )  the 

linguistic verbalizations of the client , ( b) the client ' s 

nonverbal behaviors , their interchannel congruity - incon­

gruity , and their congruity - incongruity with me ssage s on 

the linguistic c Hannel , ( c )  the syntactic stylistics of the 

client ' s productions on the speech channel , and ( d ) the 

therapist ' s dominant and repetitive emotional reacti ons 

while interacting with the client . 

The first step in constructing the empirical ground­

work for Kie sle r ' s communication theory consists of deline ­

ating the spe cific ,  self-defeating communication behaviors 

of emotionally troubled individuals .  In order to do thi s 

is  necessary to go beyond the traditional assessment of 

lingui stic and instrumental kine sic channel s  and inve stigate 

t he above mentioned nonverbal communication domains of be­

havior . Unfortunately , the asse ssment strategies available 

to evaluate -these communication behaviors are in a relatively 

rudimentary stage of development . 

I t  is apparent that Kie sler ' s  approach focuse s on how 

the client is  expressing himself acro ss a number of behavioral 

channels rather than , as in most other schools of therapy , 

re stricting attention to the manifest symbolic content of 
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the lingui stic channels . Kiesler is far from being the firs t 

to argue that an individual ' s  personality style is  reflected 

in the expressive manner of hi s communication behavior . 

Sullivan (1954) has observed:  

Much attention may profitably be paid to the tell­

tale aspects of intonation , rate of speech , dif­

ficulty in enunciat ion,  and so on - factors which 

are conspi cuous to any student of vocal communi­

cation . It is by alertness to the import��ce of 

these things as signs or indicators of meaning , 

rather than by preoccupation only with the words 

spoken ,  that the psychiatri c interview become s 

practical in a reasonable section of one ' s  life ­

time ( p . - 5 )  . 

Weintraub and Aronson (Aronson & Weintraub , 1972 ; 

Eichler , 1966 ; Weintraub & Aronson , 1962 , 1 964 , 1965 , 1967 , 

1 974) have made pioneering empirical efforts to relate a 

number of formal aspects of speech of various psychiatric 

groups to notions of intrapsychic conflict and defense . 

The ir research deal s directly with what Kiesler has labell ed 

syntactic sty1istics of speech . The pre sent study will deal 

directly with thi s same communication char�el . We intraub 

and Aronson ' s  ( 1962 )  re search efforts are based on the as­

sumption that: 

C ontent cannot be understood - let alone objective­

ly scored - out of context . I t  i s  ne cessary to 

know a great deal about a person before we can 
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take one of his statements and be reasonably sure 

we unders tand what he consciously intends to com­

municate . To a greater extent, a formal charac ­

teris tic  of speech can be i solated and scored ,  

even out  of context , and much useful information 

c an  be collected i n  this way ( p .  17 4) . 

While a fe w at tempts have been made to inve stigate 

the expressive dimension of speech in malad justed individuals ,  

no effort has been directed towards systematically identify­

ing the emo tional reactions tha t  one experiences while inter­

acting wi th a malad j usted individual . In order to empirical­

ly assess this neglected domain, Kie sler,  Anchin , Perkins , 

C hirico , Kyle & Federman ( 1976 )  developed the Impact Me ssage 

Inventory ( IMI ) . The IMI i s  a self-report state inventory 

that provides a measure of the affec tive and behavio ral re­

ac tions an individual experiences  as a corisequence of his 

interac tion wi th another person . The IMI i s  one of the 

first state measure s of relationship factors and can be used 

to identify the interpersonal consequences of a malad j usted 

individual ' s  communicat ion styl e . 

Underlying the present s tudy i s  the essential no tion 

that attending bo th to the expressive dimension of the client ' s  

speech and to hi s own ongoing emo tional engagements enriches 

immeasurably the therapist ' s  perception and understanding of 

the client . More specifically , the expre ssive dimension o f  

speec� can provide insight into the self-defeating inter­

personal s tyle of the client. In addition , the the rapi st ' s  
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awarene ss of hi s own moment-to -moment emotional reactions 

while interacting with the client can provide valuable clue s 

to the salient relationship issue s that the client i s  ex­

periencing . In thi s vein , the major purposes of the present 

s tudy are twofold: 

( 1 )  To determine whether a particular syntactic behavior , 

the use of Modifiers , is  associated with a homogeneo us 

group of " abnormal" individuals ,  obsessive personalities . 

A number of  inve stigators (Kanfer & Marston ,  1961 ; 

Watson, 1967) have done research on individual s from normal 

populations who are exhibiting obsessive personality styles 

rather than on clinically diagno sed obsessive ne urotics . 

To select " normal" obsessive s these investigators have used 

such psychometric  instruments as the Maudsley Personality 

Inventory (Eysenck, 1959 ) , the Bendig ( 1962 ) , Pit tsburgh 

Scale s  of Social Extroversion-Introversion ��d Emotionality, 

and the Hysteroid-Obse ssoid Que s tionnaire ( C aine & Hope , 

1 967 ) . The pre sent study al so inve stigates psychometrically 

identified obse ssive personalities drawn from a normal popu­

lation . 

The extensive use of Modifiers is  considered to be 

synonymous with the expression of doubt and uncertainty in 

an individual ' s  speech . Since doubting has been one of the 

mo st salient , clinically noted feature s of the obsessive 

personality , it is expected that suc h  individuals would dis­

play a higher incidence of Modifi e rs in t he ir spee ch . In 

addition , the effect of interacting w i.th a hi gh status ( L e . , 

more experienced , kno wledgeable and older ) interviewer on 
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thi s  syntac tic behavior will be inves tigated in the se psycho­

me trically identified obsessive personal i ties as well as 

non-obse ssive individuals . 

( 2 )  To asse ss whe ther obsessive personal i ties elicit emo­

ti onal reac ti ons in o thers that are consonant wi th an in­

deci sive communication style . In addi tion , the effect of 

interac ting with a high status interviewer on the quality 

and intensi ty of the interpersonal behavior and resul tant 

emo tional reac tions evoked in o thers will be examined in 

bo th the non-obse ssive and obsessive personali ty .  

An overview of re search related to the i ssue s  involved 

in the present s tudy will be pre sente d  in the following 

sections . Specifically , the review will cover s tudie s  and 

i s sues involving s tYlistic syntac tic behavior,  the communi­

cation style of the obsessive , the phenomenon of doubting 

by the obsessive , transference and countertransference 

i ssues vis a vis the obsessive , and the communi cations 

assessment of relationship fac tors . 

Stylistic Syntactic Behavior in the Psychodiagnostic and 

Psycho therapeutic C ontext 

Systematic study into the relationship between formal 

aspects of speech and the various psychopathological type s 

i s  lac king . The maj ori ty of s tudies in the communi cations 

area have focused on language content rather than on the 

s tYlistic feature s of language . Go ttschal k e t  al ( 1961 ) 

have done the mo st extensive content-analysi s work in ana­

lyzing language behavior . Maj or reviews in this area are 
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offered by Marsden ( 1965 ) , Auld and Murray ( 1 955 ) , Go ttschal k 

and Auerback ( 1966 ) and Kiesl er ( 1973 ) . 

F ew investigators have considered syntac tical behavior 

alone a frui tful area of s tudy for the clinical psychologist.  

Yet i t  is  reasonabl e to hypo thesize  that diff erenc es in syn­

tac tical stylistics  may be diagnos tic of differenc es in cog­

ni tive s tyl es and personali ty func tioning. Steingart and 

Freedman ( 1972 )  have offered a cogent rational e for the 

systematic study of syntac tical behavior in psychopathologi ­

cal groups:  

Wi ttingly or unwi ttingly , grammar forms peculiar 

to one type of pati ent, rather than ano ther , enter 

into the diagno si s .  But the use o f  grammar , like 

any beha 'vior , can al so be taken as evidenc e for 

theoretical cons truc ts with more general import, 

rel evant to the comprehension of any personali ty .  

C ommon s ens e argues that what a person says i s  

much  more influenc ed b y  transi ent si tuational 

characteris tics  than how he says i t. Therefore, 

as between language cont ent and grammar , grammar 

would appear a priori to possess c ertain advan­

tages for the exploration of such personali ty 

construc ts ( p .  135 ) . 

A ttempts have been made to inves tigate syntac tical 

b ehavior in the psycho therapeutic and psychodiagno stic con­

text. A few investigators have used various syntac tical 

behaviors as i ndicators of progress in psycho therapy . Zim­

merman and Langdon ( 1953 ) fo und consistent changes in the 
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use of grammatical tense and person as patient s  progre ssed 

in therapy . Use of the pre sent and future tense s  increased 

during the course of therapy , while use of past tense de­

creased .  In addition , use of the first person singular 

pronoun ( "I ") was negatively correlated with progre ss in 

therapy , while use of the third person singular prono uns 

( "he , "  "she ") , second person singular pronouns ( "you") and 

the first person plural ( "we ") were po sitively correlated 

with movement toward greater health . Grummon ( 195 ) al so 

related syntactical behavior to progre ss in the rapy . He 

found that the use of the grammatical negative ( e . g . "no , " 

"can' t") was negatively correlated with progre ss in therapy. 

Kahn and Fink ( 1958 ) inve stigated the effect of elec­

troshock treatment on syntactical behavior in depre ssed 

patients.  They found that characteri stic and identifiable 

change s developed during the course of electro shock treat­

ment and that the se change s were related to clinical re sponse 

to treatment . Some language change s noted during the co urse 

of treatment included greater use of the second or third 

person as a syntactic style , more frequent use of the past 

tense and greater use of stereotyped expre ssions and cliche s. 

Kahn and Fink concluded that "language change s are not random 

or bizarre , but fo rm a patterned reorganization of communi ­

cation characteri zed by an alteration in the patient ' s  atti ­

tude s to hi .s problems and illness ( p .  16) . "  

Studie s  attempting to l ink styli stic feature s of spee ch 

with particular no sological groups are typically of large -
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grained ,  de scriptive nature . The se studies  suffer from a 

failure to define in narrow terms the no sological groups 

inve stigated . In addition , Steele ( 1975 )  observe s that 

since diagno stic groups and variable s  of intere st vary from 

study to study , no formal measure of speech has been found 

to reliably differentiate diagnostic groups. Mahl and 

Schul ze ' s  ( 1962 ) conclusion that " it i s  nece ssary to shift 

to finer methods of studying individual difference s, one 

involving the use of personality trait s  organi zed into mean­

ingful patterns (p .  7 8 ) " i s  still a very appropriate analysi s  

o f  the state o f  the art . 

There are , however ,  three line s of personal ity re ­

search which stand out by their use of theoretically-bound 

and narrowly defined styli stic variable s  of speech . Wein­

traub and Aronson ( 1 96 2 )  developed twelve formal measure s 

of speech which ( 1 )  were reco�lized as  having defensive 

functions by clinicians, and ( 2 ) were sufficiently objective 

to provide reliability between raters. Most of their cate­

gories  invol ve syntactic behaviors. For example , "re tractors" 

are any words, phrase s, or clause s  whi ch partially or totally 

detract from the statement which has immediately preceeded 

it , while " negators" consi st of all negative s ( e . g . " not" , 

"no ", "nothing" , " never" ) in an individual ' s  spe e ch .  The se 

categorie s  have subsequently demonstrated differences in 

language style in impulsive s ( 1964), patients with delusiona: 

be havior ( 1965 ) , sociopaths (Eichler , 1966 ) , depre ssive s 

( 1967 )  and compul sive s ( 1974). Weintraub and Aronson 
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persuasively argue that the se styli stic differences  refl ect 

important attribute s of i ntrapsychic conflict and defense . 

Groman and hi s student s, from a Ge stalt Therapy frame ­

work.  have recently i nve stigated the effect of neurotic 

anxiety and emoti o nal stre ss on various syntactical behaviors. 

Alban and Groman ( 1975 )  tested the notio n that personal pro ­

noun usage reflect s the psychological di stance o ne takes 

from o ne' s own feel i ngs. Healthy communicatio n  i s  charac­

terized by the appropriate use of the three grammatical per­

sons - I .  you and it . That i s, the psychologically healthy 

speaker use s  " I "  when referri ng to himself , " you" when re­

ferri ng to the l i st ener. and " it" whe n referri ng to some 

abstract other .  Alban and Groman found that moderat e l evel 

anxiety neurotic s. as identified and measured by the Mauds­

ley Perso nality I nve ntory and Taylor Manifest Anxi ety Scal e. 

displayed a significantly higher level of i nappro priate pro ­

noun usage under a high stress i ntervi ew conditio n than did 

high or low level anxiety neurotics.  

Kiesler and hi s student s  are al so att empti ng to use 

communi cation variabl es grounded i n  perso nality theory to 

study na.rrowly defined perso nality groups.  Ki esl er ( 1969)  

has persuasively argued for t he nec essity of developi ng re­

search designs and treatment strat egie s  aimed not o nly at 

what Maddi (1967 ) has termed the " core" of perso nality L e  • •  

the e ssenti a.l psychological charact eri stic s and proc esses 

commo n to everYO!1e, but a .l so at the " p eriphery" of personali ­

ty i . e  . •  the psyc hological charact eri stic s and proc esses 
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that di stingui sh individuals from one another . Re cent 

effort s have been made by Kiesler and his students (Kiesler , 

Moulthrop & Todd , 197 2 )  to delineate communication behaviors 

in two neurotic personality style s, the obse ssive and the 

hysteric . 

Obse ssive C ommuni cation Styl e 

Analysi s of the obse ssive personality or obse ssive 

neurotic ' s  communication style i s  a particularly relevant 

enterpri se since many theori st s  have stre ssed the intricate 

and powerful role that the obse ssive ' s  use of language plays 

in hi s defensive system . Identifying the specific self­

defeating syntactical indexe s of the obse ssive can serve a 

number of useful purpo se s.  First ,  such indexe s would pro ­

vide . an objective asse ssment of the obse ssive within a com­

munications framework . Secondly , they would enable the 

therapi st to concretely identify and focus on the salient 

communication defects of the obse ssive . F inally , they would 

provide a tool to  operationalize  some of the more loosely 

defined dynamic construct s  and defense mechani sms of the 

obse ssive . 

Consider the following illustrations. In di scussing 

their obse ssions, obse ssive neurotic s rarely say , for example ,  

"I have been contaminated , " but rather ,  that they " might " 

have been contaminate d .  Another prototypical obse ssive 

remark : "Things seem to be going better with me . . .  even 

though plenty i s  still wrong. " Such lingui stic style s  pro­

vide subtle yet exqui site insight into the subjective 
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e xperience of the obse ssive . They also bring down to earth 

such reified concepts as ego -dystonic and undoing . as well 

as pinpoint objective targets  for therapy . 

Earlier inve stigations of the obsessive personality ' s 

and obse ssive ne urotic ' s  communicati on style , albeit of a 

wide-band focus . have laid the gro undwork for Kie sler ' s more 

focused efforts . Vetter ' s review ( 1969)  of de scriptive 

studies of neurotic language contains three reports of ob­

sessive linguistic styles . Balkan and Masse rman (1940 ) 

analyzed the verbal productions of 50 neurotic patients ac ­

cording to a set of 10 criteria . measuring such character­

i stics as obsessive ambivalences and compul sive tendencies 

in thinking. The obsessive neurotics  differed as a group 

from hysterics , from a group of patients with anxiety states , 

and also from no rmal s on a number of cOlnmunication styles .  

They scored highe st on compulsions ( e . g . , I have . . . •  I must • . •  ) 

and on qualification/certainty ratio ( expre ssions of quali­

fication/expressions of certainty) . They scored lowest on 

a pro -con ratio ( expressions of possibility and probability/ 

expressions of impo ssibility and improbability) , and on a 

certainty/uncertainty ratio . Some clinically observed clas­

sical defense mechani sms of obsessivene ss such as ambivalence , 

undoing and negativi sm appear to be reflected in the se lin­

guistic tendencie s . 

Lorenz and Cobb ( 1954)  looked at simple word- count data 

for a nwnber of patient groups ,  including obse ssive neurotics . 

Obse ssive s  demonstrated a low use of conrle ctive s ( prepo sitions , 
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conjuncti ons and articles )  and a greater use of verbs and -

adverbs as compared with no rmals . I n  comparison with hys­

terics , obse ssive s used the past tense significantly more 

frequently . 

Lorenz ( 1955) al so differentiated stylistic charac ­

teri stics of obsessive neurotic and hysteric language . Some 

o f  the recurrent indexes of obse ssive language include : 

. • •  the frequency of prefatory statements and intro ­

ductory remarks , the frequency of modifying clauses 

introduced by that or which , the frequent use of 

dis junctive s ££, if , and but , the frequency of 

localization in time and place , and the repeti-

tion of words and phrases ( p .  359). 

Lorenz de scribes the impact conveyed by such stylistic de ­

vices as that of an aloof individual who scrutinizes  rather 

than expresses feelings . 

Weintraub and Aronson ( 1974) found that compulsive 

patient s di splayed a significant tendency to do more explain­

ing and to use more negators , retractors and evaluators than 

did no rmal s .  The authors concluded that these linguistic 

styles were consistent with the psychoanalytic conception of 

the compulsive as one who has a harsh superego ( reflected 

in the use of evaluators ) ,  rationalizes  ( explaining) , exhibits 

��doing ( retractors ) , and denies  awareness of impul ses (nega­

tors) . 

O ther inve stigators have studied communication behavior  

in psychometrically identified obse ssive personalities . Kan­

fer and r�:arston (1961 ) studi ed communication stylistic 
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variable s  of sub jects selected for their high score s  on 

the hysteria (Hy) and psychasthenia ( pt )  scales  of the MMPI . 

They found that the Pt groups di splayed a significantly 

longer latenc y reaction time than the Hy group . Thi s find­

ing i s  consi stent with the notion that the obse ssive type 

i s  deliberate , cautious and indecisive in his approach to 

novel problems.  

There al so is empirical validation of the clinically 

noted behavioral rigidity and the extreme intellectual iza­

tion of obse ssive s.  Watson ( 1967) found obse ssive s to be 

inflexible in the sense that they can ' t utilize novel response s 

in an experimental learning task .  Veron and Sl uzki ( 1970 ) ,  

using an elaborate semanti c  coding procedure , fo und that 

obse ssive s emphasi ze  intellectual topic s  at the expense of 

emotions and tend to communicate in an impersonalized and 

abstract manner . 

/ L e ss operationally defined lingui stic style s  have 

al so been noted by a number of clinic ians. Kie sler and 

Moulthrop ' s  ( 1969) Obse ssive Language Check Li st highlight s 

a number of styli stic feature s vi s a vi s vario us psychologi ­

cal theme s as well a s  dyadic  lingui stic behavior in a psycho ­

therapy context . Spiegel ( 1 967 ) observe s that the obse ssive 

avoids dire ct experiencing of feelings by ove rval uing logic 

and thought . Sc hmiel (197 4) remarks that obsessionali sm 

i s  a "di sease of ad j ective s" where communication is  garbled 

and encumbered by endless qualifications and re servations. 

Horowitz (1974) comme nt s on the unca.nny skill o f  the obse s­

si ve to di srupt the co rrUllunication process by a lingui stic 
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trait he te nns "shifting": 

�y a shift to "something else "  the obse ssive i s  

able t o  jam cognitive channels and prevent emer­

gence of endurance of warded-off contents, or to 

so shift meanings as to stifle emotional arousal . 

That i s, by shifting from topic to topic , or from 

one meaning to another meaning of the same topic , 

the emotion-arousing propertie s of one set of im­

plications are averted ( p .  776lJ 

Sal zman (1972 )  al so note s the obse ssive ' s  ability in 

"leading any exchange into blind alleys, irrelevancies, and 

often far from the ori ginal intent of the communicat ion 

( p .  3 31 ) . "  If the se shifting observations are valid ,  the 

que stion become 's: what verbal mechani sms doe s  the obse ssive 

u se to accomplish thi s? Various clinic ians have noted the 

use of "autistic "  symbolism ,  semantic pardoxe s, exce ssive 

use of  detail , stereotyping , negative automi sms ( e . g . , saying 

"no , you ' re right ") when agree ing with the therapi st , con-

stantly changing the meaning of specific words, and perse ­

veration . Such lingui stic devices  predi ctably leave the 

therapi st lost in a fog of verbali sms.  

Kiesler and hi s students are attempting to identify 

some of t he spec ific syntactic behaviors of the obse ssive 

pe rsonality . Kie sl er ( 1973 ) has noted that frequent use of 

partic ular syntactic style s  probably functi ons as a meta­

communicative "evoking" me ssage ( Beier , 1966) by qualifying 

the manifest symbolic content on the speake r ' s lingui stic 
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channel . The syntactical style of the obsessive most likely 

modifies  in a systematic fashion the impact of his communica­

tive mes sage . 

The pre sent review only s ampled the wealth of clinical 

literature on the communication style of the obse ssive per­

sonal ity . Empirical investigations of the lingui stic styl e 

o f  the obsessive have , for the most part , supported clinical 

observation . The pre sent study continues this effort of 

e mpirical confirmation by assessi rlg the extent to which ob­

se ssives exhibit a linguistic style reflecting uncertainty . 

Uncertainty Dimension 

In line with much of the above clinical and empirical 

literature Kiesler has hypothe sized that one of the self­

defeating communication patterns of the obse ssive personal i­

ty involves frequent expressions of uncertainty and doubt . 

This communication style serves to diminish the strength and 

clarity of an individual ' s  expre ssions . Kiesler ( 1976 )  has 

theorized that the obse ssive personality us es this indecisive 

communication styl e  because he fears negative evaluation by 

others . By consistently injecting uncertainty and doubt 

into his expressions , the obsessive personality never makes 

a clear cut stand and thereby pro tects himself from evaluation 

by others . 

Other clinicians have also addre ssed the pervasive 

doubting of the obses sive personality and the obsessive 

neurotic . Shapiro ( 1 965) observes that , when faced with a 

deci sion , the obsessive usually manages to perfectly balance 
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the pros and cons involved .  Shapiro feel s that the obsessive 

fearfully avoids closure on interpersonal issues because of 

a more basic fear of commitment . Rather than ambivalence , 

therefore , evasion of responsibility creates the obsessive ' s  

pervasive doubting. The obsessive strive s  to reduce inter­

personal issues into technical problems ,  in which some rule 

can be invo ke d .  Shapiro note s that this often leaves others 

feeling irritated ,  lost and dehumanized . 

Sal z man ( 197 2 )  conclude s that expre ssions of uncertain­

ty represent a controll ing tactic by the obsessive . By con­

stantly being uncertain , the obsessive maintains the option 

of reversing hi mself with others , thereby avoiding commit­

ments and rationali zing mistake s . Sullivan (1956 )  al so argues 

that doubting is a pri mary obsessive device for keeping the 

therapist at a distance . That i s ,  the obsessive nee ds to 

avoid clarity in interpersonal i ssue s ,  lest he be o ve rwhelmed 

by panic . To clearly articulate and ac knowledge interpersonal 

realities repre sents a terrifying experience for the obsessive .  

E mpirical investigations attest to thi s severe doubting 

by the obsessive . Reed ( 1968 ) found that , while obsessive 

neurotics de monstrate no formal defect in deci si on-making 

skills , they quickly become di stressed about the conviction 

of their decisions . Lide 11 ( 1974) , using a sel f-report 

questionnaire , found that obse ssive neurotics co mplained more 

frequently of deci sion-making problems than did a group of 

mixed neurotics or normal s .  

The obsessive ' s  overwhelming need for certainty and 
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his reluctance to take ris ks have also been demonstrated in 

e xperimental tasks. Wal ker (197 2 )  set up an experimental 

choice situation in which cost s  and probabilities could be 

mani pulated . The task was an expanded j udgment test in 

which obse ssive neurotics were asked to discriminate among 

various shape s, and could elect to make additional observa­

tions before reaching a deci sion . C ompared with other neu­

rotic patients, obsessive s made significantly more observa­

tions on the expanded j udgment task. Milner,  Beech and Wal ker 

( 1971 ) similarly 'found that requests for repeating trial s in 

a decision-making test were significantly higher among ob­

sessive neurotics in contrast to a group of mixed neurotics . 

Empirical support i s  also available for the notion that 

obsessive s have an exaggerated sensitivity to negative eval ­

uation from the enviro nment . Carr ( 1 97 4) compared physio­

logical measure s of obse ssive patients with normals during 

a decision-making task involving low cost and high cost 

conditions . She fo und that both no rmals and obse ssive s  showed 

stres s  re sponses in the high cost condition ,  but that obses­

sives displayed significantly higher stre ss reaction in the 

low co st condition. This finding sugge sts that decision­

making problems are more pervasive for the obsessive . 

In summary , there i s  em pirical support from a range of 

laboratory tasks that obse ssi ve s  e xperience more uncertainty 

than no rmals. In addition,  a number of clinicians have noted 

that indeci siveness is a core variable in the obsessive ' s  

personality style .  



1 9  

The goal o f  the communications approach t o  psycho­

t herapy is to identify the crucial components of maladapti ve 

personality styles  in communication behavior.  In that vein, 

Kie sl er ,  Moulthrop and Todd ( 1972 )  have developed a psycho­

linguistic scoring system that outline s some of the syntac­

tical styles  of the obse ssi ve personality . To date , t hree 

suc h  scoring systems have been operationalized: 

1 . Modifiers - expressions of doubt and uncertainty . 

2 .  I solators - indirect expressions of feeling . 

J . Evaluators - e xpre ssions of asse ssment of self and 

others . 

The Modifier scoring system ( re vi sed , 1977 ) ,  used in the 

present study attempts  to assess specific utterance s  which 

detract from the cri spne ss and clarity of an indi vidual ' s  

messages .  Exam�l e s  of speech containing Modifiers would 

include the following: 

I t  seems that I should hate her .  

I think maybe it  will improve the situation . 

To � extent what you say i s  correct . 

Hence , if indecisivene ss i s  in fact a salient component of 

the obsessi ve personality style , it  should be reflected em­

pirically in a syntactical style dominated by the use of 

Modifiers . 

Transference Issue s  

Since i t  was originally invoked by Freud. the theoreti­

cal construct of transference - the process whereby the client 

de velops di storted and "unrealistic"  feelings toward hi s 
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therapi st - has been redefined and modified by a number of 

influential thinkers. Freud felt that tranferenc e reactions 

were specifically linked to the psychoanalytic interaction 

and repre sented a reliving of the Oedipal conflict in which 

the client reacts to the therapist in a similar way that he 

reacted to significant others in his early instinctual stri­

vings . Since that time a number of  neoanalytical clinicians 

have argued for a more comprehensive interpretation of trans­

ference .  

Sullivan ( 1 953) ,  Fro mm-Reichmann ( 1950 ) and Reich 

(1949),  among others , theorized  that transference reactions 

represent inappropriate generali zations that appear in a 

wide range of interpersonal contexts .  Transference reactions 

thus represent persistent and generaliz eable reactive modes 

which are elicited by various classes of significant other 

people in the client ' s life.  This broadened notion of trans­

ference is  congruous with one of the critic al assumptions of 

the communications model as Kiesler et al ( 1976 )  note : 

Kiesler ' s theory asserts that the ( emotional ) 

impact me ssage s a therapist experiences with 

his clients have components very similar , if 

not i dentical , to tho se decoded by other signi ­

ficant persons with whom the client interacts in 

hi s daily life . . .  I f ,  for example , a therapist 

recurrently feels pulled into a competitive 

struggle with his client , it i s  likely that 

other significant people in the client ' s  life 

( spouse , colleague , etc . )  experience the same 
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interpersonal consequences  ( p .  155 ) . 

Thi s more extensi ve view of transference allows for 

the direct inve stigation of meaningful interpersonal behavior 

in the analogue situation . That is , the habitual self­

defeating stYlistics of a maladj uste d indivi dual shoul d be 

evidence d  in a laboratory interview.  The the sis of  the 

present study is  that indi vi duals with similar co mmunication 

stylistics shoul d e mit similar connotati ve me ssages ( i . e . , 

transference reactions) ,  thereby eliciting similar e motional 

reactions fro m those with who m they are interacting .  

What are the typical self-defeating ways in whi ch the 

obsessive engage s significant others , i . e . , ways which lead 

to personally aversi ve feelings or which trigger aversive 

counterco mmunic ations fro m others? A number of psycho dynamic 

therapists have pro vi de d  some answers to thi s que stion in 

their de scription of transference  and countertransference 

proble ms in the treat ment of the obsessive . The outstanding 

issues that e merge fro m these discussions center around the 

obsessional ' s  stri ving for perfection , demands for e motional 

control , dependenc y conflicts , negati vistic style , and per­

vasive uncertainty.  

Perfectionist dri ve s :  The most frequently mentione d 

transference problem i s  the obse ssive ' s  striving for pe r­

fection which typi call y injects competiti vene ss and tension 

into the patient-therapi st relationship . There are many 

subtle and compl ex ways in which the patient ' s  striving for 

perfection might be manife ste d in the co nnotative me ssage s 
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occurring in  therapy . 

First , the obse ssive ' s  perfectioni st drive s will often 

result in a state transference i ssue . Many obsessives come 

to therapy to strengthen their defensive styles . They see k 

greater control over themselves and their enviro nment . Often 

an impasse will occur in therapy when the obse ssive realizes 

that the therapi st i s  not collaboratively working with him 

to attain perfection . 

Obsessive s  will often articulate ri gid and lofty in­

terpersonal goals for themselves .  The evo king message here 

is one of moral righteousne ss which implicitly challenges 

the therapist to j ustify hi s goal s , which are often more 

limited but al so more realistic than are the obsessive ' s  

( Salzman, 1968) .  

Another characteristic o f  the obsessive ' s  perfectionist 

drive s is the struggle to prove his omniscience in therapy . 

The therapist is  often perceived as a direct challenge to 

the obse ssive ' s  omniscience . Therapy consequently is per­

ceived as a battlefield by the obsessive , where he vigilant­

ly struggles against being pushed around or directed . 

The obsessive will often view the therapist as an 

authoritarian and critical antagonist , who expects infallible 

behavior from him . The se pro j e ctions by the obse ssive will 

usually result in a superficially " cool" but underlying 

volatile transference relationship . Sal zman s ummarizes  

the feelings that the obse ssive pro j e cts onto the therapist : 

He  tends to attribute every deficiency which he 

despi ses in himsel f to the therapist . His charges 
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will range from his feeling that the therapi st 

i s  a perfectionist ,  a procrastinator. and an 

indeci sive person to ideas that he i s  a hypo­

crite and phoney who se standards are so flexible 

that they lack  integrity . One can get a very 

clear view as to what ails the patient by exam­

ining hi s distorted views of the therapi st 

( p. 208 ) . 

Thi s subtle yet pervasive tendency of obse ssionals 

to compete with the therapist was captured in a case de scribed 

by Spiegel ( 197 2 ) .  Spiegel reports an excerpt from a therapy 

interview with an obse ssional in which the patient expre ssed 

self-recriminating statement s about feeling hurt at an in­

convenience to . which she had been subjected . Spiegel attempt­

ed to support the patient by stating that she felt the patient 

had in fact been treated callously and understandably should 

feel offended .  The patient reacted to the therapist ' s in­

tended support with de j ection , saying she " could never win 

an argument" in therapy . It was evident that the patient ' s  

self-e steem was not involve d in the event she was de scribing , 

but rather in her contest with the therapi st . 

Emotional control . The obsessive demands not o nly that 

he be able to control hi s reactions, but also tho se of signi ­

ficant others. Again , thi s demand will manife st it self in 

therapy in a number of subtle ways. The obse ssive will 

often only expre ss certain feelings that have been examined 

for their acceptability . The impact me ssage here i s  one of 
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o nly being allowed to tread on certain areas , which the 

patient has predetermined . The therapi st may therefore 

experience a suffocating feeling of being pigeonholed and 

only " allowed" to have certain feelings . Salz man warns 

that this tactic of gaining emotional control may be an 

exquisi tely artful process , e specially vii th well -educated 

patient s  aware of the role that is expected of the m in 

therapy . The se patients will appear to communicate in an 

intimate and e motional manner but will carefully avoid any 

direct experiencing with the therapi st. 

A more extre me tactic of e motional control i s  evident 

in the avoidance of any involvement with the therapist . The 

obsessive strains to transfo rm therapy into a technological 

rather throl human undertaking . Here there i s  a stronger 

i mpact of "keep out . "  In the presence of  such an e motional 

fortres s , the therapi st may begin to feel cautious and wary 

of articulating i mpact me ssage s.  

One factor that accounts for the obsessive ' s  reluc­

tance to  risk such few e motional expre ssions in therapy is 

his inclination to view the world in extre mes . other people 

are seen by the obse ssional as exceptional or ordinary -­

which the obsessive equates with worthle ssness . In the 

transference relationship the therapist may soon come to 

feel either deified or intense di sre spect as the result of 

the obsessive ' s  predispo sition to dichotomiz e  all real ms of 

his experience into extraordinary or mediocre camps. 

A second factor which constrains the obse ssive ' s  
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expressiveness i s  his fear of receiving only a moderate 

response to his self-disclo sures .  Such a reaction would be 

an affront to the obsessive ' s  perfectioni st drive s .  Giving 

the obsessive real i stic feedbac k about his interpersonal 

behavior tnus beco me s  a precarious venture since the ob­

sessive self-righteously believe s that he should be free 

of criticism since he i s  at least ai ming for perfection . 

Dependency conflicts . The obses sive ' s  extre me de mand 

for e motional control does not allow for the recognition of 

realistic dependency needs . The obse ssional de mands of 

himself total self-sufficiency . I t  i s  therefore not sur­

pri sing that the obse ssive will often feel in a double -bind 

at the beginning of therapy . He see ks help because he wants 

to achieve greater control over hi mself and yet makes an 

implicit contract for an undertaking in whic h he is  partially 

dependent on another. Any recognition of dependency needs 

is  humiliating to the obsessive . He may try to e scape this 

bind either by taking control of the therapy relationship 

or by a blatant denial of the dependency i ssue . In the 

former case the obsessive may develop an arrogant attitude 

towards the therapist in order to feel " above" therapy . In 

the latter case he may si mply distance hi mself fro m the 

therapi st . 

Negativi sm.  Many therapists have observed the negati ­

vistic style of the obsessive . While mo st clinic ians feel 

that thi s is  a defensive device ,  Sch miel ( 1972)  argue s that 

negativi sm i s  a characterological feature of the obse ssive . 
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The negativi stic person will not agree with anyone or any­

thing and will attempt to discredit and demean whenever 

po ssible . Schmiel note s that for the negativi stic person 

there i s  no such thing as a beautiful day . He will only 

admit ,  "I t seems to be a beautiful day . " This sort of 

person is likely to trigger irritability , if not anger ,  in 

the therapi st . Schmiel cautions therapists not to react 

to the obse ssive ' s  behavior as deliberately ho stile , since 

much of his negativistic bent doe s  lie outside of hi s aware­

ness. 

Uncertainty . One of the principal obj ective s of the 

pre sent study is to pinpo int the interpersonal consequences 

of the obse ssive ' s  pervasive doubting . As no ted before , one 

of the most prominent self-defeating communication style s  

o f  the obse ssive involve s hi s continual expre ssion o f  doubt 

and uncertainty . A few therapi st s  have remarked on the 

emotional reactions provoked by thi s style .  Sullivan ( 1954) 

has observed that "the obse ssional actually goe s  through 

the motions of operations that look as if he is getting ab­

solutely panicky at the pro spect of having something formu­

lated clea.rly in the realm of hi s personal problems ( p. 240 ) . "  

It  i s  therefore not surpri sing that Sullivan de scribes 

working with obse ssive s as " frustrating" and "maddening . "  

In hi s therapy dealings with obsessives,  Schmi el ( 1974) 

has di scerne d :  

He  has to  know and to feel that he appears "right" 

in the eye s of the therapi st and it becomes thusly 



a transferential matter. I pre sume he moni tors 

his own verbali zations , editing or correc ting , 

wi thin a sentence , or a word , what he fears 

may be apprehended by the listner as wrong , or 

no t qui te right, or whatever ( p. 95) . 
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In working wi th the obse ssive , clinicians have no ted 

a range of transference reac tions. One of the goals of the 

present s t�dy is  to assess the reciprocol emo tional impac ts 

generated by the obsessive ' s  self-defeating interpersonal 

s tylistics.  Empirical validation of such here tofore elusive 

interpersonal phenomena represents a new and valuable direc­

tion in psycho therapy research . 

Status as Si tuational De terminant of 

Obsessive Stylistics 

Ano the r of the cri tical assump tions of Kiesler ' s model 

is that an individual ' s  communication s tyle must  be charac ­

terized in relation to specific classes of o ther persons. 

That is , an individual ' s  communication style does no t mani­

fe st  i tself transi tuationally as assumed by tradi tional 

personality theori s ts (Mischel , 1968 ) . In Kiesler ' s  model , 

the important interpersonal si tuati onal stimuli may consist 

of the perce ived personal charac teristics of the o ther member 

of the dyad , or the contextual charac teri stics ( e . g. ,  role 

expec tancies) of the specific interpersonal situation. 

Maccoby and Maccoby ( 1954)  also emphasize role as an important 

element in relationship situations and s tatus as an important 

dimension of role , no ting:  " In general we know that pe ople 
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are more anxious to  communicate to tho se above the m in the 

hierarchy than to those below the m . . .  The c ontent of the 

communicati on , of course , will be affected by the status 

relationships I The person of lower status will be motivated 

to present hi mself in a favorable light to someone who might 

be in a position to influence hi s future" ( p. 462 ). 

The present study manipulates the interpersonal con­

textual cue of status , whereby status is anchored in the 

di mensions of experience , age and psychological experti se . 

The clinical literature strongly suggests that the self­

defeating stylistics of the obse ssive are more conspicuous 

when interacting with high status others . Schmiel ( 1972) 

observe s  that the obsessive tends to integrate durable situ­

ations with other people they regard as inferiors . However , 

in the presence of significant others , the speech of the 

obsessive includes ,  e ven when unchallenged ,  state ment and 

qualifications as defense against possible challenge . He 

notes that the o verall strategy of the obse ssi ve ,  when in­

teracting with do minant others , is to accept nothing per­

ceived as personal fault nor e ver to ac knowledge the other ' s  

correctness  or authority . Fromm-Reichmann ( 1954) notes that 

authority figure s - paradigmatic of the disapproving parent -

are anathe ma to the obsessive . Salz man ( 1972) re marks that 

the obse ssive typically move s through many of life ' s  situa­

tions with a generally cal m and often i mpre ssive aura of 

self-contained competence . These illusions of mastery and 

control , howe ver , are challenged by high status others . 
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Consequently , the evaluation anxiety and defensive stylis­

tics of obsessives are heightened in the pre sence of such 

high status others . 

While the transference construct has not been investi­

gated directly in analogue research , there have been a hand-

ful of studie s  that have re searched the effects of the in-

terviewer ' s status on the interviewer ' s behavior .  Pope and 

Siegman ( 1972) found that normal sub j ects were significantly 

more productive when interviewed by a high status as oppo sed 
. 

to low status person . They al so found that sub j ects in the 

high status condition di splayed a shorter latency reaction 

time in responding, but had a higher " silence quotient , "  

i . e . , sum of silence time/total re sponse time . They con­

cluded that sub j ects are more anxious and cautious when 

be ing interviewed by a high status person . 

Silver ( 1973) studi ed the effect of the therapist ' s  

status and " aggressivene ss" ( L e . , frequency of interpretive 

remarks) on the subject ' s  personal comfort and frequency of 

self-disclo sure . He found that sub j ects tended to be most 

self-di sclosive and to report greate st personal comfort 

when engaged with high status interviewers who behaved non­

competitively and non-evaluatively . Mulgrew ( 1 97 1) manipu-

lated counselor status in an ini tial interview with normals .  

H e  found an inverse correlation between the counselor ' s  

status level and the client ' s  percepti on of the counselor' s 

warmth , congruenc y and empathy . Overall , there are conflict­

ing findings on the effects of status on interviewee behavior . 
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It would appear that subj ect differences need to be explored , 

as in the present study, in order to identify more preci sel y 

the influence of the interviewer ' s  status . The clinical 

literature reviewed indicates that the self-defeating sty-

1istics and resultant impact me ssage s  generated by the ob­

sess ive personality are more marked when interacting with 

high status others . 

Assessment of Relationship Factors 

While many .theorists ( e .  g . , SuJ_livan , 1 954 , Cashdan , 

1973 ) have placed the client ' s  interpersonal style as the 

central focus of therapy, the empirical inve stigation of 

interpersonal behavior is in a rUdimentary stage of develop­

ment . Kiesler ' s  (Kiesler,  Bernstein and Anchin , 1976 ) com­

munication model represents one of the first attempts to 

empirically asse ss relationship issues and behavior as they 

occur between client and therapi st . Hi s theory pinpoints 

domains of behavior which are measurable and reflect mean­

ingful relationship factors . Kie sler , Bernstein and Anchin 

( 1976 )  assert : 

Relati onship, then, need not remain either mysti­

cal or elusive . No assumptions about impossible 

to verify intrapsychic factors are require d .  

Assessment o f  the relevant behaviors are in the 

public arena. Communications theory defines re ­

lationship in a scientificall y acceptable manner .  

It ' s  therefore inappropriate for behaviorists , 

or anyone else , to shy away from addressing 



31 

directly the se relationship factors in their 

theoretical , asse ssment , and therape utic effort s 

( p .  126 ) . 

Kie sler has integrate d theoriz ing (Beier , 1966 ; 

Sullivan, 1954 ; Watzlawic k, Beavin and Jac kson, 1967 ) and 

re search (Knapp , 1972 ; Mehrabian ,  1972 )  in the area of com­

munication with work in the field of interpersonal behavior 

(Leary , 195 9 ;  Carson , 1969 ; Lorr and McNair , 1963 , 1965 , 

1967 ) to specify the proce sse s whereby interpersonal inter­

action become s  a�ersi ve , conflictual and confusing . Kie sler 

et al ( 1976 ) define relationship as the " mo mentary and 

cumulati ve reciprocal emotional engagement s occurring be ­

tween encoder and decoder , or between client and therapist 

( p .  120 ) . "  The central constructs  in thi s pro ce ss are what 

Beier ( 1966)  has terme d the " evo king" message and what 

Kie sler ( 1973 ) has labelle d the " impact" me ssage . The 

e vo king message i s  a connotative ( i .  e .  relationship defining) 

me ssage sent by one member of a dyad ( the encoder) to the 

other me mber ( the decoder) . Kie sler explains: 

The e voking me s sage i s  one that impo se s  a condi­

tion or command on the decoder as the re sult of 

which the decQder behave s as the encoder wishe s 

without being aware of his compliance . The en­

coder is al so unaware that he impo se d a condition 

or sent a command me ssage i . e . , the encoder obtains 

re sponse s for which he caY'.l1ot account , e ven though 

he himself elicited them ( p .  2 ) . 
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The i mpact me ssage , in contrast ,  is  the resultant immediately­

elicited reciprocal emotional engagement e xperienced by the 

decoder to the evo king message . 

There are two crucial processe s  in Kiesler ' s  model 

whereby interpersonal communication become s aversive. First , 

there i s  a lack  of awarene ss by both the encoder and decoder 

that a connotative me ssage has been sent . Secondly , the 

evo king me ssage define s the relationshi p between the inter­

actants . That i s , the evo king me ssage elicits a distinctive 

e motional impact fro m the decoder which , in turn, "pulls" a 

particular range of behaviors in re s ponse to the evo king 

me ssage . E motionally troubled individuals manife st an 

evo king style which elicits negative feelings and aversive 

countercommuni cations fro m significant others.  One of the 

main research as well as therape utic tasks , then , is to 

assess both the behavioral components and the resultant 

distinctive impact me ssage s of an emotionally troubled in­

dividual ' s  evo king style.  

In  the pre sent study , the Impact Me ssage Inventory 

( IMI ) was used to assess the impact message s generated by 

the obsessive personality . The IMI was derived from research 

in interpersonal behavior (Carson, 1969 ) , which demonstrates 

that two ma jor dimensions underlie interpersonal inte racti on: 

affiliation ( love -hate ) and status ( dominance-submi ssion) . 

Thi s evidence further suggests that this two -factor struc ture 

yields fifteen intercorrelated first-order interpersonal 

styles as follow s :  dominance ,  competitiveness , ho stile , 
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mi strustful , detached , inhibited ,  submi ssive , succorant , 

abasive , deferent , agreeable ,  nurturant , affiliative , sociable 

and e xhibitioni stic . The evo king and impact message s described 

above fall in this two-factor space and thus reflect the major 

relationship issue s  occurring between two interactants . 

Another relatively ignored behavioral domain inve sti­

gated in the pre sent study involves the manner in which in­

dividuals put their words together in sentences . Kiesler 

( 1 97 3 )  hypothesizes  that such syntactical stylistics of 

speech contribute notably to the emotional impacts generated 

in a dyadic interaction . The present study investigate d  

this hypothe sis by assessing a particular syntactical style 

( the use of MOdifiers ) as well as the emotional engagements 

synonymous with such a style . 

The Impact Me ssage Inventory-Modifier Scale ( Greenwood , 

197 7 )  served as a dependent variable to measure the impact 

message s  that are synonymous with an indecisive communication 

style . A previous st udy ( Greenwood , 1976) found no difference 

between obse ssive s and non-obsessive s in the use of Modifiers . 

If thi s finding were replicated in the pre sent study , the 

Ii> ' -Modifier Scale could provide evidence as to whether an 

evo king me ssage of indeci sivenes s  is  being transmitted by 

the obsessive on other unspecified communication channels . 

Rationale and Hypotheses of the Present Study 

Ki esler ( 1 972)  has persuasively argued for the neces-

85. ty of integrating diagno stic and therapeutic systems aro und 

isomorphic theme s ,  specifically the communication patterns 
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of patients and therapists .  In the e mpirical development of 

such a system,  the ini tial tas k  is to identify co mmon com­

munication behaviors in a ho mogeneous group of individuals . 

Hence , one major purpose of the pre sent study was to assess 

whe ther individuals with obsessive personality styles use 

significantly more Modifiers in their speech than o ther 

peopl e .  Such a de mons tration would bo th ( 1 )  provide con­

s truc t validation for Kie sler ' s  ( 1973 )  conceptualization of 

the obse ssive communication styl e , and ( 2 )  identify a speci-
. 

fic co mmunication variable in a ho mogeneous group of SUbjects . 

Kiesler ' s  co mmunication theory rests on the assumption 

that i mpac t message s received by a decoder are direc tly re­

lated to and re sul t  fro m an encoder ' s  style of interpersonal 

behavior . The present s tudy tes ted this assumption by as­

sessing a specific component of the obse ssive s hypo thesized 

co mmunication style (Modifiers) as well as - using the IMI ­

Modifier Scale - the e xtent to which synonymous e mo tional 

reac tions were elicited in o thers by thi s  personality type . 

In addition , a broad range of  e mo tional impac ts elicit-

ed by the obsessive were asse ssed . I dentification of the se 

e mo tional engage ments sho uld provide vi tal cues for targe t­

ing the self-defeating interpersonal style of the obsessive . 

Anchin ' s  ( 1976 )  assessment of the obse ssive ' s  self-defeating 

s tylistics is cast  directly into the circumplex of inter­

personal styl es as operationally defined by the 1M! . Such 

a cas ting allows specific predictions of the i mpac t me ssage 

likely to be e xperienced by those interac ting wi th or ob­

serving the obsessive . The five s tyle s  identified by Anchin 
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as best fitting the obsess i ve are consistent with the trans­

ference and countertransference the me s  vis a vis the ob­

sessive reviewed earlier . The se styles are : Do minance , 

Competitiveness , Detachment , Hostility and Mistrust . 

The level of state anxiety ( i . e . , the mo ment-to - mo ment 

transitory re sponse of anxiety in a particular situation) 

elicited in subj ects was also assessed . Many theorists 

( e . g . - Sulli van , 1953 ; Sal z man , 1968 ; Barnett , 1972)  have 

posited the internal state of anxiety as the pri mary elicit­

ing stimulus of the obsessive ' s  co mmunication stylistic s .  

Sullivan ( 1953 ) ,  in particular , hypothe sizes that the ob­

sessi ve ' s  communication style is developed to avoid the 

anxiety generate d  by various interpersonal situations . 

Salz man (1968 ) 'agree s  that the obse ssive i s  more prone to 

anxiety , particularly in situations in which he is  asked to 

reveal feelings . Likewise , Barnett ( 1972) asserts that an­

xiety in the obsessive i s  integrally linked with hone st 

self-di sclo sure . The present study provided an e mpirical 

eVal uation of the relationship between concurrent anxiety 

and the obse ssive ' s  hypothesized self-defeating sty1i stics , 

as well as the effect of the interviewer ' s status on the 

state anxiety of obsessive and non-obsessive SUbj ects . 

Finally , the communicat ions model adopts an interaction­

ist position (Endler and Magnuson , 1976 )  regarding the de­

terminants of an indi vidual ' s  cOlnmunic ation style . That is , 

an indi vidual ' s  co��unication style can best be predicted 

and explained by taking into jo int account the effects of 
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individual differences and situational factors. Kie sler ' s  

theory is somewhat unique in that, he specifies other persons 

as the most salient situational factors . The present study 

teased out so me of these crucial decoder-encoder interac­

tions by inve stigating the effect of the interviewer ' s 

status on the co mmuni cation behavior of obse ssi ve and non­

obse ssive interviewees .  The clinical literature strongly 

suggests that the self-defeating stylistics of the obse s sive 

are more prominent when interacting with high status others. 

In accordance with the above rationales,  the present 

study inve stigated the effects of  the interviewer ' s  status 

on the co mmunication behavior of groups of obsessive and non­

obsessive interviewee s. A formal measure of speech , hypo­

thesized to reflect doubt and uncertainty (Kiesler , Moulthrop 

and Todd ' s Modifiers - re vi sed by Greenwood), was applied 

to the speech sample s  of non-obsessi ve and obse ssive sub j ects 

under conditions of low or high interviewer status . The 

emotional reactions that woul d be elicited by a communication 

style refle cting indeci si vene ss and uncertainty were asse ssed 

by observers using Greenwood ' s IM1 -Modifier Scale . Finally , 

a broad range of e motional engage ments elicited by the ob­

sessi ve were asse ssed using the 1M1 . 

The following hypothese s  were inve stigated in the 

present study : 

1 .  Obse ssive s  should di splay a greater use of Modifiers in 

the interview se ssi on than non-obse ssi ve s, regardle ss of the 

interviewer status condition. 
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la o F urthermore , since expre ssions of doubt and un-­

certainty have been hypothe sized as integral de vice s  used 

by obse ssive s  to avoid e motional expression and interper­

sonal e valuation , a greater use of Modifiers should be ex­

hibited by obse ssive s  particularly in the high status in­

te rviewe r condition .  Use o f  Modifiers b y  non-obse ssive s  i s  

not expected t o  be significantly affected by the interviewer 

status condition since the uncertainty expressive style i s  

not conceptualized a s  a ll1iversal expre ssi ve mode for all 

people , but rather is specifically restricted to the ob­

sessive personal ity . 

2 .  Consi stent with the above hypothesis , it  i s  predicted 

that obse ssi ve s  should elicit fro m observers more intense 

e motional reactions synonymous with an indecisive co mmunica­

tion style , regardless of the interviewer condition . 

2a . In addition , since the obse ssive ' s  defensi ve 

styli stics are expected to be more salient in the pre sence 

of  high status others , more intense e motional reacti ons 

elicited by the obse ssive ' s hypothesized indeci si ve communi­

c ation style , should occur in the high status interviewer 

c ondition . The interviewer status condition i s  no t expected 

to significantly affect the communication style and re sultant 

i mpact meassage s of non-obse ssi ve s . The dependent variable 

i s  the IMI -Modifier Scale , which was de signed to spe cifical ly 

assess the e motional i mpacts of indi vidual s interacting with 

so meone displaying an indecisive co mmunication style . 

3 .  This hypothe sis concerns the differential intensities of 



)8 

a range of impact me ssage s generated in observers by the ob­

sessive personality . The dependent variable is  the " IMI 

which consi sts of 15 scale s ,  each of which measures a 

" pure" interpersonal style . A priori selection of five 

scale s ,  corre sponding to the vario us obsessi ve stylistics 

di scusse d earlier ,  were use d in the main data analysi s .  

The se scales are Dominance ,  C ompetiti vene ss ,  Hostility , 

Mistrust , and De tac hment . The score derive d  from the ob­

servers and use d in this analysis were the sum of these five 

scal e s .  

I t  is  expecte d that obse ssive s  should generate higher 

score s  on the se scales ,  regardless of the interviewer status 

condition . 

)a . Furthermore , it i s  expecte d that the mean impact 

message score for obse ssive s  on the five scales  should be 

significantly higher in the high status interviewer condi­

tion . 

4 .  This hypothe sis concerns the level of state anxiety 

elicite d in sUb j e cts . The dependent variable is  the A-State 

Scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory ( Speilberger , 

Gorsuch , and Lushene , 1970) .  The A- State Scale was adminis­

tere d to all sub j ects before and after the interview .  The 

pre-interview - post-interview change score s  were use d in 

the data analysi s .  

S peilberger ' s ( 1966 , 197 2 )  state-trait model of anxiety 

po sits that indi vi dual s high in trait anxiety ( 1 )  are more 

prone to experience state anxiety in a wider range of situa­

tions , and ( 2 ) re spond with higher levels of anxiety to 
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threatening situations than do individuals with low trait 

anxiety . Subsequent re search (Auerback, 1973 ; Kendall , 

Finch , Auerbac k, Hooke , and Mikulka , 1976 ; Kendall , 1976 )  

has demonstrated that Spe ilberger' s trait construct i s  uni ­

di mensional , measuring an indi vidual ' s  tendency t o  percei ve 

interpersonal situati ons as more threatening . The pre sent 

study most likely represents an interpersonally threatening 

situation in that sub j ects are asked to re veal personal 

feelings to a stranger . 

There i s  a substantial amount of re search which in­

dicates that psycho metrically-identified obsessive s  ( i . e . , 

indi viduals high on both the neuroticism and intro vers ion 

di mensions of personality) possess high trait anxiety as 

conceptualized by Speilberger ( e . g .  Beech , 1974 ;  Kie sler , 

1969 ; Wiggins , 1968 ) . While it should be noted that all 

sub j ects in the present study will be selected fro m the 

middle range of the neuroticis m  dimension , it is predicted 

that . in line with Speilberger ' s  model , obsessi ve subjects 

should re spond with higher levels of state anxiety regard­

less of the interviewer condition . 

4a . Moreo ver ,  sinc e it has been argued that inter­

acting with high status others repre sents a greater inter­

personal threat for the obse ssive personality , it is pre­

dicted that the state anxiety of the obsessive sub j ects 

sho�ld be significantly higher immediately after being 

interviewed by a high status , as opposed to a low status , 

intervi e'fler . The state anxiety of non-obse ssi ves is  al so 
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e xpected to be somewhat higher after interacting with a high 

status interviewer . However , it i s  not expected that the 

state anxiety of the non-obsessive subjects should be signi­

ficantly affected by the interviewer status manipulation . 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

Sub j ects were 32 Caucasian female undergraduate stu­

dents selecte d from the subj ect pool at Virginia C ommon­

wealth University . The subject pool consi sts of students 

enrolled in intro ductory psychology courses who can earn 

extra credit toward the ir final grade by volunteering to 

participate in d&partmental re search studies . The 32 sub­

j ects ( i . e . , 16 obsessive s  and 16 non-obsessive s )  fo rming 

two groups were sele cte d from a larger sample of subjects 

by their score s on two paper and penc il tests . The selec­

tion proce dure .was as follows : 

1 .  All female volunteers of the sub j ect pool were 

admini stere d  the Bendig ( 1962 ) Pittsburgh Scales of 

Social Extroversion - Introversion and Emotionality 

and the Hystero i d  - Obsessoid Questionnaire (Caine 

and Hope , 1967 ) . The Bendig is a revised version of 

Eysenc k' s ( 1959 )  Maudsley Personality Inventory , con­

taining norms for American college stUdents . Two 

orthogonal dimensions have been factor-analytically 

derived from the Bendig: Emoti onality (EM )  and Soc ial 

Extroversion ( SEI) . Research ( summariz e d  by Kie sler , 

1969) supports the contention that obsessives may be 

define d on the Bendig as neuro tic introverts ( high 

EM , low SEI) . However , for the pre sent study. sub j ects 
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with medium level EM score s and low SEI score s will 

be selected . Previous research ( e . g . , Greenwood ,  

1976 ; Anchin , 1977) suggests that analogue sub j ects 

with high EM score s display high levels of anxiety in 

the experimental situation which likely di srupts and 

distorts  their habitual communication style . In ad­

dition , recent re search ( Slade , 197 4) has identified 

two distinct sets of maladaptive personality traits 

in the obsessive personality. The pre sent study 

focuse s on the group of obsessives characterized by 

rigidity, irritability, moro sene ss and a relative 

lac k  of anxiety. The HOQ was constructed to measure 

personality trait constellati ons , as oppo sed to sympto ­

matology, and thus i s  particularly appropriate for se­

lecting from a normal sample . Specifically, the HOQ 

was designed to measure a component of personality 

which has been clinically observed in two neurotic 

syndromes :  hysteria and obse ssive-compul sive neuro sis . 

2 .  Sub j ects were divided into three groups according 

to their scores on the above instruments . 

a .  Obse ssive s . The selection of obsessive s in­

volved several steps . First , sub j ects who had a 

Bendig EM score between thirteen and seventeen 

and an SEI score of 15 or less were identified . 

The EM range of score s i s  within two points of 

the mean ( approximately one-third of a standard 

deviation) of the female normative sample . The 
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upper limit of the range of SEI score s is two 

point s  ( approximately one -third of standard 

deviation) below the female normative sample . 

The se subj ects were then ranked-ordered on the 

basis of the ir HOQ score s .  All items on the HOQ 

are scored in the hysteroid direction ( i . e . , low 

score s repre sent obse ssoid responding) , with a 

mean raw score of 24 . Obsessive s are defined as 

those scoring 21 or lower . The 16 most extreme 

HOQ score s  in the obsessoid direction were cho sen 

as the obsessive personality type sub j ects . ( See  

Table 1 for a summary of group means and variance s  

for the sub j ects in the present study. ) 

b . Sixteen non-obsessive sub j ects were randomly 

selected from the sub j ects with an EM score of 

15 or less , an SEI score between 17 and 25 , and 

an HOQ score between 23 and 30 . Thi s insured 

selection of sub j ects who fall in the middle range 

of the instruments used . 

c .  Re j ects . Subj ects who se score s do not place 

them in one of the above mentioned groups were 

not considered for further use in thi s study . 

Selected sub jects were contacted by phone and asked to 

report to the Psychological Services C enter at 800 W .  Franklin 

Street at a spec ified time . When the subj ect arrived ,  she 

was taken to a waiting room by the author . There the author 



Table 1 

De scriptive Data on Sub ject Te st 

Scores on HOQ and Bendig 

Non-Obse ssive 

Mean 

Yar e 

SD 

Obse ssive 

Mean 

Yar e 

SD 

HOQ 

26 . 24 

5 . 86 

·2 . 42 

18 . 25 

3 · 76 

1 . 94 

EM 

10 . 47 

8 . 07 

2 . 84 

16 . 75 

3 · 31 

1 . 82 

Bendig 

SEI 

22 . 89 

9 . 06 

3 . 01 

11 · 70 

4 . 93 

2 . 22 
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asked the subject to fill out a copy of the State-Trait 

Anxiety I nventory ( STAI )  A -State Scale . The author informed 

the sub ject that he would return in five minute s  to pick up 

the questionnaire . Then the author read the subject the 

following set of instructions : 

This study has to do with communication . We are 
intere sted in how people form judgments of indi­
viduals being interviewed . In order to study your 
communicati on , we need as complete a record as pos­
sible , so we will videotape your interview . To do 
this we must have your consent . Please understand 
that the tape s will be kept confidential . They 
will be seen only by eight graduate students in 
clinical psychology directly connected with the 
study . On the tape you will not be identified 
by name . Nor will your name be referred to in data 
analysis or publication of results . All tapes will 
be erased after the study is completed . 

Then the author gave the subject a consent form to read and 

sign . Next , half of the obse ssive and half of the non-

obsessive subjects were told the following:  

Your interviewer today i s  Ms . /Mr . She/he 
i s  an undergraduate student v/ho has consented to help 
us in thi s study . 

The other half were told : 

Your interviewer today is  Dr . She/he i s  
an experienced psychotherapi st who has consented to 
help us in thi s study . 

Sub j ects were then taken to the interview room and in­

troduced to the interviewer.  The interview room is  furni shed 

with two chairs , a table , a television camera , a television 

monitor , a videotape deck , and a microphone . Prior to 

starting the intervi ew , the in terviewer read the sub j ect a 

second set of instructi ons ( see Appendix 1 )  asking the subj ect 

to  answer all que stions as hone stly as possible but al so 
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stating the right of the sub j ect to refuse to answer any 

questions deemed obj ectionable . The interviewer then ad­

ministered the interview que sti ons ( see Appendix 4 ) . The 

que stions for the pre sent study were designed to be open­

ended and focus on areas and experience s ( e . g .  human falli­

bility , loss of control ) that have been hypothesized to be 

integral thematic concerns of the obse ssive personality . 

The questions were selected from a pool of 50 questions that 

were rated on a 10 -point Likert scale according to their 

relevancy vi s a vi s the obsessive personality by 10 graduate 

students in clinical psychology . For the pre sent study , the 

twelve questions with the highest criterion rating were used . 

At the end of the interview , the sub j ect was led to an 

adj oining room by the author and asked to fill out the STAI 

A-State Scale . She was then debriefed as to the nature of 

the experiment . The sub ject was asked no t to di scuss the 

experiment with anyone until the end of the seme ster be cause 

to do so might seriously alter its re sults . 

Interviewers 

The interviewers for the study were an undergraduate 

male and female ( age 19 or 20 ) and a graduate student male 

and female ( age 28 or older) in clinical psychology . Inter­

viewers of both sexes were used in order to enhance the gen­

eralizabil ity of the interviewee-interviewer interactions . 

All interviewers were trained by the author with the aid of 

videotape feedback to deliver all que stions in a standardized 

manner .  The interviewers attempted to facilitate the sub ject ' s  
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talking at least two minutes on each que stion by employing 

two sequential standard prods and one feeling reflection 

comment per que stion. Thus , if the sub ject stopped talking 

in less than two minute s ,  the interviewer asked " Can you tell 

me a little more about that? " If , after the first prod , the 

sub j ect again stopped talking in less than two minutes ,  the 

interviewer asked " Can yo u tell me any more abo ut that? " In 

addition , once per que stion the interviewer attempted to 

make an accurate re statement of the emotional tone of the 

subject ' s  discourse . The interviewer attempted to deliver 

his/her feeling refle cti on comment in a crisp and clear 

manner and in an intere sted and empathic tone . 

Dependent Variable Measure s 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory ( STAI) A- State Scale . The 

STAI ( Speilberge r ,  Gorsuch and Lushens , 1 970 ) consists of 

separate 20-item self-report scales for measuring state an­

xiety and trait anxiety . In the pre sent study only the STAI 

A-State Scale was used . Thi s scale , a measure of momentory 

or transitory anxiety , require s people to describe how they 

feel at a particular moment in time . I t  has been demonstrated 

that score s on the A-State Scale increase in response to situ­

ational stre ss and decl ine under relaxed conditions ( Spe{l­

berger et al . ,  1970 ) . 

Impact Me ssage Inventory ( IMI) . The IMI (Kiesler , Per­

kins , Anchin , Chirico , Kyle and Fede rman , 1975 ) is a 90-item 

self-report state inventory that provides a measure of the 

affective and behavioral reactions an individual experiences 
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as a consequence of his/her interactions with another person. 

Each of the 90 items i s  keyed to one of 15 scales . These 

scales  are anchored to the fifteen personality dimensions 

used by Lorr ( 1967 ) in hi s Interpersonal Behavior Inventory . 

These dimensions are dominance ,  competitiveness , ho stility , 

mistrust , detachment , inhibition , submissivene ss , succorance , 

abasiveness , deference , agreeablene ss , nurturance , affilia­

tiveness , sociabil ity and exhibitioni sm . 

The procedure i s  that the observer records the extent 

to which each item reflects the impact that interviewee has 

on him/her .  Each item de scribes a feeling characteristically 

elicited by a person high on one of the 15 dimensions . For 

example ,  some of the items keyed to the " dominant" interper­

sonal category include "He makes me feel bo ssed around" and 

" I  want to put him in hi s place . "  I f  an item is rated high , 

then the interviewe e  receive s  a score on the corre sponding 

dimension . Each item is given a rating: 1 - not at all , 

2 - somewhat , 3 - moderately , and 4 - very much so . In line 

with the keying of each item to one of the re spective IMI 

scale s ,  the total score for a given scale i s  the sum of the 

ratings given to each of the 6 items compri sing that particu­

lar scale . Thus , for example , a scale consisting of 6 items 

may yield a score ranging from 6 to 24 . 

In the pre sent study the score used in data analysis  

from the IMI was the sum attained by adding the scores record� 

ed by the observers on the dominance ,  hostility , competitive­

ness , mi strust and detachment scales . Th e potential range of 
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score s  for each observer on the se five scale will vary from 

30 to 120 . 

Impact Me ssage Inventory (IMI) -Modifier Scale . The 

IMI -Modifier Scale i s  a 21-item scale which , like the IMI , 

is designed to assess the relationship domain of live dyadic 

human behavior . Thi s scale attempts to focus on the emotional 

impacts and action tendencies  elicited by a communication 

style characterized entirely by indecisiveness , tentative­

ne ss and lack of clarity . 

This scale was developed by having 15 graduate students 

in clinical psychology " simulate "  an interaction with an in-

dividual who typifi e s  an indecisive communication style . 

This was accompli shed by having each graduate student read 

the following paragraph and focus on the immediate affective 

and behavioral reactions he or she would be experiencing if 

in the company of the person described by the paragraph . 

K is  a person who rarely expre sses himself in a cri sp 
or clear manner .  He frequently qualifie s what he says 
and i s  indeci sive . K typically mull s over hi s thoughts 
rather than expre ssing his attitude s and feelings with­
out hesitation .  K has an extreme fear of -being tho ught 
of poorly by others and therefore never takes a clear 
cut stand on anything . When faced with a deci sion he 
usually manage s to perfectly balance the pro s and cons 
involved .  

Students were asked t o  record their reactions . The item pool 

generated by thi s procedure was then reduced using a series 

of filter1ng strategies  ( see Appendix 6 ) . The potential 

range of scores for each observer on the IMI -Modifier Scale 

will vary i'rom 21 to 84 . 
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Psycholingui stic Scoring System for the Obse ssive Per­

sonality . An altered version of the Modifier category of the 

Psycholingui stic Scoring System for the Obsessive Personality 

(Kiesler,  Moulthrop and Todd , 1 972 )  was applied to the inter­

view data . A deci sion was made to revise the Modifier 

scoring system based on a previo us study (Greenwood , 1976 )  

which indicated that one of  the syntactical categorie s  was 

not reflecting an indecisive communication style . 

The unit scored was the sentence . Rules for unitizing 

sentences are adopted from Auld and White ( 1956 ) . While the 

contextual unit scored i s  the sentence ,  instance of Modifiers 

can occur in three separate types  of scoring units : (a )  clause s  

( e . g . I wonder whether ,  it ' s  po ssible , it may be ) ,  (b )  phrases 

and adverbs ( e . g .  maybe , to some extent ) , ( c )  independent 

sentence s  ( e . g . I t  depends , I don' t know) . A Modifier ' s  

Ratio was calculated as follows :  

Modifier Ratio = 
Number of Modifiers 
Number of Units Spoken by Sub j ect 

Scoring and Coding of the Interview Data . Six gradu­

ate students in clinical psychology observed all of the 

videotaped intervi ews . Each observer viewed fo ur video­

taped interviews during an observation se ssion. Thus , there 

was a total of e i.ght observation se ssions for each observer . 

Each observer was permitted only one observation session per 

day in order to avoid any pos sible carryover effects or be­

coming satiated from viewing a large number of interviews 

in a short period of time . 
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From each videotaped interview a randomly sampled six 

minute segment was selected fo r observation .  All comments 

by the interviewer were erased so that the observers would 

only hear and see the sub j ect . Each graduate student ob­

server filled out an 1M1 and 1M1 -Modifier Scale at the end 

of each interview . The sequence of the presentation of the 

videotape s to the observers was counterbalanced to eliminate 

any po ssible order effects . Reliability between coders for 

the scoring of Modifiers was calculated using both the 

intraclass correlation coefficient formula sugge sted by 

Ebel ( 1951 )  and percentage agreement score s . 
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RESULTS 

Coder Reliability 

The reliability between coders was calculated for one 

of  the dependent measures , the Modifier category of the Psy­

cholingui stic Scoring System for the Obse ssive Personality 

(Kiesler , Moulthrop and Todd , 1972 ) , as well as for unitizing 

sentence s  of the sub j ect ' s  type scripted interviews . Relia­

bility was determined both by using the Ebel tntraclass 

correlation coefficient (Guilford , 1954) and by percentage 

agreement ( i . e . , agreements/agreements + disagreements )  of 

the ratings . The intraclass correlation formula provides 

two estimates of reliability ;  rll indicates the intercor­

relation among two coders , while rkk indicates the reliabili­

ty of the mean of the two coder ' s ratings . 

The reliability e stimates of the two coders for the 

Modifiers measure are pre sented in Table 2 .  As can be seen , 

the rll and rkk values for the coders ratings are quite high , 

Insert Table 2 abou t here 

demonstrating that thi s dependent measure was scored in an 

ob j ective manner with little inference from the coders . In 

addition , the percentage agreement for the Modifiers Scoring 

System , although lower ,  still suggests that the scores used 

in the subsequent analyses are highly reliable . The percen­

tage agreement formuia i s  probably a more sensitive measure 

in the pre sent study since it reflects agreement between coders 
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Table 2 

Ebel Intraclass Correlations and Percentage Agreements for 

Two Coders Rating Modifiers fo� 32 Interviews . 

Ebel Intraclass C orre lations 

Modifiers 

Percentage Agreement 
of the Ratings 

81 . 9% 
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rather than j ust agreement of summary scores across inter­

views . 

The reliability estimate s for unitiz ing sentences are 

presented in Table 3 .  These values also indicate that the 

two coders , who followed a slightly altered version of the 

Insert Table 3 about here 

guideline s for unitiz ing developed by Dollard and Auld (1959 ) , 

applied the guide'line s in a very consistent manner .  

Explanation of the Analyse s Performed 

Data were obtained for each subject on the Modifiers 

category of the Psycholingui stic Scoring System for the Ob­

sessive Personality ( revi sed) , the Impact Me ssage Inventory -

Modifier Scale , the five specified scales of the Impact Me s­

sage Inventory , and the A -State Scale of the State - Trait 

Anxiety Inventory . 

A Modifier Ratio , as described in the Method section , 

was obtained for each subject . These ratio data were then 

subjected to an analysis of variance in a 2 x 2 factorial de­

sign in which the sub j ect ' s  personality style ( non-obsessive 

or obse ssive ) and the intervi ew conditi on ( low status or 

high status interviewer) were the two factors . 

In addition , summary score s from each observer for the 

IMI-Modifier Scale and the five specified scales of the IMI 

were obtained for each sub j ect . The se summary score s were 

subjected to an analysis of variance in a 2 x 2 factorial 

design as noted above . 
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Table ) 

Ebel Intraclass Correlations and Percentage Agreements for 

Two Coders Unitiz ing )2  Interviews . 

Unitiz ing 

Ebel Intraclass 
C orrelations 

Percentage Agreements 
of the Ratings 

86 . 4% 
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Finally . raw score s were obtained for each subject on 

the A-State Scale of the STAI before and after their parti­

c ipation in the experimental interview . These data were 

sub j ected to a repeated measures analysis of variance in a 

2 x 2 factorial design again corresponding to the Personali­

ty Style x Interviewer Status experimental design. The re­

sults for each main dependent variable will be grouped sepa­

rately . 

Mo difier Ratio 

Hypothesis  1 predicted a main effect for the sub j ect ' s  

personality style and the interviewer status condition , as 

well as an interaction between the sub j ect ' s  personality 

style and the interviewer status condition . A s  can be seen 

from the re sults presented in Table 4 ,  this hypothe sis was 

not confirmed .  

I nsert Table 4 about here 

Neither the sub j ect ' s  personality style , the interviewer 

status condition , nor an interaction of the se factors affect­

ed the use of Modifiers . There was a slight trend supportive 

of the predi cted effect that obsessive sub j ects would display 

more Modifi ers in the ir speech than non-obsessive sub j ects . 

The re sults for the Modifier Ratio measure are graphically 

illustrated in Figure 1 .  

Impact Message Inventory - Modifier Scale 

Hypothe sis 2 predicted that obse ssive subjects would 
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Table 4 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for Modifier 

Ratio Scores 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare E 12 

Main Effects 0 . 010 2 0 . 005 0 . 909  ns 

Personality 
Style 0 . 003 1 0 . 003 0 · 593 ns 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 006  1 0 . 006 1 . 225 ns 

Two -way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x Inter-

0 . 440 viewer Status 0 . 002 1 0 . 002 ns 

Explained 0 . 012 3 0 . 004 0 . 753 ns 

Re sidual 0 . 147 28 0 . 005 

Total 0 . 159 31 
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elicit more intense emotional reactions congruent with an 

indecisive communication style than would non-obsessive sub­

j ects , particularly when interacting with a high status 

intervi ewer.  This hypothe sis was not confirmed .  The re­

sults of the analysis of variance for thi s prediction pre­

sented in Table 5 indicate no significant effect as a func­

tion of the subj ect ' s  personality style or status of the 

I nsert Table 5 about here 

interviewer . The results for the IMI -Modifier Scale are 

graphically illustrated in Figure 2 .  

Five Specified Scales of the Impact Message Inventory 

Thi s hypothe sis involved the differential intensities 

of a range of emotional reacti ons generated in observers by 

obsessive and non-obsessive subj ects . I t  was predicted that 

obsessive sub j ects wo uld elicit higher score s  on the five 

specified scales hypothesized to reflect vario us obse ssive 

stylistic s .  Furthermore , it was predicted that the mean im­

pact me ssage score for obsessive s  on these five scales would 

be significantly higher in the high status inte rviewer con­

dition . As can be seen from Table 6 the se predictions were 

Insert Table 6 about here 

not confirmed .  There was no significant effect on the mean 

impact message score for the five specified scales of the IMI 

as a function of the subj e ct ' s  personality style or the status 
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Table 5 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for Impact Message 

Inventory - Modifier Scores 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare F 

Main Effects 18 . 450 2 9 . 225 0 . 195 

Personality Style 18 . 374 1 18 . 374 0 . 389 

Interview Status 0 . 075 1 0 . 075 0 . 002 

Two -way Inter-
action 

Personal ity 
Style x Interviewer 
Status 0 . 018 1 0 . 018 0 . 000 

Explained 18 . 468 3 6 . 156 0 . 130 

Residual 1323 . 515 28 47 . 268 

Total 1341 . 984 31 

� 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 
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Table 6 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Five Specified 

Scale s of the Impact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare £: 

Main Effects 0 . 019 2 0 . 010 . 013 

Personality 
Style 0 . 008 1 0 . 008 . 010 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 012 1 0 . 012 . 016 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x Inter-
viewer Status 0 . 039 1 0 . 039 . 051 

Explained 0 . 058 3 0 . 019 . 026 

Residual 21 . 070 28 0 . 752 

Total 21 . 128 31 

62 

I! 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 
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of the interviewer . The results for hypothe si s ) are graphi­

cally illustrated in Figure ) .  

The Anxiety State Scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory .  

The repeated measure s analysis of the sub jects " state" 

anxiety resulted in one significant finding . As can be seen 

from Table 7 ,  the level of anxiety of sub j ects before and 

Insert Table 7 about here 

after the interview was associated with an F value of 6 . 98 

( p <. 025 ) , indicating a significant increase in self-reported 

state anxiety , regardless of the subject ' s  personality style 

or the interviewer status condition . 

Hypothe sis 4 had predicted ( 1 )  that the state anxiety 

of obse ssive s  wo uld be greater than non-obsessives , ( 2 )  that 

the sub jects in the high status interview condition would re­

port more anxiety than subjects in the low status interview 

condition , and ( )  that the state anxiety of obsessive sub­

jects  would be particularly elevated when interacting with a 

high status interviewer . None of these predictions were con­

firme d .  There were sl ight trends in the predicted direction 

for the effect of the sub ject ' s  personality style and the 

status of the interviewer . The results for hypothesis 4 are 

graphically illustrated in Figure 4 .  

Ancillary Analyses 

In addition to analyz ing the mean impact score of the 

five specifi ed scales of the IMI ( De tached , Hostile , Mistrust , 
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Table 7 

2 x 2 Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for the 

A -State Scale of the State - Trait Anxiety 

Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare F 

Between 
Sub jects )075 . 61 )1 

Personality 
Style 268 . 14 1 268 . 14 2 . 71 . 10 

Interviewer 
Status 40 . 64 1 40 . 64 . 41 ns 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status . 82 1 . 82 . 008 ns 

Error 2766 . 01 28 98 . 7 9  

Within Subjects 1141 . 50 )2 

Pre-po st 199 . 52 1 199 . 52 6 . 98 . 025 

Pre-post x 

Personality 
40 . 6) 40 . 6) 1 . 42 Style 1 ns 

Pre-post x 

Personality 
90 . 01 ) . 15 . 10 Style 90 . 01 1 

Pre -post x 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 91 . 15 1 91 . 15 ) . 19 . 10 

Error 800 . 19 28 28 . 58 

Total 4217 . 11 6) 
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Competitive , Dominant ) hypothe sized to reflect various ob­

se ssive stylisti c s ,  each of these scales were subjected to 

an individual analysis of variance in the same 2 x 2 factorial 

de sign as the experimental hypothe se s .  The Inhibition scale , 

measuring another hypothe sized emotional engagement of the 

obse ssive , was also subjected to the above-mentioned analysis . 

In line with the experimental hypothe ses , a main ef­

fect for the sub j ect ' s  personality style and the interviewer 

status condition , might be expected for each of the se scales . 

However , as can be seen from the results presented in Table s  

8-lJ , thi s expectation was not borne out for any o f  the six 

scales . 

Insert Tables 8-lJ about here 
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Table 8 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Detached 

Scale of the Impact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguares df Mean Sguare F � 

Main Effects 0 . 0)1 2 0 . 015 0 . 151 ns 

Personality 
Style 0 . 0)0 1 0 . 0)0 0 . 291 ns 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 001 1 0 . 001 0 . 012 ns 

Two-way Inte r-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 002 1 0 . 002 0 . 019 ns 

Explained 0 . 00) ) 0 . 011 0 . 107 ns 

Re sidual 2 . 840 28 0 . 101 

Total 2 . 87) )1 



Table 9 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Hostile 

Scale of the Impact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguares df Mean Sguare f :Q 

Main Effects 0 . 014 2 0 . 007 0 . 151 ns 

Personali ty 
Style 0 . 010 1 0 . 010 0 . 203 ns 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 005 1 0 . 005 0 . 099 ns 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 014 1 0 . 014 0 . 292 ns 

Explained 0 . 028 3 0 . 009 0 . 198 ns 

Re sidual 1 . 330 28 0 . 048 

Total 1 . 359 31 
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Table 10 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Mistrust 

Scale of the I'mpact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare F R 

Main Effects 0 . 0)8 2 0 . 019 0 . 177 ns 

Personality 
Style 0 . 018 1 0 . 018 0 . 165 ns 

I nterviewer 
Status 0 . 020 1 0 . 020 0 . 190 ns 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 0)) 1 0 . 0)) 0 . )09 ns 

Explained 0 . 071 ) 0 . 024 0 . 221 ns 

Residual 2 . 991 28 0 . 107 

Total ) . 062 )1 
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Table 11 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Competitive 

Scale of the Impact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare f � 

Main Effects 0 . 010 2 0 . 005 0 . 176 ns 

Personality 
Style 0 . 005 1 0 . 005 0 . 201 ns 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 004 1 0 . 004 0 . 151 ns 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 007 1 0 . 007  0 . 258 ns 

Explained 0 . 016 3 0 . 005 0 . 204 ns 

Re sidual 0 . 755 28 0 . 027 

Total 0 . 7 71 31 
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Table 12 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Dominant 

Scale of the Impact Me ssage Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguares df Mean Sguare F .12 

Main Effects 0 . 006 2 0 . 003 0 . 056 ns 

Personality 
0 . 036 Style 0 . 002 1 0 . 002 ns 

I nterviewer 
Status 0 . 004 1 0 . 004 0 . 076  ns 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 049 1 0 . 049 0 . 911 ns 

Explained 0 . 055 3 0 . 018 0 . 341 ns 

Re sidual 0 . 501 28 0 . 054 

Total 1 . 556 31 
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Table 13 

2 x 2 Analysis of Variance for the Inhibited 

Scale of the Impact Message Inventory 

Source Sum of Sguare s df Mean Sguare F � 

Main Effects 0 . 099 2 0 . 050 0 . 224 ns 

Personality 
Style 0 . 073 1 0 . 073 0 . 32 9  ns 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 026 1 0 . 026 0 . 119 ns 

Two-way Inter-
action 

Personality 
Style x 

Interviewer 
Status 0 . 041 1 0 . 041 0 . 183 ns 

Explained 0 . 140 3 0 . 047 0 . 210 ns 

Residual 6 . 202 28 0 . 222 

Total 6 . 342 31 
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the present study was to build the em­

pirical groundwork of a communications approach to psycho­

therapy by asse ssing a specific c omponent of the communica­

tion style of the obsessive personality assumed to reflect 

the stylistic dimension of indecisivenes s  and uncertainty , 

as well as the distinctive emotional reactions that the clini­

cal literature suggests are elicited by the self-defeating 

interpersonal behavior of the obse ssive . In addition , the 

present study investigates the effect  of one situational 

factor , the status of the interviewer , on the interpersonal 

stylistic s of obsessive s  and non-obse ssives .  

Integrity o f  the Experimental Manipulations . 

I t  appears that , while a few flaws may have occurred 

in the execution of the present study , the experimental pro­

cedure was followed as designed .  All subj ects satisfied the 

selection criteria outline d in the Method section for obses­

sive s  and non-obsessive s .  The interviewers appeared t o  have 

followed the training guidelines clo sely . The observers of 

the videotaped interviews also followed the observation in­

structions carefully . Finally , the coders attained very high 

levels of reliability and agreement in unitizing and coding 

of the Modifiers measure of the typescripted interviews .  

On the other hand , a factor which may have had consider­

able influence on the results of this stud;y involves how the 

low status and high statu s interviewers were perceived by 
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the subject s .  Previous re search ( e . g . , Pope & Siegman ,  1972)  

sugge sts that sub jects are more anxious when interacting with 

high status persons . However , in the present study , the high 

status interviewer was introduced as an " experienced psycho­

therapist . "  Since sub jects were asked to talk about experience s  

that were personal and potentially upsetting , i t  is  possible 

that they did not feel more uncomfortable revealing themselve s 

to an o stensible mental health professional . In fact , a few 

sub jects remarked that they appreciated the opportunity to 
. 

talk with a " nice" , " understanding" therapist . A second po s-

sibility i s  that the high status interviewers ( advanced grad­

uate students in clinical psychology) , de spite their adherence 

to the interviewer rule s ,  re sponded in a subtle way different­

ly than the low status interviewers , thereby confounding the 

status manipulation . 

Experimental Hypothe ses and Implications for Future Re search . 

While there were slight trends for obses sive sub j ects 

to di splay more Modifiers in their speech and manifest a 

higher level of state anxiety than non-obse ssive sub j ects , 

none of the hypothe ses were confirmed in the present study . 

A possible  explanation for the lack of re sults involves the 

fact that the experimental analogue situation may have been 

inappropriate . 

Theoriz ing concerning the ubiquotous and integral part 

that indeci sivene ss plays in an obse ssive ' s  interpersonal 

style has been based on clinically diagno sed groups of obses-

sive neurotic s ,  rather than on psychometrically - identified 
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obse ssive s .  I n  addition , research efforts - albeit of a 

wide band focus - which have confirmed clinical impre ssions 

of the obsessive ' s  communication style , have focused on ob­

sessive patients ( Balkan & Masserman , 1940 ; Lorenz & C obb , 

1954 ; Lorenz , 1955 ) . Sub j ects in the present study , however , 

were selected from a normal college population . It  i s  pos­

sible that one or more of the differences between psychometri­

cally - identified and clinically diagno sed obsessive s  ( e . g . , 

level of distress , role expectations , motivation , etc . )  may 

be significant moderator variable s  in eliciting the frequently­

noted indecisive communication style and other self-defeating 

interpersonal stylistics of the obsessive ( e . g . , Sullivan , 

1 956)  • 

The complexity of the assessment problem in analogue 

re search can be further gleaned by previous findings concern­

ing the relationship between obsessive personalities and clini ­

cally diagno sed obsessive neurotic s .  Black ' s  ( 1974) review of 

the few systematic studie s  of the obsessive neurotic ' s  pre ­

morbid personality indicate that , on the average , marked ob­

se ssive personal ity traits  were found in only 31 percent of 

254 obsessive ne urotic patients and no premorbid obse ssive 

traits were found in 29 pe:r-cent of 451 obse ssive ne urotics . 

While the studies  in Black ' s  review are difficult to compare 

because of widely varying criteria and methods used for the 

assessment of obsessive traits , it i s  evident that in some 

re spects - as yet not clearly specified - obse ssive personali­

ty and obse ssive neurotic do not constit u.te the same homoge­

neous gro up . 
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Further evidence for this view come s from Slade ' s  

(1974) review of factor analytic studie s  of the obsessive 

personality and obsessive neurotic . Separate trait and symp­

tom factors were found in these studies regardle ss whether 

other or self-ratings were use d .  In one study (Lorr & 

Rubinstein , 1956 ) an analysis of second order factors re­

vealed that obse ssive symptom items tended to load on an 

" anxiety-tension" factor , while obsessive personality trait 

items loaded on a " hostility-re sentment" factor . 

The above findings go to the heart of the Pati ent Uni­

formity Myth (Kie sler , 1966 ) . That i s ,  even within the ob-

se ssive spectrum , there are various subgroups that differ 

significantly from one anoth er .  I t  is  conceivable that 

( 1 )  experimental analogue re search i s  not an appropriate 

strate�J to evaluate the important theoretical constructs 

vis a vi s the obsessive personality or ( 2 )  the sub j ect selec­

tion criteria used in the pre sent study were not adequate in 

producing a theoretical and clinically relevant homogeneous 

group of sUbjects . 

�ith regard to the later possibility , Weintraub and 

Aronson ( 1974) analyz ed the verbal productions of a gro up of 

obsessive - compulsive patients .  They found that two communi­

cation styles - lack of emotional expre ssion and defensive 

avoidance of referenc e s  to themselve s  - c onsistently noted in 

the clinical literature to be associated with the obsessive 

personality , were not evident in the verbal productions of 

the obsessive - compulsive patients . In fact , these patien� 
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expressed more feelings and used less nonpersonal references 

than non-obse ssives . In the same vein , Kiesler ( 1969) com­

pared an aspect of communication behavior ( " experiencing" ) 

of subjects selected from a normal college population with 

tho se seeking outpatient psychotherapy who had the same test 

score s  on selection instruments ( similar to the one s used in 

the pre sent study) . He found that , for males , there was a 

significant difference between the two groups in their abili­

ty to expre ss , understand and integrate a wide range of feel­

ings . 

Thus , it i s  plausible that the communication behavior 

and resultant emotional engagements of psychometrically -

identified obse ssives differ significantly from obse ssive s 

who seek or are involved in psychotherapy . Replicati on of 

the pre sent study with actual obsessive neurotic patients as 

well as the development of finer-grained assessment instru­

ments that can delineate more homogeneous subgroups of ob­

se ssive s would be important steps in answering thi s que sti on . 

The former recommendation suggests that the single-case 

de sign might be the mo st appropriate research strategy in 

studying the communication patterns of the obsessive person­

ality . In additi on , a careful reading of the clinical litera­

ture on the obse ssive personality brings to mind a sampling 

difficulty that may only be addre ssed in single-case studie s ,  

which permit study of a variable over an extended period of 

time . A number of theoreticians , mo st notably Salzman ( 1972 ) , 

point to the e stabli srunent of a certain level of intimacy in' a 
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relationship as a prerequisite for the obsessive to display 

his defensive styli stics .  He notes that intimacy i s  threat­

ening since it draws the obse ssive into an emotional arena 

he cannot control . Consequently , it may take a number of 

interviews before the defensive communication patterns of 

the obsessive are manifested .  

The experimental analogue situation may not have been 

appropriate in another manner . The Modifiers scoring system , 

Impact Message Inventory - Modifier Scale , and Impact Message 

Inventory were designed to measure a sub j ect ' s  interpersonal 

communication patterns and resultant emotional engagements .  

The structure of the interview in the present study , while 

technically a dyadic situation , did not allow a free flowing 

reciprocal interaction between the subj ect and the interviewer . 

While the interviewers were allowed to interact to some ex­

tent with the SUbjects , the ir behavior was standardized in 

orde� to minimiz e  any differential influence s .  I t  i s  possible 

that this artificiality influenced the nature of the verbal­

stylistic and nonverbal behaviors of the obse ssives . In 

support of this idea , Davis ( 1975 ) found that sensitizers 

( Byrne , 1961 ) , who are psychometrically similar to the ob­

sessive sub jects used in the pre sent study , needed the full 

complement of relationship cue s before they felt they were 

interacting with another person and before they would per­

ceive the situation as an interpersonal threat . 

One of the related methodological problems of the pre ­

sent study concerns how the interviews were perceived by the 
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sub jects . Task-confounding may have occurred in that the 

interviewers may have varied on dimensions other than status . 

Interviewer characteristics should not be left to chance when 

a small number of interviewers are used . Possible confounding 

interviewer characteri stic s  ( e . g . , level of empathic under­

standing , attractivene ss )  should either be measured and con­

trolled beforehand , or incorporated into the experimental 

design as additional independent variable s .  

Another i ssue involves the possible blunting effect of 

viewing videotape s in eliciting emotional reactions . Gotts­

chalk ( 1961 ) has observed:  " There is a special problem in 

using films as records of soc ial interaction: the person 

analyzing the material has two stimuli to contend with - the 

social situation depi cted in the film and the film itself" 

( p .  207 ) . The effect of videotape presentations as opposed 

to live interactions should be evaluated in future studies . 

The nature of the data medium i s  a particularly crucial c on­

cern in this area of research.  

An important ancillary finding involve s how the sub jects 

responded to one of the questi ons asked by the interviewer: 

What are the impressions you ' ve made of me in the last few 

minutes? Thi s questi on was qualitatively different from the 

other que stions in the interview in that it asked subjects to 

express the ir feelings and perceptions about the interviewer 

to the interviewer,  rather than talk abo ut an experienc e in 

the pre sence of the interviewer . Sub j ects responded to this 

que stion with a significantly ( t  = 5 . 95 :  p< . OOl ) greater 
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number of Modifiers in their speech than to the interview as 

a whole . All subjects displayed a Modifier in their speech 

approximately every sixth sentence during the course of the 

interview . However . to the question cited above . where the 

subjects  were asked to comment on their impre ssions of the 

interviewer . the rate of the use of Modifiers j umped to almo st 

every other sentence (Modifier Ratio = . 43 ) . However . it 

sho uld be noted . there was no difference between obsessive 

and non-obsessive subj ects in the ir use of Modifiers on thi s  

question . 

Thi s finding indicates that a certain type of interper­

sorml communication-actually addre ssing one ' s  relationship 

with the other member of the dyad-is characterized by speech 

which is  more uncertain and qualified . Modifiers appear to 

be a sensitive measure of thi s phenomenon . Since Modifiers 

do not discriminate obsessive s from non-obsessives in this 

type of communicati on behavior . this would connote . as Watz la­

wick . Beavin and Jackson ( 1967 ) hypothe siz e . a universal dif­

ficulty in attempting to communicate relationship ( " analogi c" ) 

information in a logical ( " digital" ) manner ; They note : 

Human beings communicate both digitally and ana­

logically . Digital language has a highly complex 

and powerful logical syntax but lacks adequate se­

mantics in the field of relati onships . while ana­

logic language posse sses the semantics but has no 

adequate syntax for the unambiguous definiti on of 

the nature of relationships (p .  62 ) . 
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The finding that the speech of the subjects  is  signi­

ficantly more uncertain when they were asked to share their 

impressions of the interviewer with him doe s  suggest that 

profitable re search can be done with analogue populations in 

the interpersonal communications area .  A good deal of work 

nee ds to be done to pinpoint under what conditions certain 

types of communi cation behavior occurs , as well as the inter­

personal consequences of such behavior .  Analogue research 

can play a large role in delineating these heretofore unex­

plored behavioral domains , before research efforts turn to­

ward replication studies with patient populations . 

More specifically , while the taxonomy of interpersonal 

communication tasks is  in a rUdimentary stage of development , 

the pre sent study would indicate that interpersonal communi­

cation be regarded as a multidimensional construct . The ap­

propriate re search strategy , then,  would involve using fac­

torial de signs which incorporate sub j ect ( encoder) , situa­

tional ( decoder ) and communication task differences . �li th 

regard to communication task variable s ,  a starting point 

might be Barker and Kibler ' s ( 1971 )  concept of " dialogic" 

inte rpersonal communication . Dialogic interpersonal communi­

cation occurs when the focus of the spoken message is the 

relationship of the two interactants . 

In summation, none of the maj or hypothe ses were support­

ed in the pre sent study . It  was suggested that the attenuating 

effects of the somewhat artificial analogue task as well as 

the selection of sub jects from a normal population , may have 
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accounted for the lack of results . More explicitly , the con­

stricted interaction between the interviewer and the sub ject , 

possible uncontrolled characteri stics of the interviewers 

which may have confounded the status manipulation , and the 

possible loss of information that may have accrued from the 

use of videotape s were cited . Refinements and study in these 

areas are recommended for future analogue research . I t  was 

also suggested that future analogue research be expanded to 

include communication task variable s .  F inally , it was noted 

that single-case studie s  with obsessive patients might be the 

most feasible strategy to more rigorously inve stigate some 

of the clinically observed communication behavior of the ob­

sessive . 
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APPENDIX 1 

INTERVIEWER ' S  INSTRUCTIONS 

Thank you for coming here today . 
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This i s  a study of how people communicate their feelings 

and attitude s ,  and of the impact conveyed by a person ' s com­

munication style . I t  i s  our hope to discover the relation­

ship between the way in which a person communicate s and the 

impact he/she has on another person.  

I ' m going to ask you some questions and I ' d like you to 

answer them as honestly as po ssible . Some of the questions 

are personal and you may feel uncomfortable in answering 

them . You may refuse to answer any question that seems of­

fensive to you .  Al so , if  at any time you feel like di scon­

tinuing the interview , please feel free to do so . You will 

still receive credit for participating in the experiment . 

When you answer questions , please try to talk about 

them in detail . The more you can talk , the better . Please 

try to talk at least two minutes  on each que stion . Please 

try as best you can to communicate your real feelings about 

the various topics . 

I will not be able to answer any que stions during the 

interview , but I will answer any questions you care to ask 

now 

Any questions? 

Now , I will turn on the videotape recorder and begin the 

interview . 
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APPENDIX 2 

CONSENT FOR COMMUNICATIONS RESEARCH 

You are being asked to participate in a research study 

concerned with communication . Your participation in the 

study will consist of responding to various que stions that 

you will be asked by a graduate student . In order to study 

your communication behavior we need  as complete a record as 

possible , so we will taperecord your interview . To do thi s , 

we must have your consent . 

The tapes will be kept as confidential as po ssible . 

They will be heard only by five graduate students in clinical 

psychology directly connected with this study . On the tape 

you will be identified by number and no t by name . In addition , 

no name s or identities related  to participants will be referred 

to in data analysis or publication of results .  All tapes will 

be erased after the study is completed . 

During the interview you may refuse to answer any que s­

tions that you find offensive . You are also free to withdraw 

your consent and to discontinue parti cipation in thi s study 

at any time . 

Date : 

Signature : 

Witne ss : 



APPENDIX J 

SELECTION PROCESS AND ORIGINAL POOL OF 

INTERVIEWER QUESTIONS 

Instructions 
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I need to secure approximately 10 questions that are 

particularly meaningful for the obse ssive personality . The 

following i s  a de scription of the obse ssive personality to 

help you focus on the dominant theme s and style of the ob­

se ssive . Please read through the following questi ons and 

rate them on the dimension of saliency vi s a vis the obses­

sive personality . Please do thi s  in the following manner .  

First , rate each que stion on a scale o f  1 - J whereby 1 = most 

salient and J = least salient . Then , return to those que s­

tions rated 1 and rank-order them . 

Clinical de scriptions of the obsessive personality have 

highlighted a broad array of traits including rigidity in 

thought and behavior,  a liking for order,  conscientiousne ss , 

a meticulous use of words , paying attention to detail , in­

c onclusive ways of acting and thinking , a tendency to brood 

over ideas , irritability , and moro seness . 

The obsessive tends to overestimate his rational capaci­

ty and neglect the emotional factors in hi s life . The ob­

se ssive like s to avoid the expre ssion of feeling and attempts 

to dampen , re strain, or deny emotional re sponse s .  He strive s 

for oITmi sci ence through intelle ctuality . He has a tendency 

to aissect every experience with compul sive rigidity , which 
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c on£uses rather than enlightens . The obsessive constantly 

i ssues himself commands and believe s nothing should get in 

the way of these directive s .  Many of the se directive s pre­

scribe role s  that the obse ssive believe s he must fill . The 

obsessive therefore strives to reduce life to a technical 

exercise whereby emotional factors are removed . 

The obse ssive experiences the po ssibility of the loss 

of control as painfully humiliating . Being dependent on 

others i s  interpreted by the obsessive as being out of con­

trol . The obse ssive maximiz e s  c ontrol over hi s life by 

limiting his commitment . He tends to avoid challenges and 

problems by being indeci sive . The obse ssive has perfection­

i stic strivings . To the obsessive . anything less than per­

fecti;n i s  mediocrity . which is intolerable . 

1 .  
2 .  
) .  
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
8 .  
9 .  
10 . 

11 . 
12 . 

I) . 
14 . 

15 . 
16 . 
17 . 

18 . 
1 9 .  
20 . 
21 . 
22 . 

Tell me about something that frustrate s  you . 
How do you like Richmond? 
What i s  your favorite type of food? 
How wo"uld you de scribe yourself? 
Tell me about something you worry abo ut . 
What i s  your favorite sport? 
What are your feelings about marriage? 
Tell me abo ut how you get along with your parents . 
What has been your favorite j ob? 
Tell me abo ut an experience in whi ch you feel you lo st 
control . 
Tell me about the be st course you ' ve taken in c ollege . 
What kind of entertainment do you enjoy mo st . and why 
do you enjoy it? 
What has been yo ur least favorite j ob? 
Tell me abo ut an incident in which you experienced re ­
jection . 
What do you see as some of your ma j or weakne sses? 
Tell me about something funny that has happened to you . 
Tell me abo ut the most difficult deci sion you ' ve ever 
had to make . 
\lIJhat happens when you get angry? 
What i s  the be st thing that has ever happened to you? 
What do you think abo ut encounter groups? 
What was the last thing you cri ed abo ut? 
How do yo u feel about masturbation? 



23 . How do you feel about Women' s Liberation? 
24 . Tell me about something you are proud of .  
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25 . Tell me abo ut something that makes you feel relaxed .  
26 . What kind of pe ople do you like least? 
27 . What is the worst thing yo u ' ve ever done? 
28 . What kind of occupation did you pursue and why did you 

choose it? 
29 . Tell me abo ut something exciting that has happened to 

you .  
30 . What are your feelings about premarital sex? 
31 . What types of movies do yo u enj oy? 
32 . Do you think people are naturally competitive? 
33 . Tell me about an experience in which you were the 

center of attention . 
34 . What do you see as some of your best qualities? 
35 . Tell me about an experience in which you failed miserably . 
36 . What are yo u most afraid of? 
37 . ( To intervi ewer ) What are the impressions you ' ve made 

of me in the last few minutes? 
38 . Why should a promi se be kept? 
39 . Tell me about one of the warmest experiences you have 

ever had . 
40 . Do you think it is  appropriate for people to expre ss 

the ir anger? 
41 . What do you think of Jimmy Carter? 
42 . What type of music do you like? 
43 . Do you believe in gun control? 
44 . 'l'ell me about your high school days . 
45 . Tell me abo ut the last time you were elated . 
46 . Do your friends hurt your feelings? 
47 . Can you confide in your parents? 
48 . Do you ever worry that you bore people? 
49 . Do you quarrel with members of your family? 
50 . Do you feel others treat yo u fairly? 
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1 .  Tell me abo ut the most difficult decision you ' ve ever 

had to make . 

2 .  What was the last thing you cried about? 

) .  What do yo u see as some of your best qualities? 

4 .  What i s  the worst thing you ' ve ever done? 

5 .  What happens when you get angry? 

6 .  Tell me about how you get along with your parents . 

7 .  Tell me about an experience in whic h you failed miserably . 

8 .  Tell me about an experience in which you feel you lo st 

control . 

9 .  How would you de scribe yourself? 

10 . Tell me about an incident in which you experienced 

re jection . 

11 . What do you see as some of your major weaknesses? 

12 . What are the impre ssions you ' ve made of me in the last 

few minutes? 
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A pilot study involving five female undergraduate ( two 

psychometrically-identified obse ssives and three normals )  

and an undergraduate and graduate interviewer was conducted 

in December , 197 6 .  The graduate student was introduc ed to 

the sub j ects as an " experienced psychotherapi st , "  while the 

undergraduate was
. 

introduced to the sub j ects as " an under­

graduate who has consented to help us in thi s study . "  The 

interviewers admini stered a set of twelve que stions which 

were de signed to focus on areas and experiences  that have 

been hypothe sized to be particularly stre ssful and/or salient 

for the obse ssive personality . 

The pilot  study was run in order to ( 1 )  determine whether 

the interviewer status manipulation was effective , ( 2 )  find 

o ut whether interviews of sufficient length could be conducted , 

and ( )  to check out the experimental paradigm for the exi st­

ence of any unfore seen technical problems . 

Po st-experimental interviewers strongly suggested that 

the interviewer status manipulation was effective . In addi­

tion ,  the state anxiety - as measured by the STAI A-State 

Scale ( Spielberger et al . , 1 97 0 )  - increased more for tho se 

( )  sub j ects seen by the high status interviewer , particular­

ly - the obsessive sub j ect . Thus , it i s  evident that subjects 

experienced higher levels of anxiety when interacting with 

the high status interviewer . The interviews lasted an 



102 

average of j ust over 30 minutes which is  felt to be of suf­

ficient dUration for the subject ' s  habitual communication 

style to be evidenced . Finally , .neither the graduate nor 

undergraduate student had any difficulty following the inter­

view guideline s .  In sum , it appears that the status manipu­

lation i s  producing the intended effect and that the experi ­

mental procedure po ses no serious technical problems . 
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APPENDIX 6 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE IMI -MODIFIER SCALE 

The IMI -Modifier Scale was developed by having 15 grad­

uate students in clinical psychology " simulate" an inter­

action with an individual who typifie s  an indecisive communi-

cation style . Thi s was accompli shed by having each graduate 

student read the following paragraph and focus on the immedi­

ate affective and behavioral reactions he or she wo uld be 

experiencing if in the company of the person described by 

the paragraph . 

A is  a person who rarely expre sses himself in a crisp 
or clear manner .  He frequently qualifies what he says 
and i s  indeci sive . A typically mulls over hi s thoughts 
rather than expre ssing his attitudes and feel ings 
without hesitation . A has an extreme fear of being 
thought of poorly by others and therefore never takes 
a clearcut stand on anything . When faced with a 
decision he usually manage s to perfectly balance the 
pros and cons involve d .  

Students were asked t o  record the ir reactions on the Impact 

Message Rating Sheet .  

The item pool ( see  Appendix 7 )  generated by this pro ­

cedure was then reduced using the following strategy . First 

the author eliminated items phrased in extremely sophi sticated 

and e soteric language . The author and another graduate stu­

dent in psychology independently rated each of the remaining 

140 impact me ssage s on a scale of 1 to 4 .  A score of one 

was defined as " perfectly descriptive of my reaction" ; a 

score of two was defined as " moderately descriptive of my 

reaction" ; a score of three was defined as "minimally 
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de scriptive of my reaction" ; and a score of four was defined 

as " not at all descriptive of my reaction . "  Thus , the mini­

mum possible score for any item was two and the maximum 

po ssible score was eight . Re sults for each item were tabu­

lated according to score frequencies and means . 

The author decided that the inclusion of seven items 

for each of the three major type s of impact me ssage s ( type 

one consists of direct feeling impact me ssage s ,  e . g .  I feel 

frustrated;  type two consists of action tendency impact 

me ssage s ,  e . g .  I want to avoid him ; type three consists 

of perceived evo cative message s ,  e . g .  he wants to impress 

me ) would be sufficient to repre sentatively sample the uni­

verse of impact messages vis a vis the indecisive communica­

tion style . The author then selected the final 21 items 

for the Impact Message Inventory-Modifier Scale according 

to the following criteria - in descending order of importance :  

Inclusion of items with lower mean rating score s ;  inclusion 

of items representing a broad range of impact me ssage s ;  and 

simplicity of item language . 
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ORIGINAL POOL OF IMPACT MESSAGES FOR THE 

IMPACT- MESSAGE INVENTORY-MODIFIER SCALE 

Direct Fe elings 

(Frequency counts in parenthe ses )  

1 .  Intimidating 
2 .  Re stless 
3 .  Inhibited in saying what I want 
4 .  Superior ( 2 )  
5 .  Sympathetically attentive 
6 .  Frustrated ( 7 )  
7 .  Di stant 
8 .  Put upon 
9 .  Sad 
10 . Alienated 
11 . Angry (4 )  
12 . Ineffectual as a communicator 
13 . Re sentful 
14 . Confused ( 2 )  
15 . Turned off 
16 . I like him 
17 . Annoyed with him 
18 . I ' m getting a headache 
19 . I rritated ( 5 )  
20 . Argumentative 
21 . Impatient ( 5 )  
22 . Amused 
23 . Sarcastic 
24 . B ored ( 5 )  
25 . Self-assured and confident 
20 . C autious 
27 . Skeptical 
28 . Uncomfortable 
29 . Offended 
30 . Unchallenged 
31 . Sorry for him 
32 . Di strustful 
33 . Like he ' s  not even there 
34 . That it ' s  my fault that I don ' t like him 

Action Tendencies 

1 .  I want to fini sh hi s sentence for him . 
2 .  Avoid him and minimize our contact 
3 .  \'1ant to talk for him 
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4 .  Get away from him , avoid him 
5 .  Dismi ss him , say "Forget it" 
6 .  Stop listening 
7 .  Don ' t want to be bothered with him 
8 .  Tell him to get on with it  
9 .  Tell him to make a decisi on 
10 . Ask him what he ' s  afraid of 
11 . Want to shake him 
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12 . Tell him that some of my best friends don ' t always 
agree with me 

13 . Tell him I like good argument s  
14 . I don ' t want to make hi s deci sions for him 
15 . I should tell him to " shut up" 
16 . I shouldn ' t li sten 
17 . Want to end the conversation 
18 . Want to force him to take a stand 
1 9 . Shake him and tell him to tell me how he really feels 
20 . Want to make him take a stand . 
21 . I want to yell at him 
22 . Help him take a stand in different situations , to assert 

himself 
23 . Help him to be able to  care le s s  about what others think 

of him 
24 . Help him relax 
25 . Help him make his own dec isions 
26 . Like to shake him up 
27 . Like to leave 
28 . Want to get rid of him 
29 . Want to  say " Quit bullshitting and be real" 
30 . Want to confront him about hi s communi cation 
31 . Want to pull a straight answer out of him 
32 . Want to  reinforce him for an hone st answer 
33 . Boost his confidence 
34 . Must show him the reasons for his behavior 
35 . Try to e stabli sh some grounds for interaction 
36 . Feel like twi sting him up 
37 . Move away 
38 . Attempt to end the conversation 
39 . To build hi s confidence 
40 . Like to politely get away from him 
41 . Should force him to make a deci sion 
42 . Don ' t want to be with him 
43 . Strangle her out of frustration 

Perce ived Evoking Me ssa.ge s 

1 - Thinks I am too pushy 
2 .  Wants m� to tell him exactly what to do 
3 · Wants me to constantly reassure him of how 

him 
4 .  Wants to impre ss me 
5 .  Wants to avoid alienating me 
6 .  Trying to be acceptable to me 

I feel towards 



7 .  Wants not to be misguided 
a .  Wants to hide and protect his inner core 
9 .  Judge what he must do to wine my affection 
10 . Trying to be popular and admired 
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11 . Indecisive and wants me to carry the conversation 
12 . Does not want me to confront him 
13 . I s  trying to avoid disagree ing with me 
14 . Wants to be told what to do - so he can di sagree 
15 . He likes to " di scuss" 
1 6 .  Wants me t o  make up hi s mind for him 
17 . Want me to do things for him 
la . Wants me to provide added reasons for his indeci sivene ss 
1 9 . Wants me to provide him with a reason for certain course 

of acti on 
20 . Wants me to reassure him 
21 . Wants me to tell him what to do 
22 . Wants me to be careful not to hurt his feelings 
23 . Doesn ' t  trust me or he ' d  tell me how he really feels 
24 . Wants me to admire hi s logical , rational mind 
25 . Wants me to accept him 
26 . Doe sn ' t really care what I think 
27 . Wants me to give my opinions first 
2a . Thinks I cannot handle oppo sing viewpoint s 
29 . Thinks I am like everyone else 
30 . Wants me to like him 
31 . Doesn ' t want any hassle from me 
32 . Wants me to make the decisions 
33 . Wants me to be re sponsible 
34 . Wants me to like him 
35 . Wants me to argue with him 
36 . Wants me to take re sponsibility for all decisions that 

are made 
37 . Wants me to think he ' s  a nice  guy , whatever the cost 
3a . I sn ' t really very interested in me 
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APPENDIX 8 

IMPACT MESSAGE INVENTORY - MODIFIER SCALE 

Thi s inventory contains words , phrases and statements 

whi ch people use to de scribe how they are emotionally en­

gaged or impacted when interacting or observing another 

person . 

You are to respond by indicating how accurately each 

of the following items describes your reacti ons to the par­

ticular person on videotape . Re spond to each item in terms 

of how precisely it describe s the feelings this person arouses 

in you , the behaviors you want to direct toward her when she ' s  

around , and/or the descriptions of her that come to mind . 

Indicate for each item how that item describe s your actual 

reactions by using the following scale : 1 - Not at all , 

2 - Somewhat , 3 - Moderately so , 4 - Very much so . 

Please be sure to blacken in only the one circle which 

best answers how accurately that item describe s what you 

would be experiencing . For example ,  if an item is  somewhat 

de scriptive of your reacti on , darken in the circle which 

corre sponds to the number 2 for Somewhat descriptive . 

1 2 2 4 
o 0 0 0 
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1M1 - MODIFIER SCALE 

When I Am With Thi s  Person She Makes Me Feel • . • •  

i 2 J 4 "  

l .  

2 .  

J .  

4 .  

5 .  

6 .  

7 .  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

0 0 0  

o . . . . . . . . . .  frustrated . 

o . . . . . . . . . .  bored . 

o . . . . . . . . . .  cautious . 

o . . . . . • . . . .  angry . 

o . . . . . . . . . .  impatient . 

o . � . . . . . . . . .  confused". 

o . . . . . . . . . .  irritated . 

When I Am va th Thi s Person She Make s Me Feel That I . . . .  

1 .  0 0 0 0 . . . . • . • • . .  want to get away from her . 

2 .  0 0 0 0 • . . . • • . • . .  want to shake her .  

J .  0 0 0 0 • . . . . . . . . .  want to end the conversation . 

4 .  0 0 0 0 • . . . . . . . . •  want to help her relax . 

5 .  0 0 0 0 . . . • • . . . . .  want to tell her to get on with it . 

6 .  0 0 0 0 . • • . . • . • . •  want to force her to make a decision . 

7 .  0 0 0 0 • . • . . . . . . .  want to build her confidence . 

When I Am \vi th Thi s  Person I t  Appears To Me That She . . • .  

1 .  0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . wants me to make her deci sions . 

2 .  

J .  

4 .  

5 .  

6 .  

7 · 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

. . . . . . . . . .  i sn ' t  very interested in me . 

. . • . • . . . . .  wants to avo id alienating me . 

• . . . . . • • . .  wants me to reassure her .  

. • . . . • . . . .  wants me t o  carry the conversation . 

. . . . . . . . . .  want s me to not hurt her feelings . 

• • • • • • • • • •  1 S  trying to protect herself . 
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