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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

Purpose 

Reciprocity has been a heavily investigated topic in 

the behavioral sciences. When a computer search of the 

literature in the disciplines of psychology, sociology, and 

education was conducted, over a thousand article titles 

emerged related to reciprocity. These articles examined 

reciprocity across the life span from mother-infant 

interaction to senior citizen and kinship interaction. 

Reciprocity has also been investigated across various levels 

of relationship commitment from attraction to marriage. The 

purpose of this dissertation is to expand the theoretical 

and clinical understanding of the concept of reciprocity as 

applied to marital therapy. 

Within the field of marriage and family therapy the 

most prominent research into the concept of reciprocity has 

been conducted by supporters of behavioral marital therapy 

(BMT). Aided by their emphasis upon objective measurement, 

BMT researchers have made significant strides in 

understanding the notion of reciprocity. Yet the research 

into reciprocity remains in its incipiency. 

Several pot holes require mending before the road 

toward a theoretical and clinical understanding of 

reciprocity can be traveled smoothly and with confidence. 

The road must also become well lighted with new knowledge 
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provided by additional research on reciprocity between 

distressed and nondistressed couples. Currently, several 

methodological problems impede the progress. Five major 

problems will be discussed. 

Problems 

Debate over the definition of reciprocity. First, 

controversy surrounded the way reciprocity was defined. 

Among early BMT researchers ' (eg. Patterson & Reid, 1970), 

reciprocity was understood as the exchange of reinforcers at 

equitable rates. In the Patterson and Reid study, couples 

were asked to complete the Spouse Observation Checklist 

(SOC) daily for a two week period. The SOC is a self 

report, behavioral observation checklist allowing pleasing 

and displeasing behavior to be monitored. Couples were said 

to reciprocate behavior when both husband and wife reported 

receiving equitable rates of pleasing or displeasing 

behavior. This definition has been criticized as not 

demonstrating any contingency between spouses' behavior. 

Rather, this equitable rate definition relies upon 

correlation of rates of behaviors exchanged. 

More recently, Gottman (1979) and Margolin and Wampold 

(1981) have argued that reciprocity needs to be 

operationally defined as a probability change of behaviors 

exchanged by spouses across an interaction sequence. These 

researchers argue that reciprocity can only be demonstrated 

when one spouse's behavior changes and the behavior of their 

spouse changes accordingly. That is, they hypothesized that 



if one spouse emitted a negative behavior, the probability 

that their spouse would emit a negative behavior would 

increase. 

One way to detect reciprocity is to monitor couple's 

behavior during a period of intense interaction, usually a 

problem solving session. Typically, behavior of each spouse 

is coded into specific, operationally defined categories 

using the Marital Interaction Coding System (MICS) (Hops, 

Wills, Patterson & Weiss, 1972), the Couple Interaction 

Coding System (CISS) (Notarius & Markman, 1981) or some 

other coding system. Included in most coding systems under 

the category of nonverbal behavior are touches, smiles and 

head nods. By observing, for example, affectionate touches 

in spouses, a probability could be figured for touches to 

occur in contrast with other coded behaviors. This is done 

by dividing the number of affectionate touches by the total 

number of coded behaviors. 

Extending this logic, comparisons could be made between 

the general probability of a spouse emitting an affectionate 

touch and the probability of an affectionate touch being 

emitted following an affectionate touch by their spouse. 

This is accomplished by figuring the probability for each 

coded behavior to occur after an affectionate touch. Then a 

comparison between the probabilities for each behavior to 

occur after an affectionate touch would be conducted to 

determine if any particular behavior occurred significantly 

more frequently than other coded behaviors following an 



affectionate touch. If the later probability was 

significantly higher than the general probability for an 

affectionate touch, then reciprocity would be said to have 

occurred. This procedure becomes exponentially more 

difficult as chains of behavior are considered. Only 

through the use of a computer program called "sequential 

analysis" is this process feasible. 

There are, however, two drawbacks to this process of 

detecting reciprocity. First, sequential analysis is a 

complicated mathematical procedure that requires a special 

computer program not always available to the clinical 

researcher. Second, as used by Gottman (1979) and Margolin 

and Wampold (1981) to test reciprocity, the experimenter 

does not actually manipulate an independent variable. 

Rather, the experimenter depends upon couple's behavior to 

change throughout the observed sequence. Sequential 

analysis does not preclude the use of an experimental 

manipulation of independent variables, though thus far 

sequential analysis has only been employed to analyze ex 

post facto sequencies of nonmanipulated marital 

interactions. Relying upon an ex post facto analysis of 

data rather than controlling the independent variables 

during the experiment tends to diminish the confidence 

attributed to the results obtained (Robinson, 1981). 

Because an independent variable is not manipulated while 

changes in a dependent variable are being observed, the 

evidence for cause and effect is weakened (Campbell & 



Stanley, 1963). 

Suggested as an alternative to the majority of previous 

reciprocity research was an experimental approach used in 

this dissertation. Using an experimental approach, one 

spouse's behavior was changed while the unchanged spouse's 

behavior was monitored. From this perspective, reciprocity 

would be demonstrated when one spouse's behavior was 

experimentally changed and consequently the other spouse's 

behavior also changed. The advantage of this experimental 

approach was that more confidence could be placed upon 

results. According to Robinson (1981), results become more 

powerful when experimenters bring within their control the 

appropriate independent variables by direct manipulation. 

For this reason, an experimental approach to the notion of 

reciprocity in marital relationships was chosen for this 

dissertation. 

The examination of nonverbal couple interaction. A 

second feature of this study was its focus upon nonverbal 

interaction rather than verbal interaction of couples. An 

earlier study suggested that subjects' verbal responses were 

more susceptible to demand characteristics than nonverbal 

responses (Vincent, Friedman, Nugent & Messerly, 1979) . In 

their study, Vincent et al. (1979) observed 40 distressed 

and nondistressed couples who were engaged in problem 

solving. When instructions were given to the couple to 

"fake good" or "fake bad" problem solving skills, the 

couple's verbal behavior coded by the MICS was significantly 



different than when neutral instructions were given. 

However, nonverbal behavior was not significantly influenced 

by any instructional condition. From their findings the 

authors concluded that marital interaction research should 

account for demand characteristics when investigating verbal 

interaction. For this dissertation, this threat to validity 

from demand characteristics was minimized by examining 

nonverbal behavior exclusively, though the investigation of 

nonverbal behavior was not original to this study (eg. 

Margolin & Wampold, 1981 & Griffin, 1982). 

Analogue versus clinical investigation. A third 

consideration addressed by this study was the benefits of 

utilizing a clinical population rather than conducting an 

analogue study. To date, two experimental studies have 

investigated the concept of reciprocity: Wills, Weiss and 

Patterson (1974) and Griffin (1982). However, the Wills et 

al. (1974) study relied upon correlations of SOC self report 

data for support of reciprocity while Griffin (1982) used an 

analogue study. In an analogue study, a normal population 

is used rather than a clinical population. Analogue studies 

are generally used during the incipent stages of theory 

testing which was the case with Griffin (1982). His study 

was designed to be a laboratory experimental study to test 

the existence of reciprocity in nondistressed marital 

couples. While valuable information was learned from this 

investigation, whether these findings hold for a clinical 

population remains to be determined. Addressing the issue. 



this study compared the manner in which distressed and 

nondistressed couples reciprocated nonverbal behavior. 

Generalization across behavior, A fourth focus of this 

investigation was to determine whether reciprocity was 

generalized across behavior from touches to smiles and head 

nods among distressed couples as was found in nondistressed 

couples (Griffin, 1982). The clinical implications for 

generalization are important. If generalization of behavior 

occurred in distressed couples, then when spouses increase 

one area of positive behavior exchange, other areas might 

also increase without direct intervention. This might be 

described as a snowball effect which could increase positive 

behavior exchange more rapidly and spontaneously. 

Summary 

This dissertation was designed to extend the 

understanding of reciprocity between married couples in 

several ways. First, the earliest work on reciprocity 

(Patterson & Reid, 1970) relied upon the correlation of 

rates of pleasing and displeasing behaviors exchanged 

between spouses for a definition of reciprocity. 

Criticizing this approach, Gottman (1979) and Margolin and 

Wampold (1981) used sequential analysis in an ex post facto 

examination of couple interactions to detect changes in the 

probability of a particular spouse response to a particular 

spouse initiated behavior. Improving on this ex post facto 

design. Griffin (1982) used an experimental design with 

nondistressed couples where spouse behavior was brought 
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under the control of the experimenter thereby strengthening 

the confidence in the results obtained. However, the 

experimental approach to the study of reciprocity has not 

been successfully extended to the examination of clinically 

distressed couples. This is the first contribution of this 

dissertation to the reciprocity literature. 

Second, due to the reactivity of verbal behavior to 

demand characteristics and the lack of reactivity of 

nonverbal behavior to this influence (Vincent et al., 1979), 

this dissertation focused upon positive nonverbal behavior. 

Third, no studies existed that investigated whether 

generalization across behavior occurs in the reciprocity 

process with clinically distressed couples. If 

generalization occurs, it would be feasible for BMT 

therapists to assume that other behaviors' which might be 

therapeutically important to alter would follow similar 

principles of reciprocity as were determined through this 

dissertation. 

Review of Literature 

The Development of Reciprocity 
Within BMT 

At a theoretical level, BMT was spawned from social 

learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and social exchange theory 

(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). However, the rapid growth of BMT 

as a powerful tool in marital therapy resulted from a strong 

commitment toward empirical research. Inspired by the work 



of Lederer and Jackson (1968) , Patterson and Reid (1970) and 

Stuart (1969) , proponents of BMT began developing objective 

measurement strategies and then testing the assumptions 

asserted in these early works. The cornerstone for BMT is 

the notion that couples tend to maximize rewards within the 

marital relationship while minimizing costs. Distressed 

relationships, then, are those where couples perceive high 

costs compared with the benefits gained and where a more 

attractive alternative seems possible. 

To test the premise that minimizing costs and 

maximizing rewards leads to satisfying marriages, a method 

for determining reward/cost ratios in a relationship was 

needed. Drawing from an earlier work by Lindsley (1966) , 

Weiss, Hops, and Patterson (1973) developed the Spouse 

Observation Checklist (SOC) which allowed for the 

quantification of the rate of pleasing to displeasing 

behavior in a marriage. Birchler, Weiss and Vincent (1975) 

determined the normative characteristics of the SOC finding 

4:1 and 30:1 pleasing to displeasing ratios for distressed 

and nondistressed marriages, respectively. Wills et al. 

(1974) checked the reliability of the spouse's accuracy in 

recording the data by asking the husband to double pleasing 

behaviors toward the wife on one day without the wife's 

knowledge of these instructions. As expected, the wife 

reported receiving significantly more pleasing behavior on 

that day. 

Using the SOC, researchers began to ask whether 
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distressed marriages actually had lower rates of positive 

behavior and higher rates of negative behavior. Results of 

several studies overwhelmingly supported the idea that 

behavior exchanges were different for distressed and 

nondistressed couples. Early researchers found differences 

in agreement and disagreement ratios between distressed and 

nondistressed couples (Check, 1964; Lennard & Bernstein, 

1969; Mishler & Waxier, 1968; Riskin & Faunce, 1970). That 

is, couples who agreed with each other more and disagreed 

less were found to have better adjusted marriages. More 

current work found please to displease ratio differences 

between distressed and nondistressed relationships using the 

SOC (Birchler et al. 1975; Patterson, Hops & Weiss, 1975; 

Royce & Weiss, 1975; Vincent, Weiss & Birchler, 1975; Weiss 

et al., 1973; Wills et al., 1974). Armed with the knowledge 

that differences in exchange rates of pleasing to 

displeasing behavior distinguish distressed couples from 

nondistressed couples, BMT therapists have attempted to 

increase the exchange of pleases and decrease the exchange 

of displeases as part of their therapeutic strategy. 

Another important concept to BMT is that of 

reciprocity. In the field of marital therapy, Stuart (1969) 

was one of the first to stress the importance of reciprocity 

with his idea of the "quid pro quo" marital contract. That 

is, Stuart (1969, p. 675) explained, "whenever one partner 

to a reciprocal interaction unilaterally rewards the other, 

he does so with the confidence that he will be compensated 
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in the future." Subsequent research testing this idea 

examined the base rates of spouse interactions to determine 

the correlation between their positive and negative behavior 

(Birchler, 1973; Weiss et al., 1973; Wills et al., 1974). 

For example, in the Wills et al, (1974) study seven 

nondistressed couples were paid to complete the SOC for 14 

consecutive days. The authors reported that "correlational 

results suggested that the immediate tendency to reciprocate 

unpleasant behavior was stronger than that for pleasurable 

behavior" (Wills et al., 1974, p. 802). 

This early correlational approach to the investigation 

of reciprocity has been criticized by more recent 

investigators (eg. Gottman, 1979) . Gottman (1979) stated: 

Furthermore, in every case but one [Wills, Weiss, 
& Patterson, 1974] the empirical test of 
reciprocity has been inadequate: Husband-wife 
correlations between families were calculated. 
This test of reciprocity has abandoned the 
individual dyad in the definition. The 
correlation of husband-wife rates of positive 
behaviors across couples also does not deal with 
base-rate differences of positive behaviors 
between,couples, and it is thus invalid as a 
test of reciprocity hypothesis. (p. 66) 

Indicating that this criticism has been acknowledged, 

research on reciprocity has avoided the correlational 

approach (Margolin & Wampold, 1981) since Gottman made this 

statement in 1979. 

Gottman proposed an alternative definition based on 

probability. Specifically, Gottman (1979, p. 64) stated 

"reciprocity involves one person's behaviors changing the 
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probability of subsequent behavior by the other." This 

investigation adopted the more current, and more 

theoretically precise, definition of reciprocity which views 

reciprocity as a change in probability of behavior between 

spouses. 

The majority of the research defining reciprocity from 

the probability perspective has not been experimental. 

Rather, the general format for these studies has been to 

record problem solving sessions lasting less than 30 minutes 

while analyzing the data using sequential analysis. Changes 

were then determined in the probability of one spouse's 

response when following a particular behavior of the other 

spouse. The first such study was a reexamination of data 

from Raush, Barry, Hertel and Swain (1974) undertaken by 

Gottman (1979) . Distressed couples were found to be more 

likely to enter into negative affect cycles. That is, once 

negative behavior was exchanged between distressed spouses, 

the probability of additional exchanges of negative behavior 

between the couple increased. From this study distressed 

couples appeared to reciprocate negative nonverbal behavior 

more than nondistresed couples. However, positive nonverbal 

behavior was not reciprocated differently between distressed 

and nondistressed couples using the sequential analysis 

approach. 

Following up their interest in reciprocity, Gottman, 

Notarius, Markman, Bank, Yoppi and Rubin (1976) examined 

differences between 31 distressed and 29 nondistressed 
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couples concerning intended versus received communication. 

Using a method called a "talk table," which allowed subjects 

to signal coders concerning the quality of affect while 

sending and receiving, Gottman et al. (1976) were able to 

make more conclusive statements about the lawful nature of 

reciprocity. Their most important conclusion was that 

reciprocity of positive communication did not discriminate 

between distressed and nondistressed couples. However, 

reciprocity of negative communication did discriminate 

between distressed and nondistressed couples. In a second 

examination of this data using sequential analysis, Gottman 

(1979) confirmed the earlier findings. That is, both 

distressed and nondistressed couples exchanged similar rates 

of positively reciprocated behavior while distressed couples 

exchanged higher rates of negatively reciprocated behavior. 

Other studies have consistently supporrted these 

findings. Gottman (1979) reported the results of an 

unpublished doctoral dissertation (Rubin, 1977). Rubin 

examined 19 distressed and 19 nondistressed couples engaged 

in semi-standardized communication exercises. Rubin found 

no differences on positive reciprocity but did find 

differences on negative reciprocity between distressed and 

nondistressed couples with high negative reciprocity 

characterizing distressed couples. 

Margolin and Wampold (1981) found similar patterns of 

reciprocity. Twenty-two distressed and 17 nondistressed 

couples were video taped while problem solving. Later the 
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video tapes were coded using the MICS, Margolin and Wampold 

(1981) found positive reciprocity not to differ between 

distressed and nondistressed couples while negative 

reciprocity was more evident in distressed couples. 

Summary 

In summary, early reciprocity research was founded upon 

correlational studies which were methodologically flawed. 

Gottman's (1979) arguments against such an approach, covered 

earlier in this paper, were successful in shaping later 

reciprocity studies. These later attempts to understand the 

lawful nature of reciprocity examined changes in the 

probability of behavior in one spouse given prior knowledge 

of the other spouse's behavior through the use of sequential 

analysis. Because of the advantages an experimental 

approach has for generating more confidence in obtained 

results, this dissertation extended the experimental 

approach to the study of reciprocity in marital 

relationships. 

Conclusions and Hypotheses 

Defining reciprocity as one spouse's behavior changing 

the probability of subsequent behavior of the other spouse, 

this study attempted to unravel several strands of the 

lawful nature of reciprocity. First, like the Griffin 

(1982) experimental study, reciprocity of positive nonverbal 

behavior was expected. Extending the Griffin (1982) study 

to a distressed population, reciprocity of positive 

nonverbal behavior was also expected among this population. 
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Second, though earlier studies using sequential analysis 

suggested that distressed and nondistressed couples do not 

reciprocate positive nonverbal behavior differently, this 

study will test the hypothesis experimentally. It was 

hypothesized that no differences would be found in 

reciprocity of positive nonverbal behavior between 

distressed and nondistressed couples. Finally, it was 

hypothesized that smiles and head nods along with 

experimentally controlled affectionate touches would be 

reciprocated indicating that generalization across behaviors 

for both distressed and nondistressed couples had occurred. 

In summary, the hypotheses tested through this 

dissertation were the following: 

1. Distressed and nondistressed experimentally 

controlled spouses will increase their rate of 

affectionate touches toward their spouse 

demonstrating that experimental instructions 

were successfully administered. 

2. Both distressed and nondistressed spouses not 

receiving experimental instructions will 

increase their affectionate touches from 

trial 1 to trial 2 indicating that reciprocity 

of touches has occurred. 

3. Though reciprocity will occur, no differences 

between distressed and nondistressed couples 

will be detected on their ability to 

reciprocate positive nonverbal behavior. 
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4. Both distressed and nondistressed spouses 

receiving experimental instructions will 

increase their smiles and head nods from trial 

1 to trial 2 without specific instructions to 

increase these behaviors indicating that 

generalization of instructions has occurred, 

5, Spouses not receiving instructions will increase 

their smiles and head nods from trial 1 to trial 

2 indicating that generalization of reciprocity 

has occurred. 

I I 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Forty couples divided equally into a distressed category 

and a nondistressed category were selected for this study. 

Couples whose mean Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) (Locke & 

Wallace, 1959) scores fell below 100 and whose Areas of 

Change Questionnaire (AOC) (Weiss & Birchler, 1975) score 

was 16 or greater were included in the distressed group. 

Couples whose mean MAT scores were above 10 0 and whose AOC 

scores were below 16 were assigned to the nondistressed 

group. Couples who met one test criteria but not the other 

were excluded from the study. The twenty nondistressed 

couples were volunteers who were informed of the study 

through professional contacts with the investigator or 

through contact with friends already participating in the 

study. The twenty distressed couples were obtained through 

the Marriage and Family Development Center, Texas Tech 

University. As part of the center's intake process, couples 

were asked by their therapist to undergo an assessment 

interview. Along with the administration of the MAT and the 

AOC, couples were informed that they were participating in a 

research project. Couples were informed that their 

participation was voluntary and that all information would 

be kept confidential, shared only with their therapist. The 

first 20 couples seen at the Marriage and Family Development 

17 
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Center who agreed to participate in the study and who fit 

the test criteria comprised the distressed group. 

Sample Characteristics 

Since the samples of distressed and nondistressed 

couples were not randomly chosen, it was important to 

determine whether they were similar on several salient 

characteristics. To make these determinations, t tests were 

employed. Table 1 reported these results. 

Table 1 

Demographic Differences Between Distressed 

and Nondistressed Couples 

Deoencient Variable IndeoencJent Variable df SD 

Age 

Years Married 

Number of Children 

;'ears of Educration 

ZouDle Mean MAT 

;ie r-CC 

Distressed 

Nc3ndi stressed 

Distressed 

Ncjndistressed 

Distressed 

Mc:ndi stressed 

Distressed 

NC3ndistressed 

Distressed 

Ncndistressed 

Distressed 

>k3ndis tressed 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

38 

30.35 

29.20 

7.55 

7.50 

1.75 

.90 

13.20 

15.40 

74.05 

122.80 

30.75 

7.05 

7.87 

9.49 

5.91 

8.40 

1.65 

1.07 

3.52 

2.58 

18.61 

10.62 

12.07 

4.73 

.42 

.02 

1.93 

-2.25 

-10.17 

8.18 

.68 

.98 

.06 

.03* 

.00* 

.00" 

".oze. All t tests -ised o«o tailed probability excsept Ccsuple Mean MAT and Coucle ?CC where the 
Uriction of differenoe ccxild be predicted, in which case, one tzuled t tests were used. 

•c < .J5. 
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Sample characteristics for racial composition were 

reported in Figure 1. 

ANGLO OOZ) 
N-72 

BLACK (.57.) 
N-4 

^j^/'A- MEXICAN AMERICA (5Z) 

Figure 1. Race by Percentage 

Sample characteristics for number of previous marriages 

were reported in Figure 2. 

PIRST (80r.) 
N-64 

FOURTH (1.25Z)N-1 

THIRD (2. SOr.) N-2 

SECOND (16. 257.; N-I 3 

(N=80. 40 MARRIED COUPLES) 

Figure 2. Number of Previous Marriages by Percentage 
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Table 2 reported the remaining sample characteristics. 

Table 2 

Overall Sample Characteristics 

Variable liaaes 

Age 

Years Married 

>haitoer of Childrei 

Years of Education 

M 

30.7 

7.5 

1.3 

15.0 

Range 

20-63 

1-33 

0-7 

3 21 

SD 

9.48 

7.11 

1.53 

3.16 

'N = 80, 40 t ramed couples) 

Instruments 

Personal Information Sheet 

Demographic data was obtained by asking each spouse to 

fill out a personal information sheet. Appendix A contains 

the personal information sheet used. 

Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) 

The Locke and Wallace (1959) MAT is a popular marital 

assessment instrument which contains 15 items. Appendix B 

contains the MAT. Locke and Wallace (1959) reported good 

predictive validity with the MAT being able to predict 

nondistressed couples from a mixed sample with 96% accuracy 

while predicting couple's group membership with 83% 

accuracy. Locke and Wallace (1959) reported £=.90 for split 

half reliability. Kimmel and van der Veen (1974) have 

reported test-retest reliability of the MAT over two years 

r=.67 and over four years r.= .77. The scoring range for the 
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MAT is two (very low marital adjustment) to 158 (very high 

marital adjustment). The accepted cutoff score between 

distressed and nondistressed marriages is 100 (Barnett & 

Nietzel, 1979; Billings, 1979; Birchler & Webb, 1977; 

Birchler et al,, 1975; Price & Hanes, 1980). 

Areas of Change Questionnaire (AOC) 

The AOC is a 64 item Likert type questionnaire which 

identifies couple's desired areas for relationship change. 

Appendix C contain the AOC. The AOC has a possible range 

from 0 (a well adjusted marriage) to 68 (a maladjusted 

marriage) . Based upon the normative data for the AOC 

(Birchler & Webb, 1977) , the established cutoff between 

distressed and nondistressed couples is 16 (Margolin, 1981). 

Behavior Coding 

Three nonverbal positive behaviors were coded during 

this investigation. These behaviors included touches, 

smiles and head nods. The operational definition of these 

behaviors was included in Appendix D. There were several 

reasons for selecting these three behaviors. First, these 

positive nonverbal behaviors were found in the more 

elaborate coding systems like the MICS and the CISS allowing 

some comparisons between studies. Secondly, previous 

studies found that the positive nonverbal behaviors which 

were most predictive of distress were smiles, touches and 

head nods (Gottman, 1979, Margolin & Wampold, 1981). 

However, it must be stressed that none of these behaviors 

had been found to be reciprocated differently by distressed 
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and nondistressed groups. Finally, these behaviors appear 

to be discrete and reliably measured couple interactions. 

An undergraduate student was hired to code all video 

tapes. The rater was kept blind concerning the couple's 

membership in the distressed or nondistressed group. The 

coder was otherwise independent of the project to further 

guard against experimenter bias. The rater was trained by 

the principal investigator. 

Tapes of three couples, collected for training purposes, 

served to establish interrater reliability between the 

student rater and the principal investigator. The rater and 

principal investigator coded three tapes independently and a 

reliability rating was calculated (_r=.95). The minimal 

criteria for interrater reliability was £=,90, After 

interrater criteria was achieved, a reliability check was 

conducted on every fifth tape to prevent rater drift 

(O'Leary & Wilson, 1975), The interrater reliability 

calculated on ten couples, five distressed and five 

nondistressed, was _£=,95, 

Used as dependent variable measures, total frequencies 

were obtained for touches, smiles and head nods at the end 

of each trial. Increases between trial 1 and trial 2 for 

spouses given instructions to increase touches indicated 

that instructions were successfully administered. Increases 

in smiles and head nods from trial 1 to trial 2 for spouses 

receiving instructions to increase touches indicated that 

instructions had been generalized. Increases between trial 
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1 and trial 2 touches for spouses not receiving instructions 

indicated that reciprocity occurred. Similarily, increases 

in smiles and head nods between trial 1 and trial 2 for 

spouses not receiving instructions indicated that 

reciprocity had been generalized across behaviors. 

Procedure j 

After couples were greeted, husbands and wives were « 

escorted to separate testing booths. Each was handed a | 

packet containing the MAT, AOC, and the demographic data t 

I 
sheet. Couples were separated and informed that their J 

answers would be kept confidential. Subjects were assigned 

to the distressed or nondistressed group according to their 

scores on the MAT and AOC. 

Upon completion of the testing packet, couples were 

escorted to the game table. Couples were seated in such a 

manner that touches could be easily emitted and their 

behavior could be recorded on video tape. Boggle (Parker 

Brother's home word game) was used as a medium for couple 

interaction. Boggle requires that couples make as many 

words as possible within a three minute time period from a 

5x5 tray of lettered dice. Couples were instructed to play 

two games, three minutes each. Couples were then instructed 

to tally their scores and discuss their strategy for playing 

the game until a ten minute timer bell sounded. This 

sequence was referred to as trial 1. The game was conducted 

in the same room and under the same conditions for all 

couples to insure standardization. Before beginning, 
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couples were informed that one of them chosen at random 

would be given some instructions about the game after trial 

1. This was done to mask the actual instructions to 

increase affectionate touches. 

At the conclusion of trial 1, one spouse was randomly 

selected and removed from the room to receive instructions. 

Instructions were read to each chosen spouse to insure 

standardization. These instructions appear in Appendix E. ,| 

The couple was reunited and instructed, as in trial 1, J 
i 

to play two games, tally their scores and discuss the 

strategy each used to play the game. However, in trial 2 

the designated spouse, as instructed, was to increase the 

number of affectionate touches exchanged over the next ten 

minute trial 2 period. ' 

At the conclusion of the experiment couples were 

debriefed. Couples were informed that during trial 1 their 

base rates of touches, smiles and head nods were being 

established. Prior to the debriefing, only the designated 

spouse was aware that affectionate touches were being 

monitored. Neither spouse was aware that smiles and head 

nods were also being monitored. Both spouses were informed 

that this study was comparing positive nonverbal behavior of 

the uninstructed spouse at trial 1 and trial 2. 

Analysis 

A series of t tests were conducted to determine if sex 

differences existed on any of the three dependent variables 

before intervention. Since previous reciprocity literature 
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(eg. Margolin & Wampold, 1981) reported sex differences in 

base rate frequencies of positive nonverbal behavior, sex 

differences were expected in this study. Therefore, if sex 

differences were detected the remainder of the analyses 

would be conducted separately for males and females. 

At the second stage of the analysis, t̂  tests between i 

trials for the spouses receiving instructions were 3 

calculated to determine if the independent variable had been j 

implemented. Since sex differences were found, t tests were ] 
\ 

conducted separately for males and females. These t_ tests \ 

determined whether each of the three dependent variables 

increased significantly from trial 1 to trial 2 for spouses 

who had been given instructions. 

At stage three, analysis of covariance was used to 

determine whether reciprocity occurred by examining gain 

scores from trial 1 to trial 2 for spouses not receiving 

instructions. Touches at trial 1 were used as the 

covariate. If spouses not exposed to instructions 

significantly increased their frequency of touches, then 

reciprocity will have occurred. 

At stage four, analysis of covariance was used to 

determine whether generalization across behavior occurred. 

Using smiles and head nods at trial 1 as covariates, 

significant increases in smiles and head nods from trial 1 

to trial 2 would indicate that generalization across 

behaviors occurred. 
Stage five of the analysis examined differences between 
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the rate of reciprocity for distressed and nondistressed 

couples using analysis of covariance. Trial 1 touches 

served as the covariate. 

Stage six of the analysis examined differences between 

distressed and nondistressed couples for generalization 

across smiles and head nods. Using analysis of covariance 

with trial 1 smiles and head nods serving as covariates, 

differences were assessed. 

Analysis of covariance required beta weights for the 

independent variables and the covariates to be independent. 

Since significant interaction terms between independent 

variables and covariates would contraindicate the use of 

analysis of covariance, significant interaction was tested 

between independent variables and covariates using 

regression analysis prior to using ANCOVA. Figure 3 

depicted the cells that were used as independent variables 

defined through a dummy coding procedure. 

Intervention No Intervention 

Distressed 

Nondistressed 

Cell 1 

Cell 3 

Cell 2 

Cell 4 

Figure 3. Cells Used for ANCOVAs 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Before proceeding further, an overview of the manner in 

which the results were reported will provide clarification 

for the reader. First, data determining whether sex 

differences existed was presented. Second, data determining 

whether initial differences prior to intervention existed 

between distressed and nondistressed couples was presented. 

Since initial differences were found, analysis of covariance 

was used to statistically control for these differences 

during subsequent analysis. Third, data determining whether 

the experimenters instructions to increase positive touches 

were actually implemented was presented. Fourth, data 

determining whether reciprocity occurred and whether 

differences existed between the way distressed and 

nondistressed couples reciprocate positive nonverbal 

behavior was presented. Each of these stages in the 

analysis were divided into separate headings to further 

clarify the results. 

Sex Differences 

Table 3 reported the i test analysis for initial 

differences between sexes on touches, smiles, and head nods. 

27 
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Table 3 

T Tests for Initial Differences between Sexes 

on Touches, Smiles and Head Nods 

Veiriable Nanes df SD 

Husband Touch Trial 1 

Wife Touch Trial 1 

Husband Smile Trial 1 
with 

Wife Smile Trial I 

Husband Head t̂ocis Tr ia l 1 
•-̂ th 

Wife Head Nods Trial 1 

39 

39 

39 

.50 

1.30 

8.90 

11.63 

1.08 

1.18 

1.16 

2.83 

6.06 

6.78 

1.29 

1.48 

•1.79 

-4.06 

,34 

.04* 

.00* 

.37 

Note. >.€ ta i led t tests were usea. 

•o -- .:5. 

Summarizing these results, significant initial sex 

differences were found for touches and smiles. 

Table 4 reported the t test analysis for sex 

differences in the ability to administer the intervention 

instructions of increasing positive touches with their 

spouse. 

Table 4 

T Tests for Sex Differences on Spouses' 

Ability to Administer Instructions 

Variable Names SD 

ijistTJCted .Husband Touch Gain Scores 
with 39 

Ir.stTJCted Wife ToucŜ  Gain Scores 

l̂ote. !^e tailed t̂  tests were used. 

'o •'• .35. 

.50 

1.30 

1.16 

2.33 
-1.79 .04* 
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Summarizing the findings reported in Table 4, significant 

sex differences were found for touches. An examination of 

the means revealed that females increased their touches more 

than males due to instructions. 

Table 5 reported the t̂  test analysis for sex 

differences on smiles and head nods for spouses receiving 

experimental instructions. 

Table 5 

T Tests for Sex Differences on Smiles and Head Nods 

for Spouses Receiving Experimental Instructions 

Veuriable Names SD 

Husband Trial 1 Sniles 
with 

Wife Trial 1 Smiles 

Husband Trial 1 Head Nods 
with 

Wife Trial 1 Head Nods 

39 

39 

8.90 

1.63 

1.08 

1.18 

6.06 

6.78 

1.29 

1.48 

•4.06 

,34 

.00* 

.37 

Note. One tailed t probabilities were selecrted since previous literature indicated that females 
exhibit higher frequencies of positive nonverbal behavoor than males. Ccnparinc the means in 
this table sî sported this assarption. 

.05. 

Significant sex differences were noted on smiles but not for 

head nods. For both smiles and head nods females exhibited 

higher rates than did males. 

Table 6 reported the t. test analysis for sex 

differences in couple's responses to intervention. 



Table 6 

T Tests for Sex Differences in Couple's 

Response to Experimental Instructions 

30 

Varijible Names df M SD 

Noninstrocted Husband Smile Geun Scores 
with 

Nomnstructed Wife Smile Gain Scores 
39 

Nonmstrucrted Husband Head Nod Gain Scores 
with 39 

Noninstructed Wife Head Nod Gain Scores 

8.65 

11.43 

1.00 

1.10 

6.22 

7.01 

1.26 

1.46 

-4.18 

,34 

,00* 

.37 

Note. Cne tailed t tests were used, 

•c '- .05. 

Summarizing the findings reported in Table 6, significant 

differences were found between the sexes and their ability 

to respond to their spouse's increase in positive nonverbal 

behavior. Females responded with a higher frequency of 

positive nonverbal behavior which revealed statistical 

significance for touches and smiles but not for head nods. 

In summary, sex differences were detected. Females on 

touches and smiles had significantly higher initial levels 

of positive nonverbal behavior, demonstrated more ability to 

implement instructions to increase positive nonverbal 

behavior, and demonstrated higher frequencies of these 

behaviors in response to their spouse being given 

experimental instructions. Differences were not detected 

for head nods. As a result of these pervasive sex 

differences, the remainder of the data was analyzed 

separately for males and females. 
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Trial 1 Differences Between Distressed 

and Nondistressed Couples 

Next it was necessary to determine if initial 

differences existed between distressed and nondistressed 

couples on touches, smiles and head nods. If initial 

differences existed, then these differences would need to be 

statistically controlled through analysis of covariance. 

Table 7 reported the ANOVA results for initial 

differences in frequency of touches, smiles and head nods 

between distressed and nondistressed couples. 

Table 7 

Initial Differences on Touches, Smiles and Head Nods 

Between Distressed and Nondistressed Couples 

Variable Names Indapendant Variable df SS 

Husband Trial 1 Touches Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

Husband Trial 1 Smiles Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

Husband Trial 1 H^id Nods Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

Wife Trial . Ttouches 

Wife Trial 1 Smiles 

Wife Trial 1 .4aad ̂ Jods 

Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

Distressed vs. :Nondistressed 

Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

1,39) 2.5 2.5 1.92 .17 

I,39> 302.5 302.5 10.16 .00* 

1,39) 3.0 3.0 1.86 .18 

1,39) 10.0 10.0 1.26 .27 

1,39) 442.2 442.9 12.44 .00* 

1.39) 15.6 15.6 3.46 .Ol* 

:fcte. ANOVA was used for ai l !lcaiatians. 

. J 5 . 

Statistically significant differences were found on smiles 

for males and smiles and head nods for females. No 

differences were found for touches between distressed and 

nondistressed couples for males or females. A consistent 

pattern of nondistressed subjects emitting a higher 
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frequency of positive nonverbal behavior was observed. Only 

one exception was noted for husband touches. 

Prom the evidence that nondistressed couples emit 

higher frequencies of positive nonverbal behavior at trial 1 

than did distressed couples, it was concluded that analysis 

of covariance was required to control for these initial 1 

differences at trial 1. Therefore, this dissertation J 

utilized ANCOVA for the remaining analyses which tested ] 

differences in reciprocity between distressed and 

nondistressed couples. 

Tests to Determine ANCOVA Assumptions 

Analysis of covariance required that beta weights for 

the independent variables and the covariates be independent. 

Since significant interaction terms between independent 

variables and covariates contraindicate the uses of ANCOVA, 

significant interaction was tested between independent 

variables and covariates using regression analysis prior to 

the use of ANCOVA. Figure 3 depicted the cells that were 

used as independent variables defined through a dummy coding 

procedure. 

The following was the general regression equation 

required to test for covariate, independent variable 

interaction. 

Trial 2-Trial 1= a + bl covariate + b2 celll + b3 

cel l2 + b4 cell3 + b5(covariate * 

ce l l l ) + b6(covariate * cell2) + 

b7(covariate * cell3) 
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Kesults from the regression analysis indicated no 

significant interaction on touches or smiles for either 

husbands or wives. This meant that ANCOVA was appropriate 

for further analysis to determine differences in reciprocity 

between distressed and nondistressed couples. However, for 

both males and females significant interaction was found for i 
I 

head nods which precluded the use ANCOVA for further 5 

analysis into the notion of reciprocity. Since it was found ] 

that head nods were not increased as a result of 

generalization of the experimental instructions for either 

male or females, there was no need to further analyze head 

nods for reciprocity. Therefore, head nods were dropped 

from further investigation. 

Test for Successful Intervention 

Before proceeding to the analysis of covariance, the 

question of whether the instructions given to randomly 

selected spouses were successful in getting that spouse to 

increase positive touches was investigated. Table 8 

reported this data. Summarizing these results, males 

successfully increased touches as a result of experimental 

instructions. Females, likewise, successfully increased 

touches from trial 1 to trial 2. 

Table 9 reported the t. test analysis that determined 

whether experimental instructions were generalized to smiles 

and head nods for spouses receiving instructions. 

- . 1 . . . 
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Table 8 

T Tests for Successful Intervention Among Spouses 

Receiving Experimental Instructions 

Varxatale Names df 

Note. One c&iled t tests were used. 

•5 < -05. 

^6 SD 

Husband Trial 
with 

Husband Trial 

Wife 

Wife 

1 Tbuches 

2 Tbuches 

Trial 1 Tbuches 
with 

Trial 2 T̂ suches 

19 

19 

10. 

1 

2 

55 

10 

05 

90 

1.36 

6.30 

1.40 

4.33 

-«.97 

-2.07 

.00* 

.03* 

9 

Table 9 

T Tests for Generalization Among Spouses 

Receiving Experimental Instructions 

Variable ̂  df SD 

Husbemd amies Trial 1 
with 

Husband amies Trial 2 

Hustend Head Nods Trial 1 
with 

.husband Head Nods Trial 2 

Wife iTiles Trial 1 
with 

Wife amies Trial 2 

"ife H^id rixls Trial 1 
with 

Wife ;-î d Nods Trial 2 

39 

39 

39 

39 

8.65 

10.55 

1.00 
- - _ 
1.53 

11.43 

15.15 

1.10 

1.30 

6.22 

6.32 

1.26 
. . . 
2.11 

7.01 

6.64 

1.46 

1.57 

-1.96 

-1.58 

-4.14 

- .82 

.03* 

,06 

,00* 

.21 

•tote. Dne '-iiied t tests ^B used. 

'2 < .05. 

For both males and females, instructions generalized to 

smiles but not to head nods. 

Table 10 reported the differences between how well 

distressed and nondistressed couples were able to increase 

ail. 

liil! 



35 

touches as a result of experimental instructions. 

Table 10 

Differences Between Distressed and Nondistressed 

Couples' Increases in Touches Due to Instructions 

Dependent Variables 

Instructed Husband rbuch Gain Soores 

Instrsjcted Wife Tbucn Gain Soores 

Zndependoit Variables 

Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

Distressed vs. Nondistressed 

df 

(1,19) 

(1,19) 

^ 

7.2 

22.1 

s 
7.2 

22.1 

F 

1.28 

.36 

£ 

.27 

.56 

Note. AtO/A was used for all calculations. 

•t ". . 05. 

As can be seen, no significant differences were found 

between the way distressed and nondistressed couples 

utilized instructions to increase touches. 

Differences on the generalization of instructions to 

smiles and head nods were also examined between distressed 

and nondistressed couples. Table 11 contained these 

results. 

Table 11 

Differences Between Distressed and Nondistressed 

Couples* Generalization of Instructions 

Depencen z Variable Independent Variable df .̂  SS 

•--cted Hus/M«l anile Gain Scores Distressed vs. Nondistressed (1.19) 7.2 7.2 .41 .53 

.-jcted .Husband Head Nod Gain Scores Distressed vs. Nondistressed (1,19) .3 .8 .28 .61 
;r.str. 

Instr. 

lifted Wife amle Gam Scores Distressed '/s. ^tondlstressed (1,19) 72.2 72.2 3.14 .09 

^^^ Wife Head rtod Gain Scores Distressed vs. rtondistressed (1,19) 1.8 1.3 .73 .40 

,05. 
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As can be seen, no significant differences were detected in 

the way distressed and nondistressed couples generalize 

instructions. 

Tests for Reciprocity 

Table 12 reported the results of the t̂  tests which 

determined whether reciprocity occurred. 

Table 12 

T Tests to Determine if Reciprocity Occurred 

Variable Names M SD 

Husband Tbiches Trial 1 
with 

Husband Tbuches TTial 2 

Wife Tbuches Trial 1 
with 

.«ife Tbuches Trial 2 

39 

39 

.50 

6.07 

1.30 

5.75 

1.16 

6.33 

2.83 

6.19 

-5.78 

1.25 

.00* 

.00* 

Note. One tailed t cests were used. 

•:: < .35. 

For those spouses who did not receive instructions, 

differences between trial 1 and trial 2 touches were 

calculated. As can be seen, regardless of distressed or 

nondistressed classification, reciprocity occurred for males 

and females on touches. 

Given that reciprocity occurred, it was important to 

rmine if distressed and nondistressed couples 

reciprocated touches differently. 

Through the use of analysis of covariance, differences 

tween the way distressed couples reciprocate touches was 

investigated. Table 13 reported these results. Both males 
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and females in the nondistressed group reciprocated touches 

at a significantly higher rate than did the distressed 

group 

Generalization of Reciprocity 

Across Behavior 

Once it was determined that smiles had increased due to 

generalization of instructions, it was important to 

determine whether spouses not receiving instructions 

reciprocated smiles. If so, generalization of reciprocity 

would have occurred. Table 14 reported these results. As 

can be seen, smiles were reciprocated for both males and 

females indicating that reciprocity was generalized. 

Next it was important to determine whether distressed 

and nondistressed couples reciprocated smiles at different 

rates. If so, differences in generalization of reciprocity 

will have occurred. Table 15 reported these findings. As 

can be seen, no differences were detected. 

Table 14 

T Tests to Determine if Reciprocity was Generalized 

Variable Names SD 

-iusoam amies Trial 1 
•VI t h 

Husband Smiles Trial 2 

Wife Smiles Trial 1 
•<ath 

Wife Smles Triai 2 

19 

19 

:icce. One ta i led t t e s t s -were 'osed. 

•c < .05. 

3.9 

11.4 

12.0 

15.0 

6.25 

5.33 

6.27 

6.71 

•1.76 

- 2 .34 

.05* 

.02* 
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Table 15 

Differences Between Distressed and Nondistressed 

Couples on Generalization of Reciprocity 

Dependent Variable Covariate df 56 §§. L 2. 

>toninstructed Husband anile Gain Scores Husband Smiles Trial 1 (1,19) 20.75 20.75 .71 .41 

Noninstructed Wife Smile Gain Scores Wife Smiles Trial 1 (1,19) 7.50 7.50 .24 .63 

Note. ANOCT/A vjas used for a]] calculations. 

•c <: .05. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Discussion 

In keeping with the logic and structure of the results 

presentation, the discussion section will contain similar i 

subheadings. A review of the findings and implications of Ji 

these findings will be discussed. S 

Sex Differences 5I 
• ; l 

I 

Significant sex differences were found in this study 

for touches and smiles. Differences, though not 

significant, were also found for head nods. Females in all 

cases emitted a higher frequency of positive behavior than 

did males. 

Within other BMT studies investigating reciprocity, 

conflicting findings were reported concerning sex 

differences. Gottman, Markman, and Notarius (1977), Griffin 

(1982) and Wills et al. (1974) found no sex differences on 

positive nonverbal behavior. However, Margolin and Wampold 

(1981) and this dissertation did find significant sex 

differences. 

Part of the inconsistency relating to sex differences 

can be explained by the different choice of dependent 

variables between these studies. Gottman et al. (1977) 

grouped touches, smiles, and head nods with other behavior 

like body posture and eye contact to obtain a measure for 

positive nonverbal behavior. The lack of significant sex 

40 
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differences could be due to this classification system. In 

the Wills et al. (1974) study, daily and hourly rates of 

instrumental pleases and affectionate pleases obtained from 

SOC data were used as the dependent variables. This 

difference in dependent variable selection could account for 

inconsistancies between findings. I 

However, not all the differences can be attributed to > 

I the effect of dependent variable selection since Griffin * 
,« 

(1982) and Margolin and Wampold (1981) measured touches, • 
ti 

smiles and head nods in the same manner. Griffin (1982) ! 

found no sex differences while Margolin and Wampold (1981) 

and this dissertation found significant sex differences. An 

alternate explanation for these sex differences could be 

that males and females differ in their succeptability to 

demand characteristics. Females could have attempted to 

"help" the experimenter more than males thereby increasing 

their nonverbal behavior at a higher rate. Vincent et al. , 

(1979) did not investigate this possibility in their study j 

on demand characteristics. 

Sex differences were noted in this dissertation on 

subjects' abilities to increase touches as a result of 

experimental instructions. Females increased touches at 

higher rates than did males. 

Also, sex differences were detected for the rates with 

which smiles were reciprocated. Females reciprocated smiles 

at a higher rate than did males. 

Summary. Due to sex differences at initial trial 1 
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levels and sex differences in ability to increase positive 

nonverbal behavior upon instruction, separate analysis of 

the data for males and females seemed appropriate. 

Researchers and therapists should be aware that males and 

females may follow different patterns of reciprocity. This 

dissertation detected initial rate differences on positive 

nonverbal behavior, differences on reciprocity rates for 

touches, and differences in generalization across behavior. 

Trial 1 Differences Between Distressed 

and Nondistressed Couples 

Results indicated that before experimental instructions 

were given, distressed and nondistressed couples could be 

discriminated by the frequency of positive nonverbal 

behavior each emitted. In general, distressed couples 

initially emitted lower rates of positive nonverbal behavior 

than did nondistressed couples. These findings were 

consistent with the previous findings of Gottman (1979) , 

Gottman et al.(1977), Margolin (1981) and Wills et al. 

(1974) . 

Summary. Gottman et al. (1977) and Jacobson, Waldron 

and Moore (1980) observed that positive nonverbal (as well 

as verbal) behaviors discriminate between distressed and 

nondistressed couples, though negative behavior was found to 

be a better discriminating factor. The findings of this 

dissertation were supportive of the literature which asserts 

that nondistressed couples exchange higher rates of positive 

nonverbal behavior. 
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The Use of ANCOVA to Test 

Reciprocity Theory 

Wills et al. (1974) have been much maligned for their 

use of multiple regression analysis to detect reciprocity 

(Gottman, 1979). In particular, differences in the base 

rate frequency with which spouses exchange positive 1 

nonverbal behavior between distressed and nondistressed « 

'I couples were not said to indicate a reciprocal relationship. | 

Gottman (1979), Margolin and Wampold (1981) and Margolin 3 

(1981) have suggested that reciprocity requires a change in 

the probability of occurrence in one spouses' behavior. 

This dissertation chose to experimentally control the 

initial spouse's behavior change while monitoring the change 

in their spouse. To determine whether distressed and 

nondistressed couples differed under these experimental 

conditions, ANCOVA was required. ANCOVA was employed to 

statistically control for the initial differences between 

distressed and nondistressed couples reported in the 

previous section. 

Summary. ANCOVA was used to test differences on the 

reciprocity of touches between distressed and nondistressed 

couples. Since initial differences on touches existed 

between these groups, trial 1 touches were used as a 

covariate. ANCOVA was also used to detect differences 

between these groups to determine if generalization from 

touches to smiles had occurred. Since initial differences 

existed on smiles, trial 1 smiles were used as a covariate. 
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Tests for Successful Intervention 

Both distressed and nondistessed couples responded to 

experimental instructions by significantly increasing 

touches and smiles from trial 1 to trial 2. Head nods were 

not significantly increased. Also, no differences were 

found between distressed and nondistressed couples' 

abilities to respond to experimental instructions. 

Summary. This study concluded that brief experimental 

instructions to both distressed and nondistressed couples 

were effective in increasing some types of positive 

nonverbal behavior. Additional studies should cautiously 

consider including other positive nonverbal behavior of 

greater therapeutic significance as a further test of 

reciprocity. 

Tests for Reciprocity 

For spouses not receiving instruction, significant 

increases for touch gain scores were found. This indicated 

that reciprocity had occurred. These results were 

consistent for males and females. Next, it was determined 

that significant differences occurred between the frequency 

that distressed and nondistressed couples reciprocated 

touches. Nondistressed couples, both males and females not 

receiving instructions increased their gain score for 

touches more than did distressed couples. This indicated a 

difference in reciprocity between distressed and 

nondistressed couples. 

Summary. These results supported the "tit for tat" 
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model of reciprocity, though conclusive evidence was still 

elusive. With "bank account" reciprocity a parity between 

base rates of exchanges would be expected with a high rate 

of positive exchanges being characteristic of nondistressed 

couples (Patterson & Reid, 1970, Wills et al., 1974). With 

"tit for tat" reciprocity contingencies for reciprocated 

behavior would be established. In this dissertation when 

one spouse increased touches and their spouse also increased 

touches in return, "tit for tat" reciprocity was said to 

have occurred. 

Generalization of Reciprocity 

Across Behavior 

Experimental instructions were given to increase 

positive touches. No mention was made of increasing smiles 

or head nods. However, subjects receiving instructions 

increased smiles as well as touches. Head nods did not 

increase. These results were consistent for both males and 

females. Therefore, the effects of instructions generalized 

from touches to smiles but not to head nods. 

Along with an increase of smiles at trial 2 for 

subjects receiving instructions, an increase of smiles for 

their spouse at trial 2 also occurred. That is, smiles were 

reciprocated in the same manner as were touches. Since 

there was no significant increase in head nods for either 

males or females among the subjects receiving instructions, 

no significant increases in head nods were expected in their 

spouses. Results confirmed this conclusion. This 
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indirectly lent support for the "tit for tat" probability 

change definition of reciprocity. The "tit for tat" 

reciprocity model would predict that increases in one 

spouse's touches and smiles would lead to increases in their 

spouses' touches and smiles. This was confirmed. 

Likewise, if no increases in head nods were observed in 

spouses receiving instructions then no increases in head 

nods should occur in their spouse according to the "tit for 

tat" model. This too was confirmed for both males and 

females. 

Summary. A note of caution should be taken while 

interpreting these results. First, this dissertation's 

results may not generalize beyond a laboratory setting. 

This is an empirical question that can only be determined 

through further research. Second, while this dissertation 

investigated reciprocity of postive nonverbal behavior, 

seldom would a BMT therapist choose touches, smiles or head 

nods as a target for therapy. It is still unknown whether 

other types of behavior will follow the "tit for tat" model 

of reciprocity supported by this dissertation. Third, it is 

important to remember that this study was conducted primary 

upon a well educated Anglo population. Whether the results 

found in this study hold true for less educated populations 

or for minority populations has yet to be determined. 
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Conclusions 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypthosis 1 that distressed and nondistressed 

experimentally controlled spouses would increase their rate 

of touches toward their spouse demonstrating that 

experimental instructions were successfully administered was 

confirmed. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 that both distressed and nondistressed 

spouses not receiving experimental instructions would 

increase their touches from trial 1 to trial 2 indicating 

that reciprocity occurred was confirmed. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 that no differences between the rate that 

distressed and nondistressed couples reciprocated positive 

nonverbal behavior was only partially confirmed. 

Statistically significant differences were found for touches 

in the rate of reciprocity between distressed and 

nondistressed couples for males and females. However, no 

differences between groups were found for smiles with either 

males or females. 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 that distressed and nondistressed spouses 

receiving experimental instructions would increase their 

smiles and head nods from trial 1 to trial 2 without 

specific instructions to increase these behaviors was 
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partially confirmed. Smiles were increased but head nods 

were not increased to a level of statistical significance. 

Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 that spouses not receiving instructions 

would, as a result of their spouse increasing smiles and 

head nods, increase their smiles and head nods from trial 1 

to trial 2 indicating generalization across behaviors was 

partially confirmed. Since head nods were not increased, 

following the "tit for tat" reciprocity model, no increases 

should have occurred. Since increases in head nods did not 

occur, the "tit for tat" model was supported. Instructions 

to increase touches generalized to an increase in smiles. 

Consequently, smiles were reciprocated by spouses not 

receiving experimental instructions confirming the 

hypothesis that reciprocity would be generalized 

across behavior. 

Clinical Implications 

One of the strengths of a laboratory experiment is that 

it brings within control of the researcher potentially 

confounding variables which threaten the validity of the 

experiment. For example, in this study measurement error 

was reduced by structuring the same interaction task for all 

couples and by having raters code their behavior rather than 

relying upon self report measures. However, one of the 

weaknesses of a laboratory experiment is that findings may 

not generalize to everyday circumstances. 

Two areas of clinical interest where generalization of 
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this study's findings would be important are generalization 

to naturalistic settings and generalization to clinically 

relevant behavior. First, it is not known whether "tit for 

tat" reciprocity functions in day to day couple 

interactions. Further research is required to extend our 

knowledge in this area. Second, reciprocity of nonverbal 

behavior is important, but clinicians seldom focus treatment 

upon touches, smiles or head nods. Future research efforts 

might examine the concept of reciprocity with clinically 

relevant behaviors. 

If "tit for tat" reciprocity does generalize to more 

naturalistic settings and to more clinically relevant 

behavior, then BMT therapists might be advised to conduct 

reciprocity counseling. That is, some clinically relevant 

behavior could be assigned to be increased with the 

expectation that both spouses would increase that behavior. 

Similar to what was found in the dissertation , if 

instructions generalized to additional behavior a snowball 

effect of increases in positive behavior might decrease the 

amount of time required to do therapy. 
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APPENDIX A 

Demographic Information Sheet 

^A«>»-, Date; 

1 . S e x : M F 

2. Yean Married: 

3. Number of Children: 

a. Nanc: _.^___^__^__^____^_^ Sex: Age; 

Ye«n of Education: 

Oo Not Write Below 

1. 

?. 

3 

i. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Code: 

fAT: 

Conditi 

Sej«: 

T r i a l : 

1 

AOC; 

on: 

1 2 
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Marital Adjustment Test 

1. Check Che dot on the scale below which best describes Che degree of happiness, 
everything considered, of your presenc marriage. The middle peine, "happy", 
represents che degree of happiness which mosc people gee from marriage, and Che 
scale gradually ranges on one side Co Chose few who are very unhappy in marriage, 
and on che ocher, co chose few who experience extreme joy or felicicy in marriage. 

Very 
Unhappy 

Happy Perfectly 
Happy 

Scace che approximace excenc of agreemenc or disagreemenc between you and your mace on 
Che following icems. Please check each column. 

\lmosc 
Always Always 
Agree Agree 

Occa- Fre- Almosc 
sionally quencly Always Always 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

-> 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Handling family finances 

Macters of recreacion 

Denonscracions of affection 

Friends 

Sex relacions 

Convencionalicy (righc, 
good, or proper conduce) 

Philosophy ol life 

Uays of dealing vlch in-laws 

1 1 
1 1 

1 

1 1 

i 
10. tVhen disagreemencs arise, chey usually resulc in: 

Husband giving in Wife giving in Agreemenc by muCual give and cake 

11. Do you and your mace engage in oucside incerescs cogecher: 
All of zhem Some of Chem Very vew of chem Mone of chem 

12. In leisure cime do you generally prefer: To be "on che go", co "scay ac home"? 
Does your mace generally prefer: To be "on che go" co "scay ac home"? 

13. 

15. 

Do you ever wish you had noc married? 
Frequencly Occasionally Rarely Never 

If you had your life co live over, do you Chink you would: Marry che same person 
Marry a differenc person Noc marry aC all 

Do you confide in your niace: 
In everyching 

Almosc never Rarely In mosc chings 

file:///lmosc
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APPENDIX C 

AREA OF CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRE 

In every relacionship Chere are behaviors one or boch partners seek Co change. 
Behaviors may occur eicher coo ofcen or aoc ofcen enough. For example, a parcner 
may be dissacisfied because the ocher only cakes ouC Che garbage once a week. 
The desired change would be for chis behavior Co occur more ofcen. On che ocher 
hand, one mighc be dissacisfied because he/she choughc coo much cime was being 
spenc cleaning up che house; in chis case che change wanced would be for Chis 
behavior Co occur less ofcen. In ocher words, when a person is dissacisfied with 
his/her parcner's performance of a parcicular behavior, Chen he/she would prefer 
CO change che parcner's behavior so chac ic occurred eicher more or less ofcen. 

The following pages lisc cypical behaviors which can cause relacionship 
dissacisfaccions. As you read each icem, decide whecher you are sacisfled wich 
your partner's performance described in chac teem. If you are sacisfied wich 
your partner's performance or if an icem is noc relevanc Co you, check che zero 
poine on che scale, meaning "NO CHANGE DESIRED". 

If you are noc sacisfied wich your parcner's performance in a parcicular icem, 
indicace che direccion of change you would like co see in his/her behavior. Use 
che racing scale accompanying each icem. If you would prefer co see a parcicular 
behavior occur less ofcen, make a check nark ( ) on che "minus" half of che racing 
scale and indicace how ofcen you would like chis behavior Co occur. If you would 
prefer co see a parcicular behavior occur more ofcen, make a check mark on Che 
"plus" half of che racing scale Co indicace how ofcen you would like chis behavior 
CO occur. Finally as you go chrough che lisc, please indicace which icems you 
consider co be of major imporcance in your relacionship. 

Please noce chac che scales change direccion, so chac much less Is somecimes 
on Che far lefc, and on che far righc ocher cimes. 

* * * * * * * * 

PART I 

I wane ay parcner co: 

1...parcicipace in decisions abouc 
spending money. 

.spend cime keeping che 
house clean. 

.have neals ready on cime. 

, pay accencion co his/her* 
appearance. 

-3 
much 
less 

+3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
vhac 
more 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

+2 
more 

+3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
more 

+3 
much 
more 

+3 
much 
more 

Major 
icem 

n 

n 

l^~I 

r~i 
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I wane my partner co: 

S...hie me. 

Major 
Icem 

•>-3 ^̂ 2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / ~ 
ouch more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

.gee cogecher with my friends. >3 H-2 +1 Q -I -2 -3 / / 
iBuch more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

7...pay Che bills on cime. -3 -2 -1 0 -H -̂ 2 -̂ 3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

3...prepare ineereseing meals. -3 -2 -I 0 -t-l ^̂ 2 +3 / / 
ouch less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

9...scare ineereseing conversaeions -••3 •*-2 -*-l -1 -2 •3 / / 

wich me. 

10...go ouC wich me. 

much more some 
more whac 

more 

-3 -2 -I 

some more much 
whac less 
less 

0 +1 +2 +3 / 7 
much less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

11...show appreciaeion for chings •*'3 +2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
I do well. ouch more some 

less whac 
less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

12...gee cogecher wich my relacives. -3 -2 -I 0 -H -^2 H-3 I / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

13...have sexual relacions wich me. -1-3 ^1 -H 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

1-i.. .drink. 

15...work lace. 

>3 ^1 >1 0 -I -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

-3 -2 -1 0 -H -̂ 2 •t-3 r j 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 



58 

I wane my parcner to: 

16...gee cogecher wich our friends. 

Major 
leen 

-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l •t.2 +3 / 7 

17...help wich housework when 
asked. 

18...argue wich me. 

19...discipline children. 

20...engage in excra-marical 
sexual relacionships. 

21...spend ciae in oucside 
accivieies. 

much less some 
less whac 

less 

-3 -2 -1 
much less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

0 -t-l H-2 H-3 I 7 
some more much 
whac more 
more 

•*-3 •I-2 -H 0 -1 -2 -3 / 1 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

- 3 - 2 -1 0 ^1 -¥2 H-l I / 
much l e s s some 
l e s s whac 

less 

•••3 +2 +1 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

0 -1 -2 -3 / 7 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

+3 +2 +1 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

0 -1 -2 -3 / 7 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

22...pay accencion Co my sexual 
needs. 

-3 -2 -1 0 -H -t.2 -̂3 /_/ 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

23...spend cime wich children. -3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2 +3 / / 
much less some 
less vhac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

24...CO give me accencion when I 
aeed iC. 

+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

25...assume responsibilicy for 
finances. 

-3 -2 0 +1 +2 +3 / / 
much less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

26...leave me cime co myself. +3 +2 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 
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I wane my partner Co: 

27...agree Co do Chings I like 
when we go ouC cogecher. 

Major 
Item 

-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l +2 +3 / 7 
much less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 

less 

28...accepe praise. •*-3 •I-2 -H 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

29...accomplish his/her 
responsibilicies prompcly. 

30...help in planning our free 
cime. 

31...express his/her emocions 
clearly. 

32...have non-sexual relacionships 
wich men/women. 

33...spend cime wich me. 

+3 +2 -H 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 

34...come Co meals on cime. 

much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

+3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

+3 
much 
more 

more 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

_ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

+1 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

less 

+2 
more 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

much 
less 

+3 
much 
more 

+3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

+3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 
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PART II 

IC 

1. , 

would please my parcner i f I; 
Major 
Icem 

pareicipaeed in decisions abouC -3 -2 -I 0 +1 +2 +3 / / 
spending money. much less some 

less whac 
less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

2...spenc cime keeping che house -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 •t-3 / / 
clean. 

3...had meals ready on cime. 

much less some 
less whac 

less 

some more much 
whac more 
more 

+3 +2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

paid accencion Co my appearance.-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l •t-2 +3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

5...hie him/her. 

goe cogecher wich his/her 
friends. 

+3 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

-3 -2 -1 0 -i-l •t-2 •t-3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

7...paid che bills on cime. •t-3 •t-2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

8...prepared ineereseing meals. •t-3 -t-2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

.scarred ineereseing 
conversaeions wich him/her. 

10...wenc ouC wich him/her. 

11. 

•t-3 -t-2 •t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 / ~ 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

.show him/her appreciaeion for -̂ 3 •t-2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 
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Ic 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

-11 

would please mv partner if I: 

..goe cogecher wich his/her 
relacives. 

..had sexual relacions wich 
him/her. 

..drank. 

..worked lace. 

..goe cogecher wich our 

..helped wich housework 
asked. 

..argues wich him/her. 

..disciplined children. 

friends. 

when 

..engaged in excra-marical 
sexual relacionships. 

..spenc time in oucside 
accivieies. 

..paid accencion Co his/her 
sexual needs. 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

-1-3 
much 
more 

*3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

•t-3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

^3 
much 
more 

-̂3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

•t-2 
more 

•t-2 

more 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

-̂2 
more 

•t-2 

more 

-2 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-1 
some 
what 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

•t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

•t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

-I 
some 
whac 
less 

t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

• t - l 

some 
whac 
more 

• t - l 

some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

• t - l 

some 
whac 
more 

•t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

• t - l 

some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-t-l 
some 
whac 
more 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

^1 
some 
whac 
more 

-I-2 
more 

•t-2 
more 

•t-2 
more 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

-t-2 
more 

-2 
less 

+2 
more 

-2 
less 

-2 
less 

•1-2 
more 

•1-3 
much 
more 

-1-3 
much 
more 

-t-3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

•t-3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

•1-3 
much 
more 

-3 
much 
less 

-3 
much 
less 

•t-3 

much 
more 

Major 
Icem 

rj 

rj 

rj 

rj 

rj 

rj 

i~ 

rj 

i~ 

i~ 

iZJ 
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Ic would please my parcner if I; 

23...spenc cime wich children. 

Major 
icem 

24...gave him/her accencion when 
he/she needs ic. 

25...assumed responsibilicy for 
finances. 

26...lefc him/her cime co 
himself/herself. 

27...agreed Co do chings he/she 
likes when we go ouC Cogecher. 

-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l -t-2 -t-3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

•̂ 3 -t-2 -t-l 0 - 1 -2 - 3 / ~ 
much more some 
more whac 

more 

some l e s s much 
whac l e s s 
l e s s 

-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l -t.2 -t-3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

-3 -2 -1 0 -1-1 H-2 -t-3 / ~ 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

-t-3 'H-2 -t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / 7 

28...accepeed praise. 

29...accomplished my responsibili
cies prompcly. 

30...helped in planning our free 
cime. 

much more some 
more whac 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

-3 -2 -1 0 -t-l +2 +3 / / 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 

•t-3 •t-2 •t-l 0 -1 -2 -3 / ~ 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

•t-3 -1-2 H-i 0 -1 -2 -3 / ~ 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

31...expressed my emocions clearly. •t-3 •t-2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 / / 
much more some some less much 
more whac whac less 

more less 

3 2 . . . h a d non-sexual r e l a c i o n s h i p s 
wich men/women. 

-3 +2 H-l 0 - 1 -2 - 1 1 1 
much more some 
more whaC 

more 

some less much 
whac less 
less 

33...spenc cime wich him/her. -3 -2 -1 0 •t-l +2 •t-3 /_/ 
much less some some more much 
less whac whac more 

less more 
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Ic would please my parcner if I; 

34...came Co meals on cime. -3 
much 
less 

-2 
less 

-1 
some 
whac 
less 

0 • 1 - 1 

some 
whac 
more 

•1-2 

more 

Major 
Icem 

-̂ 3 r^i 
much 
more 
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APPENDIX D 

Behavior Code Definitions 

Touch: Any physical contact which conveys some degree 

of affection or friendship. Consecutive touches 

by one partner must be separated by two seconds 

to be recorded as distinct and separate touches. 

Head Nod: any nonverbal use of the head which indicates 

agreement, or is used as an approval seeking 

behavior. 

Smile: A smile may be produced with or without the mouth 

being open. It is to be coded anytime the mouth 

and/or lower face are used to convey positive 

emotion. 
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APPENDIX E 

Experimental Instructions for Trial 2 

As part of this investigation, I would like for you, 

during the remaining ten minute period, to increase the 

frequency with which you touch your spouse. I would like 

for you to do it in a natural and affectionate manner. 

Try to do it in a manner which will not arouse suspicion. 

I'm sure you know the best way to do that. Should your 

spouse ask about our conversation, you can say that we were 

discussing strategies of this game. Let me repeat - touch 

your spouse more than you did previously. 




