nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

Loyola University Chicago

Loyola eCommons
Master's Theses Theses and Dissertations
1967

The Significance of Hostility as Related to Adjustment and
Maladjustment in Marriage

Manuel A. Barroso
Loyola University Chicago

Follow this and additional works at: https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses

6‘ Part of the Psychology Commons

Recommended Citation

Barroso, Manuel A., "The Significance of Hostility as Related to Adjustment and Maladjustment in
Marriage" (1967). Master's Theses. 2104.

https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses/2104

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Loyola eCommons. It
has been accepted for inclusion in Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of Loyola eCommons. For more
information, please contact ecommons@luc.edu.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 License.
Copyright © 1967 Manuel A. Barroso


https://ecommons.luc.edu/
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses
https://ecommons.luc.edu/td
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_theses%2F2104&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/404?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_theses%2F2104&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses/2104?utm_source=ecommons.luc.edu%2Fluc_theses%2F2104&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:ecommons@luc.edu
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

- The Significance of Hostility as Related to

Adjustment and Malad justment in Marriage

by

Manuel A, Barroso, S.J.

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate
School of Loyola University in Partial
Fulfillment of the Requirement
for the Degree of 4
Master of Arts
December

1967




Acknowledgements

.

The writer wishes to express his appreciation

.
L3

to Dr. Leroy Wauck for his encouragenent and the direction of
this investigation. He is greatly indebted to Re&. James lurtaugh
;ssociate Director of the Catholic Family Consultation Serviceé )
and l{iss Bernatte IHickie Director‘of Casework Services, and to
other members of thé staff of the séme Agency for their kind
aésistance.-.

The cooperation of happily and unhappily mar-
ried couples who volunteered to participate in this study is also
appreciated. Without their generosity this study would have
been practicall& impossible.

Finally ﬂy sincersst thanks are extended to
Miss Mary Ann Adams for her time and dedication in helping to.
collect and organize the data of our study; and to ldrs. Ann,Murray

for her zenerous secretarial assistance,




TIT

| Life

) Manuel Barroso, S.J.‘was born in Caracas, Vene-,,
fuela. on the first day of January, 1930. He joined the Society‘off.
Jesus in 1946 and was immediately sent'to Spain and Francé for his-

studies on Liberal Arts and Philosophy. He obtained a Bachelor
degree.oh Classic and Modern Literature 1951, énd a Licenciature:

6f Philosophy in 1955. The next three years were spent back in
Caracas teachinz at St. Ignatius' High School. In 1958 he was sent
to West Baden, Ind, to complete his studies of Theolbgy. where he
obtained his Licenciature in Theology in 1962, .Theh‘ he was sent -for
further pastorai tréining to liontreal, Canada. He returned t6 
vChicago and Startéd.graduéte work in the Department of Bducation
Where he obtained a 1. & in 196k, After this he started graduate
work for a Master of Arts degree in Psychologya For~the‘past twof

years he has been actively involved in Harriage'Counseling énd

Therapy with the Catholic Faﬁily Consultation Service.

)




‘IIT

OQUTLINE

1. Introduction Study of Marriage. A Happy Marriage. Research
and obstacles, General view of the study. - ,

2. Chapter 1, Review of the Literature, Studies on Psychological -

factors in Marriage. Early studies: Terman, L. Buttenweiser, P,

More recent studies, Theories of marital interaction. The theory

- o Interpersonal Perceptions and the Theory of Compatibility of Needs.
Methodology. Overview of the thesis. Main and subsidiary hypothesis

Main and subsidiary hypothesis, ' o

5. Chapter 2, Description of the study, Design, Difficulties:
sampling, instruments, hostility as a theoretical construct. Theo=-
ries of Hostility: Need-Satisfaction-Frustration Mocdel, Cognitive
Consistency Model: Cognitive Balance and Dissonance Mbdels.
Measures of Hostility, TAT Hostility Scales.

L, Chagter 3. Vhriables and Instruments, The Independent Va-
riable, The Dependent Variables, Control of Extraneous Variables,
Criteria of Selection. Instruments: The Iowa.Hostility Scale (IHS)
The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), the TAT Aggresszve
Content Scale and Marriage Adjustment Inventory (MAI).

5. Chapter 4, Procedure and Description of the Groups. Selection
of Sample, The Hostility Groups. Procedure.  Similarities and
Differences, Sample Identification: Marital Status and Satisfac- -
tion., Age, Education, Income and Occupation, Number of Children

and Family Organization, Summary,

6,  Chapter 5 Analysis of results., Hnalysis of the data, . IHS
‘and TAT data, Null hypothesis and alternate hypothesis, High-
Hostility Couples: Null and Alternate Hypothesis. TAT and IHS,
Malad justment and Marriage. Summary., ‘ ‘

7. Chapter 6, Origin of Hostility. Explanation: psychoana-
lysis, Feshbach's, Hostility Perception Data,  Null and Alternate
Hypothesis, Perception-Needs Data, Null and Alternate Hypothesis,
Operational Definitions, Personality and Hostility, Perceptual
‘defense, Need structure. of couples. Need structure of husbands
and wives separately. Hostility and Need-Structuré as related to
other variables Interspousal correlations of six variables, Theory
of Complementary Needs. ,




8, Conclusions  Problem and Contributions, iPositive and Nega-
tive contributions. Possibilities for further research, Foundations

for new marriage counseling model, :
9. Appendixes %I" |
III | R T R




———

Table

10

11

LIST OF TABLES,

" Title

Correlations Between Ratings of

' Various Aspects of Hostility and

the IHS

Distribution of Couples According
to their Present Marital Status

Marital Satisfaction Distribution as

Expressed by Couples in the Three
Groups

Means Age and Sd, for Husbands and
‘Wives Taken Separately

T Valueé for the Differences of

‘Means Age Between A, B, C, Groups

Means Age and Sd. of Couples

- Taken Together

Means and Standard Deviations of
Years of Education for Husband and
Wives taken Separately

T Values for the Differences of
Means of Years of Education of

Husbands and Wives Taken Separately '

Means and Sd, for Couples of Years of

Education for Husbands-and~Wives
Taken as .Couples

‘Education Distribution for Husbands

Page

 72“-

96

98,

101
101
102

103
103
103

. lm

and Wives of the Three Groups Taken

Separately,Totals and Percentages

Distribution of Income for Couples
and Groups

105




16
17
18
19

20

21

22

23

Table

© Title

Distribution of Couples accor-
ding to Occupation of Husbands

- Distribution of Number of Child-

ren-Per Couple and Group

. Means and SD, for the Couples of

Groups A, B, C Obtained from the
IHS and TAT '

T Values for the Couples of
Groups A, B, C :

Means and SD, for Husbands and Wives;

of the Three Bifferent Groups Ob-

“tained from the TAT and IHS

T Values of Mean Differences for
Husbands and Wives Scores on the TAT

~and JHS, Scales

Correlations Betwean IHS and TATv‘
Scores for Husbands and Wives
Separately

Means and Sd. on the IHS, TAT and

MAT for Couples of the Three
Different Groups

T Values for the Differences of
Means of the Three Groups

Product Moment Correlations for
all Groups on the Scores of the

‘Three Scales

Means and Sd, for Hﬁsbands and
Wives on the IHS, TAT and MAI

T Values of the Means for Husbands .

and Wives on the MAI

Page
106

107

. ‘llll- »

1

14

116

121

122

122

124

125




 Table .

24

25
26
27
28
29

30

31
32

33

35

Title

Correlations on the Three Tésts

~ for Husbands and Wives of all the

Groups

Number of Problems for Each Group
as expressed by Couples on the MAT

-Distrlbution of Marital Problems as

Seen by Husbands and Wives of Differ-
ent Groups

Distribution of Areas of Problems as
Expressed by Couples of the Three

Groups

Distribution of Areas of Problems as

- expressed by Couples Taken from Social

Intakes

Means and SD for Couples of all Groups,

in Four Variables

T Values for all Variables for the
Three Groups

Correlations of all Variables

Partial Correlations Between Hos=-

tility and Self and Mate Perception -

Means and SD for Husbands and .
Wives of all Groups in Five Variables

Correlations of the Husbands and

" Wives of the Three Groups in the
‘Five Variables o

Means and SD for the Needs of all :

Couples of the Three Groups

VIL -

~ 'Page

125

128

129

129

130

s

146

Wy

W9

150.

157




Table

36
37
38

39

40

41

Title

T Values for lMeans in Need

‘Structure for all Couples

of all groups

Means and SD of Need
Structure for Husbands
and Wives Separately

Correlations (r) of all Head
Variables with Hostility and
Ad justnent for all Couples

Correlations of all eed

© Variables with Hostility
. and Adjustment for Husbands

and VWives

interspousal Correlations of

- . Six Heeds for Couples of all
- Groups '

Interspousal Corrslations of

. Needs of Different Groups

VIII

B Pagef.
158

159

160

1604

163

164




Introduction L e

When dealing ﬁith the problems of the mental
health of the family as a unit it seems easy to gat involved and
concerned with generalities fa111n5 to 1nveatiaau, the most elemen-
tary basis of the UNIT. Studies on ;am11y dvnanics in gen=ral and
narriage problems soecmilcally have of en lacked obgectiv1uy and - ’

validity despite the effort toward elegant exper;mental,de51gns. '




Tog often these studies have discussed dynamics Witﬁout the ﬁnder-
standing of itls components. | |
Our study is on marriage itself. A4s profession-
als involved in the job of helping dysfunctional‘families and sick
. . .

méfriages we have felt the need to understand marriage first, and

to try fo bridge the gap existing at least as far as research is
N . - . ]

cd%cerned between these two realities. After all as Ackerman hgs'

noted "the fanily begins with marriage and disorders of marital

interaction hold a place of focal importance in family dynamiés

"and’ devalopment". (Ackerman, 19585'

We'proposé a more inclusive, hisrarchicdal ifl
you wish, aporoach when studyinz the problems of marrisge and family.
It is only when we fully'understand without guesswofk the marital |
interaction that we are sguipped to study the family dynamics énd
we can afford to attempt fo ascertain the ongoing processes.

Our study is specifically on marriage. This for
us is an important observation.. A good many authors have taken
marriage and fanily as synonymous. We want to avoid this. ~Of course
in vulgarizations of research findings this interchangeaoiiity\of
concepts would be permissible,;but for research_pﬁrposasvit would be
misleading and'cénfusing,(Christénsen;_195h). .B@rriagelés we under-
stand itlis én institutionalized maﬁing between humén'malgs and fe- |

N




maleé in é process of interaction., What jﬁ§tifieé é siudy oﬁ
marriage now? Besides the reasons élready‘mentiOned we can present
the followiné observations: | ‘
1. Our culture determines marriage as the‘normalAstatus‘for
b  adults, Studies indicate tﬁat thevdesire to become married
is almost universal among po?ulationsﬂ(xiles & Koonce, 1958)

. (Parker & Glick, 1967)
2, This expectation on the paft of society and individuals
has created pressures generéting anxiety_invthose who marry
- and in those who do not marry és well.
3. Marriage as such represents achievement. Getting married
'is the door to status and power. To marry means fo gain
status in the family, community, profession (Bossé}d, 1544) "
L. Besides status, the individuals involved - hUsSand'and wife;
- seek to obtain satisfaction as individuals and as a group’f
in & relationship in which the qualities of intimacy and
romance are gfeaply stressed by our culture, 'Furthermore
it is expscted to be a UNIT of interacting personalities
looking for happiness.‘ g ‘ ~ B
5. This ha;piness‘is not always possible or eésy. Lack of
- personality resources and situational ¢ontingencies chal-

lenge the couple from the moment of their marriage., Un-

3 h '
3 . . R 3




fortunately lack of emotional pfeparation and unréadiness#
nakes a good'number of these marriages end up in failure.
6. Frustration leads to failure,normal ways of communication
are shut and the couple recur to more éo@glex proceés of
o v' interaction and communication. (Riékiﬁ; 1967, Bateson,
Jackson, Haley, Weekland, 1956). Hostility exbressed either
L . . [
4 - - Vverbally or physicaily or phantasied:seéms to underline this_
new phase. The outcome is'deterioratiéﬁ of the reiaﬁionship}
the increasing of symptoms and maladjusimgnﬁ ahd_unhéglthy_
~ patterns of dealing with fhe'conflicts and with the en-
vironment as well. | o “
 'The forementioned observétions indicatezthe ime  '
portance of marriage in our society as a natural‘habitat for érowth

and development of the individual as a social being and indifectly

reflect the need for studiéé on the subject.

But what constitutés a happy marriagé? It 13
hard to find>a'vélid answer, Whén reading the,present liﬁeréture we
are amazed to find a good number of confusing and cohtradictory state-
ments made by experienced profaésionals-in'the field, This'confusion .
is not unexpected or incongruous for some amodnt of confusionvfosters
creative thinking'ih the beha#iorai spiencesrrésearcHVSut-oversim-

plifications such as one encounters in some publications, "3ight

S
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reasons why marriage goes wrong" (Bossard, 1964), "How to succed in

narriage" or in some chapter of a book published by W. Bier, Marriage

a Psychological and lMoral Annroach, (1955) and the amount of un-
sc1ent1f1c literature ouollsned in regard to sexual adgustment |
whioh gives us the impression_that marital problems are a sort of
failure in the knowing how to do things and the solution residss in
a Foed sincere determination to.apply ready-made formulas by the‘pér-
ties involved. The fact of the matier is that, as has been pointed
out many t*nee elsewhere (Boszormeny-Nagy & Framo, 1965), under- ..
neath the symptoms of an unhappy'marriage there are unhappy inlel-
duais and the emergence of a neurosis or compensatory mechanisms
for disturned partners (Ackerman, 1953, Kubie, 1961,1957).

With this clarification leﬁ us go back to our:
initial question: what is a happy marriage? The best answer to

this question would be to adduce the testimony of hundreds of couples

who tnouant of themselves as happy and successful and expressed what

they had experienced through the years of married life. In other

words, direct observation and recording of their happy behavior.

Basically for our purpose here we can say that

N

& hapoy marriage is a relatlonsnlo 1n rh ch husband and wife ex-

-perience 0er$onal satisfaction and the oooortunltv for growth and

development as 1na1v iduals and as a couple as Well (Sirgama&1,19bo,




T

————

Boszormenyi - Nagy & Framo, 1955), More on this later in our.study.:
.For the time veing we want to study'marriage as it
is: two people with two'different ocackgrounds, differént peréonality
characteristics, involved in.an interacting process of growth and'de-
velopment. Horé épecifically we want to concern oursslves wifh thé_f
negative features, of what happens when this interaction is stalled
an? hindered ﬁo the point that deVelopmenﬁ is not possible agymofe'

and frﬁstration and resentment arise as the bitter outcome of the
relationship. | |
| In approaching our topic of study, it must be
Repi in mind what is actually taking’place in the ﬂiald.ofAﬂamily-
research., .Professionals are beconing increasingly concernsd with
improving objsctively the precision and generalizébilify of their
firding. Levinger (1963) recommends a method which will be a "com-
bination of several other reszarch wethods,” speéifically ong waich
will encompass "direct behavioral observation and together with in-.
direct report by family members or other respondents." The main
advantaze of such aporoach ﬁould be the implementatioﬁ of both sﬁb-
jective and objéctive records of family relationsﬁips in a way that

"introspection and external inspsciion appears to supplement one

another in-a useful way".

o doublt such an approach has delinite values




although it may be impfaétical for us_siﬁcé the character of our
study is 1e§§ developmentallthan interactional., Furthermora we.
canmnot confine ourselves tb one method or techinigue. The need_today
is for a more imaginati&e méthodology. vWé'think of our study a2 a
énoéressive nethod basically consiétihg of two stages: a preliminary
stage which would imply gathering and selection and analysis of in-
farmation, following Hgley's suggested traditional.ﬁays: socia;l
anthrdpological, statistical, individual and:intéractionalhand a se-
cond stage which will consist of the theory—fofming approach, putting
all the pieces together in a msaningful manner (Haley, 1964). o
There are two m#ih obstacles which_ﬁe have to
avoid: first, tha'concentration on individual charaqﬁeristics.V'It
could be highly deceptive if we are'interested.in the process itself,
The tremendous number of variables involved in‘aAmarital;relationsh'pb
"can take us away from our main pﬁrpose and emphasize more individual
diffe'rences overlooking the totaiity' of ‘t‘ne processes. " Even if we
recogn&éé individuéls as contributing to the relaﬁi@nship'it'would'
be nmisleading and ébmpletely meaningless té try td‘aséertain their
value, The imbdrtant'thing is not’that{ not_even.the'outcphe,.put
the total inner process. (Ackerman, 1958)

A second obstacle is guesswork. ~Guesswork is

~
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the problemjrésides in collecting and catergorizing data whicﬁ can;
not ultimately be rigorous because iﬁ is inflerential in naturg.'.A
category is inferential whenever vou must infer whether something
happens or whether or not a.certain fact or state_exists. When we
‘use raters we are guessing. The investigator must guess.. It may be
a, good guess based upoh facts but still-a'guess and if our nsasure-
nents depend on & guess, and then we build further inférences upon -
them, the entire strﬁcﬁure is built upon quicksand. This does not
mean that we have to abandon research because at oﬁe particular stage
of our study we cannot collect the ideal data, We have to abandon
guessing as an end in itself and seek for new methods of reliability;'
imaginative methods with which we may study the human being without -
losing appreciation of its totality and objectivity kHaléy,vl964),.
Our study will have two'different parts: The
first part is taken directly frou dirsct observétion and embraces all
sthese aspscts mentioned by Haley: statistical, anthropologiéal,
individual and interactional, and the second part will be devoted

-

to conclusions and projects with the idea in mind of developing a

HE theoretical point of view of marriage. Thus we hope that we will be

able to contribute a better understending of marriage. As Xeissner -

(196%) has observed in regard to the family, "in an area in which

-

easy to employ in research. In psychiatry and psychology especially

ey




- pesearch and tn.m{n.nrf are nore ez 'ﬁaloratory than defini tive, tne stu-
dent of family dynamics must not confine the scope of his tnlnk‘lng

. about the family even though he commits himself to an mtonsn.flcatn.on‘>
of researcn effort in relation to a S‘)élelC level of fam:_'l.y inter-
aotion and in terms of a oertmcnt set of investigatory uecnnicue.
It is important, therefore, that he keeps clearly in nind what kind |
ofi question he is ask:. g, what specif ic facts and aspects in the ‘fa.-
relevance are of the -instruments he chooses and tﬁe methods .he' en-

ploys to explore the family organism” (in our case marriage).

nily he is trying to explain or understend, what the limitations and .




CHAPTER T

Review of the'Literature

Considerations of the dynamics of marriage needs

some kind of frame of reference. This frame of refersnce in the
existing research literature has veen at timesAprovidedawithvnugbers
and figures as if the impfessive presentation.of nubers ﬁou;d con-
vince anyone of the dereriorating state of affairs.

Statistics present limitations. At times they

help us, at tinmes they confuse us failing to convey the whole truth.

n

And this for two reasons: First, bscause our instruments of ob-

servation and analysis are still in an imperfect stage of develop-

-

nent. Ve are dealing with marriage interactional process, a non-

L)

measurable entity that escapss our methodology. Secondly, because
as nas been pointed out, marital difficultiss imply more than divorce

or separation. There ars other forms of marriagze and family disso-




- the impression of one and t

Jution: empty shell fami;ies, forns of"emotiéﬁal'divorCes'.as
Bowen has called them, (Bowen 1981). | .

We can, however, ge£ the feeling of ﬁhat is con-
tained behind the figures through the pefusal and‘discussion of;the
l;ﬁerature. These‘studies also have their own limitations, buﬁ
even so there aré bits of truth and progress in each ons of them.
If‘we nut them together and try to evaluate the whole trend we nmay i
get a better understanding of what is taking place in marfiage,' |
beﬁwéen husband and wife, |

Vhat has been’written can be categorized as either
a) éescriptive, a superficial, almost Jjournalistic exposition of
facts, ignorinz what has been called the "psyshosocial interior!
of merriage. Hundreds of books and pamphlets that for différent
reasons talk about marriass in terms of formulas and recipes. A
"how to succead..." approach. And if thers is no success then the
‘impression one gets 1s as if ons of the partnars 1ls responsivle for
the breakdown, and the othar the innocent #ictim. b) A second ca-

tegory could be writers who emphasize the socio-cconouic aspaets of

k21

zrriage, envirommentalists if you wish, considering the couple ds

struggling marionsttes in the midst of poweriful forces, Very seldonm

% writers make the distinection between marriage and family, giving

he same thing. ¢) Finally, Jjust recently
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we have becons éware of the complaxity éf,our task. Ovefgenefali—

gations are less abundant and spacific research is more cowon.. Iﬁ
is the procesé'itsélf.ﬁhich is under obséfvation; A pieceneal sort
of approach which'may‘ﬁresent definitive disad#antages but whiph'in

. , : . _ ,
the long run will bring better understanding. We want to understand

the process itsslf in a "hereand now" situation. Not the process in

. - . [}
abdtract but "as happening" between these tiro individuals acting
within their owm evolutive enviromment., This is certainly the con-

sideration of marrizge and marriage problems as a whole.

A - .

The first objective Study on marriage wés done
by Davis, (1929) a social economist and penologist, followed by ano-
ther study conducted by Burgess & Cottrell, (1936) on predicting
success or failure in marriage. They quﬁd that the outstanding
factors in marital adjustﬁenﬁ‘séem_to bé those of affection, ten-
permental compatibility and social adaptability. The biolozical
anc sconomic factors are of less imgort;nce*and.appear'tO'be‘largE'"
desterninad by these other factors. Terman & Buttenrieser, (1935,A
1938) pionserad inﬁérstigations on thé varsonality as a factor in

marital happiness and they found a low or nssligible relationship

-

R e
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between personality and marital happiness although certzin individual
items appear to be appreciably related to merital happiness. These

 findings were contradictéd by another study in which Terman (1933)

«

himself fopzd that 140 of a total list of 233 personality items .
shoyed an'appreciable correlation with marital happiness. Kirkpatrick
(1937) found personality to be a siznificant vériable when seeking to
det?rmine factors in marital adjustmeant and Himes, (1949), trying to 
deternine the cause of the high divorce rate in fhe United Stateé,
concluded that personality is the chief determiner of successful and
hapoy marriages, |

f There is a’genefal agreenant among‘the investi-
gators as to their findings. The amount of discrépancy at this'early
stage of research could well be explained either by the dearth of’ =
instrumsnts sensitive enough to the reality to be meagursi; or by
the ambiguity and looseneSS’of the concepts of parsonality and hani-'
ness used as variables in these investigationé. Personality, fqr |
instance, has been understood:és "en objeCtive fact" interpreted

according to different conceptual orientations. We feel that there

D

is a fallacy in this becauss these concspis are essentially a com-
plex of many variables.

Burgess, & Wallin, (1953) practically reached

the same conclusions as Locke, (1951} in his study Pradictinz Ad-.
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sustment in Marriace: a comparison of divorced and happilv married |

counles., They defined the personality characteristics involved
in marital happiness. According to their findings ten factors are
important for success or failure in marriage: love and display of
affebtion; sexual édjusﬁment, enotional dgpendenée, compatibility
in temperament and personality, influence of cultural backgrounds,”
regction to domesticity, expectations of success in marriage, ch'.
operativenass and adaptability. .
Benson, (1952) concentrated on a more.specific
asgect qf personality, that of the interests of the couple. But his
results.aré pretty‘much the same as in the previous studies. He
stated that whereas certain types of interest sharing,'éontribute
to successful marriage, others do not. Hutuaiity of intéreéts'in
hons, children; romantic iﬁve, sexual relations and religion:ara 

more prevalent among happy, well-adjusted couples. Poorly»adjusted:

couples shared interests of fame or success, drinking, money, travel,

entertainment and companionship to avoid loneliness.

¥ore recently Pickford, & Signori, (1%66) have

desizned a study to test the hypothesis, first, that similar or.

2

elated personality traits as measured by the Guilford-ZiMmermann ‘

Temperament Survey are significantly related to marital happiness

and second, that dissimilar or unrelated personality traits are -
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signlf icantly related to marital u“haoolness._~fhé’Guilférd-Zimmermanh
is a personality inventory de31gned to measure versonality traits
‘identified by factor analysis. &he anypothesis was supported, The
authors concluded with a'warnina against'aenéraliiationé putsidé'the
traits as determined by correlational procedures. |

Surveys of the e\lstlng 1iterature (Taft, 1955,
Brunﬁer & Tagiuri, 1954) and perusal of individual articles indichte ‘
that there has beeﬂ in the last decads a shift and reorientatioékof
research.toward the areas of perception and needs satisfaction.

Two main theories of marital interaction can be
distinguished: Tne Theory of Interpersonai Pefceptions énd the Thaory
of Compatibility of Leeds. Ler us take a look at the literature con-
nected with these two theories.‘ The Interp,er.sonal Percepntion Theoiv's '
basic premise is that interpsrsonal relationships depend‘in‘lafge |
’part on what an individual thinks he ié‘and what ne thinks tﬁe othérf
pverson is. It is perception on which the.expéc tions>of self and-
the other are based and on which understanaing and bommunication are
lérgely dépendent. Important to the satisfaction of the marriags,

then, is one's perception of his own personality and that of his mate.
Ths conceptual framework for this theory has bsen
advanced by 1} Mangus (1959) and generally supported in terms of per-

sonality theory by phenemenologists, self-theorists and social*psY—~
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chologists (Dai, 1952, Heider, 1944, Lewin, 1935, Newcomb, 1950,

Rogers, 1951, Sullivan, 1949, Symonds, 1956, Laing, 1966, and Schutz,

Back in 1941 Kelly, L. noted dlreaov that af ter
haYing studied daté collected from 300 couplss st the tims(of their
engagsment, personal satisfaction which a husband sxpefienoes in'hisv
mar;riage relationship is signii‘ioanily related both to his i‘eelings
of self-regard and to the judgment of the superiority or 1n;erlor1ty
of his. own personality in comparison to that of his spouse; Preston,
& Peltz, (1952) departed from the above mentionsd noiion,of parsonali-
ty.:‘For then it was "an impression which is fornmed by‘anothef per-
son." From this viewpoint they raised quostions as to ;hsxfay in
which such an impression is affecﬁed by the prsssnce of interpersonal
conflicts and tney focused rather on soclal perception as ‘a deter-
minant of marital happiness. Happily married parthsrs, they,claimed;‘
exnibit materiaily higher oorrelations on their ratings of themselves
and their partners‘than do unhappily marriéd partners., Tae self-ra-’

Fad

ting of husbands and wives have negligible corrslation. Thney offered

Fad

the following explanation of their results: "The résulﬁs'Os ﬁhis

a

study are a direct consesquence of the fact taau 3eoole on the oppo-

b

s5ite sides of a con;llct situation aave riore oooortunltles to take

aote of their opponsnt as different'rather,than similar to_themselves




.rwhereas personsiwith sirong affective féeling;, producihg a wish for
identification, tend to see their partnérs as éimilgr rather thén
dissimilar to themselves." Dymond, (1554) suzzested tﬁat happigess
in marriage is related to understanding and also similarit& of sélf-
percéptions. Understanding was understood as the accuracy of bre-
diction by a husband or a wife of the mate's self-description on a
peysonality questionnaire, | | !
Allithis time there had been grogress toward a
general theory of human behavior including: perception, behavior and\
congequences.' Conseqgusancas such as happiness will be a function of '
behavior’which in turn is a function bf percepfiqn} Rogérs’-theory |
of personality is‘of,thi§ kind. "The organisnm feagﬁs to the field as
it is experienced and perceiVed. This pefceptual field is for the -
individual, reality" (Rogers, 1951). Corsini, (1956) pro;aoses the
following poétulate: "Satisfaction in marrisge is a function of |
bahavioral interaction of couples which in turn is detefmiﬁéd vy
social perceptions. If perceptions can be undersiood, then beha-
vioral and affective consequences cah be predicted.”
 Corsini, (1956) tes‘tred 20 couples at thé ﬁn;yep-
sity of—Chicagokand‘concluded thai there is»nq evidence that happinesé
in marriage is a function of undefstandihg_the mate nor that under-

standing the mate is a function of similarity of the selves or the




mates. There is, however evidence that happiness in marriage is
associated with a similarity of self-perception of the mates. This

study raised doubts about the validity of some other investigzations

-

-

such as those of Dywmond, Winch & Ktsanes for their lack of control:
v - ‘ o

sréups. ' - : L

Bastman, (1953) chose Self-icceptance and Marital

1]

Hegoiness (¥H). Self-acceptance was chosen as-a personality megsurs -

because it is a relatively nomogensous variable based on a dsveloped ™

theory of personality with explicit clinical implications. The ex-

periment consisted in scoring a sample of marriéd-couples on two = ° "~

PP R -~ L N SR T 5 VS, | PP ] L B B s I N
susstionnaires,. onc for lnrital Eauolinsss .and 003, for Seil-accsotalice
Y e 3 or Bt . Pty Padade B ¥ £y 4bhe - ]

and correlating the two sets of scores. This scheme was further con-

olicated by further investigating few other personality variables.
He found that ¥H is related to self-acceptancs, acceptance of otheérs

and psychological status in both subjects and their mates, a) to "

self-acceptance in both sexes, b) to acceptance of othsr provably in -

wives and ¢) to psychological status probably only in husbands. The

ralation of marital happiness to self-acceptance, accaptance of

- others and psychological status is affectad in several othsr measur- -

able ways by average psychological differences between the two sexes.

< ‘Iucksy, (1980) found that husbands‘and wives wao .

. ~

indicated that they wers satisfied with their marriage were those-




whose oerc*otions were in ereater aareement with each.other than

A

were tne oerceotlons of the couolea tho Uere unsatlsfled. T;eVSaMe‘:W

author (196~) made a stuay seexlng to determlne tne oeﬁree of cor-,

relation tnat exists between the subaec s e oressed marital satis- v ‘

faction and a) his perc ion of hinself and o) hls oerceotions of
his spouse in terms of descriOulve oersonel¢ty varlaoles. The maln

assumntlon taat tner 1s a rellaole assoclatlon between the dearee of

satiSIactlon 1n marrlage and certaln klnos of descrlutlve oerceotions

of self and of soouse was conflrmod It was su¢ es»ed furtherﬂore

x N

that oerceotlons of self and soouse form tne bas;s of marltal inter-

e ‘\ Gl IR T L et PR Pl el ki

actlon.'

The second theory'o ‘brltal 1nteract10n, thef

,,._,

inch (19#3, 1950) The orimarv nvnotne31s of tne tqeorv is tna€

.'In mate-selcction tne need-oat ern of eacn soouse Vill be comole—'

mentary rather tnan szmm;ar to the need-oattern of tqe otner soouse'

: (dlncn, 1035) ‘ i‘ 45 marrled couoles, eeds- terv1ews (forty-a‘

+

five ooenOendea ouestlons) and caae-nlstorv 1nuerV1eas Were“néld {;;

followed ov the aom1nlstratlon or eivnt cards of the TaT to eacq

"

Lol -

aubwect The.varlaoles uaed _ncluded twelve needo (aoasement

-achlevement aoorOecn, au»onomv,‘ Lerence, doninance, nostility,.,_

1uruurance, reco-nltlon, euetus asoiration, statub striv1ng and

o o R
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succorancs) and three general traits (anxiety, emotionality and
vicariousness). Tnus fiftzen varlaolea were converted into forty-

four variables. Because thirty five of the forty four variables

.

correlatcd negatively and statisticzlly signifiicant the pypothesis

of cquplementary odttcrns was in Winch'!s opinion, supported,

“

Rosow (1957) critized Winch for using many dif-

ferent need ratings on a given subject as if tnev were dg ocrota end N B
P N .
‘indevendent variables. ne suggested t at need complensentarity bs

analyzed within a framework of global personality types. (Rosow)
From a Q-type factor analJ51s, using Tnurétone's centroid, method of

factoring, and based upon Winech's suOJacts and varlablva, Ktsanes

1
|

!

1

;

1

i

|

derivad four factors: A, yielding depandenqy,.B. ‘Hostile dominaﬁce,

C. Mature nurturance, D. Neurotic self-depreciation. Ktéénes (1955) .
concluded his study: "the principle of polar attraction dperatesu | |
syétematically only in the case of some soécified need patterns.kﬁ‘

This suggests that the comnlemenuary need nyvotneuls is a more coie
plicated principle than the nere nr1ncxole of 'ooaoszoes attract?.

oy

Winch in his most. recent work, Mate Selsction,

(1953) presents the develooment of an extended qualitative &ndlysis

of contrasting patierns or neseds. He describes four distinet typss

™

he Mother-Son tvoe in which the wife

of marital complementariness

is Dominant and maternal, while the husband passive and non-aggressiva,
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The Ibsenian type wherse the male is the dominant, nurturant mate and.

the femals is childishly dependant. The Master-Servant Girl tyve
where the males are overtly dominant and covertly dependant. The
wives have a traditional view of the status of women. The Thurberian
1, h) \]

. , . :
type in which husbands inhibit the expression of their feelings,

he wives are hizhly exprassive. 4s a result of this analysis he

esttablished a typology of thréé typss of complememtariness Tor he was
'neither certain that the types ars mutually exclusive'noghthat‘they
reorasent a‘fullness of nossibilities'. |

' ~ The hypotiesis of complementary needs has.been»? ,,“
attacked from many different gé;les;\fof-maﬁy;differentf;eﬁgpns.3'
First thers is the queStion of ﬁethodology. .Corsini (1956)Aéom-
plained about the lack of control gfoups in~thé original §tuay.'.Bow- k
man (1955) critiaizea'the linmited evidence availabie of the_Quali-;ff
fication of the interviewers‘or Judges. Gépdman (1962) qﬁéstioned 
the basic assumptions of thé study ihat people‘havé segregéted:needs‘ﬂv
in contra$t~to general personality nesds. "Needs aré_segregéted ac-
cording to diverss social'rbles therebj dériving gratificatiqn iﬁ.‘v
sorie roles in contrast:to others. hen gartain roles tend ﬁovaéti-’f
vate needs selectively tbere is no problemf‘ Hovever difficultyr'

arises in those roles which offsr opportunity of satisfaction to a

E s Y
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wlde range of neea*" We can also point. out the faCu that no crlterla

of homogeneity are reported. And tne lack of cross valldatlon makes ,

the tendency to generalize findings unjustified. .

Finally there is also the ouestlon of lurray's
needs and tne TAT as instrument to mesasurs these needs. The results

of the study showed that the TAT ratlnos were tqe leest favorable 01

1)

the three sources for testing the hypothesis._ These data were more

often than chance in 003051tlon to Wlncn s oos»ulates., It is note-
worthy tnat only half of tne correlatlons derlved Irom case-a1storv

data were in the hypothesized direction; As a result of this global

analysis, many permutations were -ounn to oe_ln fhe ﬂir ction ’_a vy~

‘‘‘‘‘‘

«.f\i m-

Bowerman & Day (1956) trled to test Nlrcn s

nhypothesis employing the adwaros Personal Preference Scheoule ‘Epps,, ‘

on the assumption that the assesment of varlables was similar sve

if the instrumehts of;measurement was not. Thelr results offered
little supvort for Wingh's QJOOthSIS. 'The main shortcomire of this
study 1s the hypothe51s itself taat "every varlaole snould correlate
lntersoousallv with every other variable 1n a JOSlthG dlrectlon"
waich is an asswrption that does not seem to be justifiedVon the f
basis of complementarity as described by'winch{  The;soudflcannot e

viewed as a valid replication of Winch's Study.
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Katz, Gluckberg, S. & Krguég, R, (1958) tried -
to get nore evidence on husband and wife relationship., They admi-
mistered a modified form of the SPES<to 56_qpuples and a‘questione
naire for méasuring degrees.of nead gra@ification.affprded by tbe“’
.spoqse. They hypothesizéd interspousal complementarity of needs of
m;tes as well as attempting to determine the relationéhip between
satisfaction in marriags aﬁd nsed scores, The results‘did not sypport
tge theory\of complensntarity of needs. Desgree of total satisfaction
of wives was not consistently related to intersgousal_néed comple7A 
| nentarity, but total satisfaction of husbaﬁd was:positively asso-
ciated Uithvinterpgrsonal complementarity inlfour~needs pairigg,_
Reliability and validity statements are lacking for the short fbrm_  -
of the E?BS and which is said to measure need satisfaction. .

For Freud the libido ié‘the sourcé of a;i,lo§e-
energy. The libido is channslized toward-variousvobjects thrbugh
a process»calied cathexis.‘-There are aseveral stages of.céthexis: 
autoeroticisnm, narcissism and-object-ca@hexis. The.latter cgn'be‘f'
subdivided into: a love of the parent of one’s own Sex, a love of
the pdrent of the opposite sex and ﬁhe nature love or anﬁoqtside
person of the ovposite sex. The 1;bido'can becone fikated upoﬂfany_
objecf at any stags of dewelopment. Normally the,libidkoill shifﬁ
to new objects until oné is found which tendé to provide satisrfaction.

~
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Whén the shift is impossible and object-is futiie,lﬁhis kiﬁd-of  -
love is called neurotic (Freud, S. 1949). Haﬁy writers ha&e‘triedb
to dmplement the theory of the Freudian assumptions and the theory
of complementarinsss. (Ackernan, 193%; Eisénstein, 1956). .
) | 'vThe studies we have just reviewed reveal that
progress has been madé in terms of conceptualizations anid msthod-i
olozy. Grayson & Tolﬁan (1950) in a sersntic study of Ciinical doﬁ-
cepts stated as the most striking finding of thé study "the loo;enéss
A and ambiguity of the definitions of many of the tefms", Up to fheA
present time verbalizations and cbnceptualizationé have cleérly
lagged behind the useful clinical apolication of osycnolorlcal terna.
There has been a positive effort to sharoen conceots; to spegify what
is to be measured, avoiding overlaovlna of varlaoles. Ooerétibnal ‘V'Q
deflnlulons are more ;reouent now altlougn some- 1nvestlgauors have
neglected to inquire into the meaning of then, '
ethodoloaj nas 1m7roved too. It has becomé more
objective and more 1mag1nat1ve. The tradltlonal ouestionnaires or
interviews froim which most’data has been_derived are.being substi;’
tuted gy combinations of fesearch’mefhods, specifically diréct ‘ x
ooservatlon togsther with indirect reooré by aither husband §r wife,

oltuaulonal tests are belnw used more and more becaua, they can

provide a relatively constant backdrop on which marriage interactionl
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can be pictured and observed. ‘Hany of tﬁe studies of the past will
have to be redone within the perspectives of tnese n~w coneceptuali-
zations‘and better research mauqods. Ve still have a long'wayvto go.
A whole lot from the‘fieid of Social Perception has to be aésim@latéd
and integrated into the field of marriage dynamics. Some attempts

w“

have been made based on the theoretical principles of Interpersonal

Theory of Personality as formulated by Timothy Leary. (1957) daqder'
4
dyadic reslationship (1953) and Schutz's three dlmen51onal tneorv of

behavior: Inclusion, control and affection. (1958)°

Y,

Qverview of the thesis

Thomnas Kunn_in'his book Tne Structure of Scientis

fic Revolutions (1902), made the point that changes in conVcntlonal

beliefs occur not from slo;ly mov1nﬂ onllosoonlcal cause or from

(!)

tep-by-step research but from new discovery that reoresenus a de-

Da ure or a oreeucbnrouvn.

-

The obsarvation is valid as to how progress has

|4

taken place in sc1ences in general. Euf'I think that it is also valid
with respect to the individual's reliéation of scientific ﬁruth,. In
other words, ideas-that chahge or determiné your totél ofieﬁtatioafin'
1ife are not btbQ-UJ tep :ihdings out discoveries that all of ;

sudden break into your mind, Progress in regard to a satisfactory
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theory of'thfiage Intéraction has bésn made but isﬂis’stilirfrag; o
mentary.' The over-all feeling'ié that we are in ths rigat dirsction
but that a breakthrough has yet to coms. '.,'
. When doing therapy with married vouples I haves
often wondered about the effectivensss of my work., It seémed;to me
that the only couples I was feally reaching were the couplesfwhith
wgnted to be reachad in the first place, the ones sufficiently"
eguipped with oeraonalltj resources and suf’ 1lient1y injolved with‘
gach other tnat in all 11kel ihood tney wouldbnelb theméelves, If
this is true, the waole tradl ional aooroacn to asycnotneragy oecome¢"
very questionaole. » »

| This keot coning back to mne unull one oav wnen
engaged with a young couole in tle dlscu9310n of uheir marital dif-
ficuities I oecame aware of a oroce 5 running throuvn and under-:
nsath the vast oorulon of taelr 1nteractlon and dlsaulaed in many
shapes and forms thau could be accountcd ;or most of une marltal

dynanics of tn= cou07e. I cou¢d onlv deu ct 1t an caom»allzv

on its-values I probably would have hi uoon a rich vein tnat could

be thought as a break uhrOdUﬂ in ta6 uqueratanaln; of tn whole pro-

cass of marital 1nteract10n. I COuld 3100 foresee the tneraoeutlc '

o 2

implications of this naw concevuuallvat¢on. This is how I zot ina

terasted in the analvsis of nos ty oet:e=n uarrled partners. It

.
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was probably a practlcal matter to save time. money, and energles
but it was also an 1nternal need on my part to look for a conceptual
frame of reference to Justlfy wnat I was dolng.

, Now there are a couple of observatlons I Would
like to present here. The first observations after reading more than

one thousand "social intakes" from the files of the Catholic Family

Consultatlon Serv1ce, in Chicago, is that When a couple comes seekin°

helo, as the last recourse, in a series of trlals to " hold thls
marrlage tooether," the reaSOn for cominc is that they have declded

that they need help, but the real motlvatlon is no otner than the

needs on both sides to deal With thelr 1ncrea51ng anxiety and to flndv

a "third party“ who mignt by reason of tralning and prestlge be able

to make the Solo"911c dec1sion of who is to blame in this present _
51tuatlon and uho is not, alleV1at1ng the existin° oressures.,, .

| o - In their first 1nterV1ew the mates engave in an
enoless. tedious presentatlon of conolalnts and symptoms that accord-
ing to them, if removed w1ll oroduce radical changes and brina |
happlness to thelr marriage. The comolalnus range from poor sexual :
adjustnent to’in—lawe' inﬁerference. Thls a1 mistakingly recelves
the sopqistlcated title of ”lack of communicatlon.

In presentlng comolalnts 1t apoears obV1ous that

the couple is 1nvolved in a double tyoe of behavior. Overtly one

TR
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can feel the manipulations on both éideé to win the "third pérty“
over, the distortions of situations and the amount of misunder-"
standing blocking commnication, pius'all sorts of performances
and dramatizations to make their point to the third party. The‘si- o
tﬁaéion resembles that of a "trial." The géﬁeral outcome is éne of |
failure, diséppointment, frustration and resentmenﬁ. ‘This is the
t#ilight zone. 'Anything that.happens beyond that point is covqré
behavior of which the coﬁple may or {may not bevsuffiéiently aware.
The understandiﬁg,_however, of thesé7iﬂher processes is a richer
and more adequate explanation ofAﬁhayjis'really éoing on between
even the opposite - of what they are saying.‘ Ffustration, of course,
can be‘easily reinforced by the feeiings of faiiing ih\tgying to
achieve a solution to their problems and the“result;ng reseﬁtmenﬁrbe
~ displaced overtly against each other’eiﬁher’verbally‘(swearing;
cursing; verbal abuses, insulté) or'at'times physicéllyp(force; S
physicél punishment and abuse),'most often ﬁhdugh'in é\sjﬁbolized :[
nore subtle manner (sexual indiffqrence, dfihkiﬁg; hights oqt).
This is the process that I want to investigate. X *'“ o f; ?

. From the foregoing“obserﬁatibhé*I ha&éfdrawnvthe

‘following hypotheses which will be part of 6ur.invéstigé€ion: T
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Mdin Hypothesis:

1.

II.

"Hostility and Adjustment

I-A Hostility is a function of Maladjust..
ment o .
I-B This relationship between Hostility

and Maladjustment orevails when Hos-

tility-is meaaured by the TAT

Origin Of Hosﬂility in Married Counles

II-A Hostility in married couples is a
function of two main factors
e perpeétion'of ﬁhe self
b. perception of the mate

II-B Percéption of the self seens té be-inr
terns of own needs and this seems to o
be more significant than’ the perception
of the mate in the origin of hostility

II-C It 1ncludes the general perceotion of
" the indiv1dua1 in terms of his own
needs and the perceotion of other in-
dividuals in the environment as;relate@

to his own self-perception.
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Subsidiary Hypotheses:

I.

II.

V.

" Hostility is a Gestalt which exists in the

individual as a continuum,

The TAT is a valid instrument in measuring

‘hostility and a.useful one in counseling.:

married couples.

Different factors may contribute to the
o:igin’of hostiiity but self perceptibn ’
seems to be the most basic factor.
Self-perception is iﬂ terms éf the indivi-
duals own_needé. Mate perception is in fun-
ction of the individualt'a self-percéption ,

Although we cannot predict adjustment and

" happiness from the degree of hostility, we

find that hostility is a good indication.of

marital adjustment or maladjustment.

One word about our approaéh. We are interested
mostlf'in organization of knowledge not in ﬂkncwledge féctofigégf_‘.
Organization of knowlegde means that it is holistic and compreh;nsive
and oriented to pfactice or to policy. In order to’undérsiahd the

relationship}between hostility and adjustmen£ we must examine larger




'areas of the person and larger sections of behgvior and environnent
as well, Tkls is done in a double fashion using the JAT and a few -
other questlonnalres, and the social intake of the couples as a

method of behavior observation. _ ’ e

s

* . The traditional concepﬁual dichotomy between two
theories, Interpersonal Interaction and Needs-satisfaction, has be-
cope someﬁhat artificial. It seems thatleach.theory would explain '_
a portion of the total.behavior; There seems to be no reason tb
accept oné theory to the exclusion of the other. Both seem necessary-
to_gxplain the total process. This is thereere suggested to merge
both theories in one single tﬁeoretical'frgmework; Maybe this can.
consfitute, as far as I am concerned, the breakthrough in understand-
ing the whole pfocess better. -It Qértainly may explain hostility as
coming Trom the imbasse reached when the needs of‘the'maﬁés are not
'mntually met and satisfied, the lack of aatisfactlon being caused by
the maladgustlve patterns of self and social perceptions.

The purpose of this study in its 51mplest terms
is an attempt to substantiate a spe01flc theoretical framework to
marrlége counseling, to evaluate the dynamlc aspect of the relation-,
ship between husband and w1fe, concentratlng on tne 51gnificance of

- hostility in relation to adjustment and maladgustment. A second

attempt is made later on to understand its origin, trying to inte-

grate the existing theories of marital interaction.




CHAPTER II

Description of the Study-Design |

The folloxing cnapter will deal speciflcally w1th

our project-desigh. In the oresent chapter wé will review some of
the main difficulties we have encountered. Our»m31n purpose 1s to
sharpen and clarify our conceptualizations of hostility ahd méritalh‘.
adjustment and. obtain a more4fealistic aooreciation.ofkwhst weQaré.’
trying to do. Ve will finish the chaoter wlth a brief summany of luf 1_;?”
the existl literature on hostility and measureqents of hostlllty; |

Chapter ITI will center around concrete aspects of our study, deszgn,

ariables, crlterla of selection and procedure.




- Difficulties

In general, té’decide to do reseérch with couplesb
instead of individuals is fraught with many practical and theoretical |
problems. Many of these.problems are of method #nd technique.stém- |
mihg\from the primitive state of the conceptual frame of raference.in
use, Other difficulties come from the conventional prejudicgs of the
cobiples themselves or the agenéies where the research takes pla?é.
In the first place there are the mény regulations of an agency, al-
ways distrustful of inmmovations, especially if thefe is no officialk
structured program of research as part of the agency policies. Theh.

there is the difficulty of securing thekggopgggt@gn'éﬁi involvement

of the agency personnel over a certain period of time. Finally,

there are couples suspicious of'becoming experinental victims, tired
| of interviews‘and intakes and always resentful of the little help
X they seen to obtain with their problems, Another difficulty is the |
| fact that we are Wérking with couples teken as a whoie, not with
individuals. It is not the amount of work implied or the number of
new variables to be studied but rather the complexities of the inter-
acting and inexperiencing dyad presupposing a'completely diffexent :
? f frame of reference demanding sharper methods of diffefentiation; |

R. Laing & Philipson (1956) have shown this when they administered the

- IPM to two groups of married couples, namely 12 couples secking help

LOYOLA UNIVERSITY LIBRARY .
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(disturbed marriages) and 10 couples satisfied with‘their marfiage
(non-disturbad marriages). By the technique of Reciprocaily Marched
Comparison they weﬁe able to look into the relationship itself but |
also the "phases" of the relationship within the dyadic system.” In >
our study, though, we are more interasted ih finding out the effe#t“
of hostility possibly borne out of the relationship itséif ;n.fegafd

1]

tq the total unit, to its groﬁth, or what have you.

Samoling

C a———

Perhaps the greatest difficulty in Bur study has

| to do with the relativgly small nmumber of sufficiently homogenous
ccuples selected for the study. The selection was pragmatic.' We
established twelve criteria to direct us in the final selecfion of

the 60 couples needed for our stﬁdy. >Hohogeneity of Saméleiwas qb-"“‘
tained by increasing the number of eriteria or.selection (age;
education, years of marriage, income, race, nationaiity, etc.). This
w§§.we could control extra-marital factors generating frustration

and hostility having nothing to do with the marital situation.
Howogeneity reduced the size of our sample.affecting usefulnesgiofl
our results, but at least we gained’in_répresentativenéss of sampling;"
it gur main hyoothesis is valid with a small sample,‘truly_répre-

sentative, there is no reason to question its validity when other
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sources of hostility are con#idered to incfe#ée the possibilitm ofl
maladjustment. Our sample size is big enouvh I believe, to avoid‘
any unwitting bias in favor of the null hypothesis. .
Heterovenous sanple could have been uséd enploy-
_ing the concept of 1on01uud1nal studies of the individual and the
couple (Hill, 1964). Our main objection at tne present tlme agalnst
‘its use is the financial and organizational cost intrinsic to ¢ﬁe
method. Connected with the problem of sampling there is a;sé the
question of usefulness 6f results. Operatlonally, nnre -or how do
you go to appiy the new knowledge obtalped from our investigation?
: If we keep in mind that any research despite its
severe limiﬁations or shortcomings represents at least (more so if it
is integrated in a continuing, structuréd program of reéearch) a
portion of a series of individual progects whose results should indi-
cate the direction for subsequent studies, then our study has a posi-
tive contribution toward.an increasing refinement -of hypotheses to be
tested and knowledge to be gained. . |
But as we pointed out before, our.expegtations

go beyond th¢ limits of individual satisfaction.- We aim at a theo-
retical framework for marriage counseiing and we expect to h;ve a so-
1id basis for valid inferences despite the intrinsic limitations to

“our type of sampling; We warn anybody,.however,~against gratuitous,
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generalizations based on guesswork as we have mentioned before.

Instruments
Another type of difficulty has to do with the
. instruments we used. They are usually chosen in terms of their vali-

dity and usefulness. Most of the tools available (questionnaires,

L

tests, checklists) have not been primarily designed for our'?ind of
study. Consequently eégh one of them has to be takeh on its own
merits, keeping in mind that they are measuring, above all, person-
ality characteristics, |

- Some degree of awkwardness and inaccuracy is
implied here when trying to apply insiruments which have been de-
signed for use in another'setting. But the transposition is easily
and validly made if we realize that pérsonality charaéteristics aré
operative in any dyadic relationship, and that marital édjustment
or maladjustment are functions of the individual adjustment or mal-
adjustment. Laing and Pailipson have used the same principle in
divising the IPY, but of course they have gore :. ond that, for
their main purpose was té measuré the‘relationsh-; b s;ch.'\

The TAT we accept as a valid instrunsni, measu-

ring the amount of personalily adjuétment 6r/malad; stzent  and the

amount of overt beh-vior at ieast. Its main limitaﬁionlis‘whether or
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-~ not it measures only or primarily the covert behévior or fantaSied'

activities of the individual (Llndsey, & Tegessy, 1965)
The MAI, although primarzly devised for married
couéles, presents serious llmltations in terms of valigity and re-
.liabiiity because of the small populations'on which it has been stan-
dardized., It has the positive advantage'of attempting to correlate
¢« self and socialAperception with adjustment 6r maladjustment. We.
shall have a chdnce to say something ébout every oné of the~instru-\
ments. The point I am trying to méke hére is fhatvhosfility-is’avr
very complex entity. It may appear as.the'driving-force in different.
ghapes and forms of human behavior. ﬁnfértunately there do not exist
at the present time any instruments sensitive énough tq»régister all

the nuances of it.
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CHOSTILITY

| Exhaustive'treatments or the topic of‘aggressive
behav;or have been published in the last decade, augmentinv the in-
terests of psychologists on the sub;ect (Berkowitz, 1953, 1962 1964
Buss, 1901 hcluell, 1959; Peo:.tone, 1964) Desoite tneir efforts to
find a common denomlnator in their theoretlcal characterizatlons, the

‘toplc still is a source of confusion and disagreement.

Hostillty as _a Theoretical Concent . ' _ o _,M .
,  The central concept in our study is the conceot.
of ﬁostility. "It is not clear," states H. Kaufmann. (1955)
fwhether what ﬁe ﬁean by describind an indifiduel as hosti1° is that
he tends to respond aggressxvely toward indlviduals or groups posses-
sing specific stimulus cbaracterlstlcs, to oerceive a soe01f1c kind of_
response as socially de31rable or even to exoress his aggressmva feele
ings with greater freedom than a so-called low-hostlle person"“rd ‘

Hostillty has been defined in a 1aroe number of




'questiongaires and scales simply as ihe iotal'scores.obtained'by ﬁﬁe o
respondents,  This kind 6f;éefihition has been criticizedlas”imprac-
tical since it fails to differentiate between ”pOteﬁtial aggression®
and "actual hostile acts™, and because in answering the itgmé of a |
‘qhestionnaire the attribution of hostility to gnééelf is very much
related to the general'fanrébléness or unfavorableness of cne's re-
4 ported self image, and it is.not necessarily related to actu§i degree’;i
of hostilitj involved. 'This certainly throws doubt on the validitf‘

of the definitions.

Dollard, Ddob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, (1939) de< ®
fined aggressive behavior as the prirary apé charseteristic reaction. |
to frustration, "an act whose goal response is injury to an 6rganism."
MeNeil, (1959) continued to.view~aggression within this framework of
F-A hypothesis, drawing freely upon §Sychoanalytic'concepts*and'-

E

learnihg principles.
Buss & Kaufmann, feel that thisltype of definition

has outlived its usefulness since both its debendent and independent

variables are refractory to»operational definifions. Grayson &

Tolman, (1950) used aggression and hostility interchangeably, as a - .
" matter of expediency. - It includes: ‘hostility feelings, destructive

impulses, aggressive behavior and reactions_to’frustrétions.“ Buss,




Durkee, & Baer, (1955, 1957) descrlbed aggression behaviorally as

"the teneency to infliet 1n3ury" and hostllity "the tendency to view i
the env1ronment as - inimical® and then attempted to clarlfj the conceot
of hostility by factorlzlng it into several components : "resentment,
assault verbal hostlllty, susoiclon, over-all hostilitj and stren«tn
of hostlllty. ’ v

Buss s sttempt to consmder a behav1oral definition_ |
to what in fact cannot be more than a hypothetical construct an in- ,’.“

ferred intermediary w1th concrete, tangible properties of its ovmn,

has been a point of crltlcisn. Kaufmann, (1965) used the term aggres-

sion as to denote “behaviors whlcn a) are transitive, that is, are
directed agalnst some obgect b) have a subjective probability of
reaching that object and either removing it from the attacker's goal
path, or imparting a noxious stimulus to it, or\both. , hgrstein,lft;
(1963) follows this paradigm when he describes aggreseive behevior

as "antagonism either directly or indireotly toward'a person or J
object and involving either verbal or»physical‘expfession." This

1s the construct we accebt as the basis for our study, 1nvolving vv
three elements: " a) antagonisn, b) object of the antagonlsm and o

c) expression of it. H. Stone s TAT Agress:ve Content Scale seems to

imply these same‘elements._ 
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At this point it seems to be importent to under;‘_'
line the fact that the trait of hostility; and for that‘mattef'its -
construct refers to an organized gestalt within a person, a whole
that could be tapped equally well by various measuring 1nstruments.

A hostile person can make a hostile re sponse to any sort of hostility-

provoking stimulus (McGee, 1954).

 Theories of Hostility. .

| - We shall consider now two main theoretical Modes
which have attemptad to explain aggressive behavior.. The Need-"
Satisfaction-Frustration-Hbdelﬁ(Dolierd;Achb,ggiiler:?ﬁowrer_&
Sears, 1939), and the Cognitive Consistency odeI‘(Osgood,’l955;7@ -
Festinger, 1957, Heider, 1958) B Cat

The hypothesis of the Need-Satlsfaction-Frustra-
tion Model supposes a one-to-one relation between frustration and
aggression. The basic postulate is that aggfession is'alweys'aa
consequence of frustration. Frustration is defined as a "conditiOn- i
or-event which prevents the occurrence of a goal-directed act.” |
| Frustration results in an instigetion to aggression and.if there is,;{'.
no inhibition to prevent it, the instication results in overt ag=-
gressive behavior. Aggresszon is an act whose goal-resoonse is

injury to an organism (or organism surrogate). Frustration sets
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off aggressive responses which in turn reduce aggressive impulses.

This has been called the catharsis effect (Kaufmann, 1965).

- One of the mainvcriticisms'against this.mcdel‘
is its high degree of generality. Mbre’recent theorists have fccused ‘
cn‘special motivations to explain.nostility and attraction. French
(1956) concentrated on need for affiliation and need for achievementrvﬂ'
He showed that the choice of partners for gmven test deoends unon the
relevance of the task to one or both of these motivatlons. In an
experiment, Air Force trainees were requested to make frlendship rae‘
tings of each other. To arouse achievenent motlvatlon. subgects iﬁ‘
were told thatra test of. conceet format;cn would beetaken. #The'-b
ch01ces of partners conflrned that high-achlevement-orlented subgects
tend to choose the successful (non-frlend) oartner with greater freA
'quency than do the hlgh-arflllatlon-orlented subJects, whereas the
latter choose a friend more often. : SRy
In an attemot to move tonard mcre’specific ré;,
search on the condltlons of motlvatlonal arcusal and satisfactlon‘
and away fron clrcular concentlons, research has concentrated on "
three main areas. The first area, attraction is based on a. need |

for deoendencj or security. Arsenian (1943) showed that children

ina stranae situatlon manlfested fewer sivns of insecurity in the
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form of disorganized play, crying tempéer when the mother»of=surrogaté-if

was present than when they were alone. A second area, achievement
motivation is focused on status implying prestige and power con-""

- gidered as powerful determinant of attraction and hostility. One 6an

be attracted to others (groups or pérsons) in order to attain security

or status or both.  Attractiveness of others ﬁaries with thei;lcapa-
city to satisfy security or status motivations which have 5een'aroused
in the individual; Attfacfion decfeasés if there is any threa§~to
security énd status. A third area is based on research done by R
Pepitone & Kleiner (1957) and Kleiner (1960). They made an attemot
to create different quantities of status motivation and to observe_-'
the effect upon change in ihterpersonél attraction. The results Of.

these studiesksupport the hypothesis that interpsréonal attraction is

proportional to the estimated capacity of individuals to maximize _:.°

gains and minimize losses of state and security. The capacity de- :,V -

pends on the extent to which the individuals are percieved -as re-

sponsible for each other's losses or gains in status and security. G

< The main criticism against this explanation is
the vaguesness of its concepts. A nuuber of writers have proposed
soms new formulations in terms of the specificity of conditions

based on laboratory experiments. - (Masiow, 1941; Rosenzweigh, 1944 ;




. Feshbach 1955; Pepitone 1955; and Horwitz 1953 ). Actual or threat-"
ened loss of status, socially.based self-eéteem and security»havé
‘been said to be specific deterninants of aggression. - Their theore—i

-

tical formulation is: "Hostile tendencies are aroused in the indi-

vidual when he is threatened with or actually;suffers a loss in‘status>,

or security. Overt hostile actions or attitudes are then directed

toward the source of the threat in order to remove it.m (Pepitone,~~ ;

1964).

When trying to evaluate this nodel - The Frustra-

‘tion -Aggression theory- ﬁe shall keep in mind again that it does |

.~ not essentially‘differs from the Status-securitygﬁypothesis'but-
orly in points of specificity. The F-& nodel in gensral in its ele-
gant presentation offers tremendous possibilities for integration éfl
social motives, and cognitive factors as determinants -of hostility »
and attraction but at times it anbears too general and vague de-
spite the new efforts of the Status-Securlty sponsors, at times it' "
seens also circular failing to provide.éAﬁhorough understandinv or
to»predict forms of attraction or hostillty, or. it results in con-
fusion especially when they fail to deseribe the function of per-
ceptions in that model. We nsed to know a little more about the

kinds of needs and drives which are relevant to. attraction and hos#_"
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$ility. To say that the husband behavior is generated because of
the frustratlon 1n the goal attainment (F-A) or because the tnreat
against his present (real or ideal) status quo, from actual losses

*

in status and prestige is to say too mich and at the same time say
nothing at all. We need to know about the needs of this 1nd1vidual in
that partlcular situation which are not satisfied and probably will

not be satisfied. Tne oerceotion of the individual in terms of an fi¢JJ'

imp0531ble bind has a lot to do w;th his total defensiveness.

‘Cognitive Consistency Pod°ls

- These models essentlally descrlbe an’equill-tjiwxn
brium tendency, with emnnasis on consistency and rationality as *3 3

determinants of behavior. There'sre'three cognitive approaches?&  ﬁ'”

Balance Model of Heider (1958), the Dissonance Model of }'-"es'1‘-‘5-1’_1,3:6}‘:‘'?w
(1957) and the Cognitive Model of Osgood and Tannenbaum (1955), ’

The Cognitive Balance lModel hypotnesis isa’

theorstical step toward a conceptualization of Interpersonal Rela- -

tions as explained by the "common sense® psychology of InterpefsohEIs

Relations, to deal with such questions as how a person perceives'
and acts toward other persons and himself, how he exoects others to

perceive and act_toward him, The analysis of 1nterpersona1 relations




,in.térms of such "common sense” éonéepts appears_to 1liminate théir
casual dynamics. - L o |
| Objects (self And_others) ;n the inﬁividual's
cognitive field tend to be organized into'unifs following the prin;v
ciples of a good Gestalt, VC§gnitiVe unit.form;tions ars defined not'
only by pfoperfies of the objects‘themselvgs_but by a structural
relatedness or separateneés, in‘other words, by thezrelatiop Bfkthgse§»:
common propérties to the surrounding fieid. |

This cognitife organization has implications for

“attraction and hostility, for instance, social relationships aS'bésed ‘

on antipathy of the parties. tomurd outcl ders,.C caltt*ons as*affected"}
by the relationship of the persons toward péfsons on the outszde,‘«
Cognized objects are also_characterized by the positive or‘neggtivggv
values attached by the cognizant to the objects corresoondinv to the
subject's likes or dislikes. ‘ |

| We can summarize it 1n general by saylng first
that the cognltxve field in which balance tendencles operate con- i_-;
sists of unit formations based on Munit relations® and ?likingure; 2
lations" among the objects cognized,therein.,vSecondly;rthe BalgnQé.: f'f
Hypothesis stﬁtesﬂthat there is a tendency fof attitu@es towé:d '
objects which are part of a unit fémtion; to be uniform and for .

those objects toward which attitudés areAuniform to become unit;forL_




mation,:}A‘balnce state is one ih whichnthé unit formation andvtﬁe
attitudes toward the objects in the unitvformation coexist harmb-% ,
niously.. If a balance state does not exist for the person, he exs;'
periences a preésure to change either the unit formation by éay of

1Y

cognitive restructuring or the attitudes.

In a dyadic relationship the situauion is balanced‘

if the person likes an object with which he is in some wayaqpnnected
(similarity, aséociation‘in the Same group, family, country). The
Balance Hypothesis predicts a tendency toward positive evaluation of
the other person who is part of the unit formation. Familiarity,

proximity and other deterpinaiits of, cogfitive UWaits Bhould Tsad to

"'. ,U "

positive attitudes toward those who are part of such units. Whether =~

~ the situation becomes balanced for the individual in question depéhds~'

upon what forces exist 1n opposition to the tendency..

Deutsch & Solomon (1959) nredlcted that an indi-

vidual will positively value others whose evaluatlon of hin is 51milar' ‘

to his oun self-evaluation and negatively evaluate those whoss evalu-
ations of him are dissimilar to his own. If‘thé individual evaluates
sone aspeét of himself negatively, hs should tend to like those»whb e
also reggrd_this'aépect negatively. On the oiher hand, he should dis-

like those who like that part of himself which he disiikes.},But:if
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the individual evaluates himself positively, he should tend to like =

those whose evaluation of him is also positive and dislike those whose'.;

evaluation of him is negative. These predictions were tested in an ;fj

experiment.which tended to bear them out. The statistical inter-

action shows that social evaluations tend to be consistent with self.

evaluations.

Heider (1958) cautions against the assumption‘of"

a sheer automatic cognitive process. "The balance tendency™, he;l

states, "is a manifestation of a more geﬁeral organismic,struggle,f

toward perfection and harmony®. The basis of balance lies in the

structuring dynamics indigenous to the congitive field.

‘The Dissonance lodel of Festinger copsiders‘cogf

nitive dissonance as a psychological tension having motivationak

characteristics., Two cognitions are consonant if they are rubualiy

consistent, that is if one follows from, impliss or is compatible,

with the other. The presence of dissanance gives rise to pressure

to reduce that dissonance and the strength of this préssure is a s

direct function of the magnitude of the existing‘dissdnance. Di$-3,

sonance, like imbalance and incongruity,'is negatively motivating;i;’ 




e s ks A

between cognitions have been illustrated in terms of théftype of -

experimental setup employed.  One‘paradigﬁ is the situation‘in which

“the subjec» chooses one of several alternatives which vary in attract- .

’1veness. The emoirical rale in this kind of setun is that the more

L3

attractive the unchosen alternative the greater the dissonance. Ano-

ther.paradigm is when the individual acts in 2 manner opposite to theA,v’ )

)

action that would be predicted from the conmonly undaratood,meaning
of a belief which he holds. The empirical rule wnuld,then be, the
smaller the rewerd received for the contrary-behaviof; the gfea%ér '
the dissonance. "Anothefftyne of paradigm could be what has been
called*the U5 “orced-co*nollance" pa.raalg,n. J.deﬁsiiiore the,- co;z‘brary; o
havior issues from the 1ndxv1dual's free choice or the less coercion

is required to produce the'contrary behavibr, the greater the dis- 4

'sonance, Similarly,'the more difficult or painfuljthe behavior re-

lative to the reward for which the behavior is-reéuired; the greater'.

the dissonance. The amount of dissonance in these setups is inver-

sely related to the amount of reWérd'and-punishment.‘~In all these

experimental contexts we find instanCa of loglcal 1nconsistency,
violations of moral or cultural norms, differences of 001nion, dis-
confirmations of expectatlons, self-defeatina actions ‘and nany ‘other

kinds of dlaturbins condltlons. _:«_

R




-

Arenson & Mills (1959) made an apollcatlon of the
dissonance model dir ctly to 1nterpersonal attractlon. Their assump-
tion was that dlssonance would be produced if the individual recog-
nized negative aspects in an object whigh he had striven hard and

painfully to obtain. Accordihglj dissonance would be expected to éx;' '

ist between any disliked aspects or group menbersh:p and any unoleas-‘ .,5j:

antness involved in becoming a menbers They found that the individual“: 1

will reduce dissonance in two ways, a) by deny;ng or updarastimating
the unpleasantness of. the situation, or b) by over-evaluating the
group so as to justify the unpleasantiness., o
_ Dissonance'ernﬁrienced”ﬂﬁhn-fhé”ﬁ son is Gon-.

fronted with an oplnion contrary to his owm but held by people like  :,
himself has beesn studisd by Back (1951) and Festinger (1950). |
magnitude of the dissonance will deéan& upon the imoortance of 'the
person or graoup disagreeing, the importance to the individual bfmthe
issues they disagree upon. Festinger and Aronson'point to fhe'ﬁays ﬁ
the individual will handle his dissonance:A he may attempt to cdnvipqe
h_mself that the content area in which the dlsagreement exzsts is |

not,important, to derogate the other;person or group, to eliminate ..
. ) i
the disagreement by changing his own opinion or attemptinz to change'

theirs, or he may seesk additional support fqrfthe'opihion he holds, -




-The importanﬁ and~still unanswered Quéstiop in
connaction with thése models is about the basis of-ihefinéonsistency :
effect. A»first explanation tries'to find gn_énswar in the tradifion“
vof‘Gestalt'PSychology: Balance forces afé indigenous to thefcdgnitive

‘f;eld; It is not necessary to assume external-goélsApr.states to

| which balance is instrumental. Another'explanation:is offered by .

+ Brehm & Cohen (1962) in a casprehensive study of the £isld. They .
think that dissonance originates in the preponderance of reinforce-‘
ments which the individual has received from being consistent in his

cognitive, affective and behavioral responses. Parents and other

- o e, g g g g Bty "R-» g . A .\ .
ch;ld_trainers;mgy,1n:£;c;‘r;ygrd+gpgnzt;ge £P§533&2§¢YM§%?3;F1¥;x§5

that it could be a motivation in its own right from an early stage of

development. = Neither explanation seems to be cdmpletely Satisfactory. '

Tﬁo specific bases can be stated of the incon- ‘
sistency effect. Inconsistency is negatively falued in most sodial o
énvirqnments; To avoid any losses thé'individual is inclined t§ in; 7
~ hibit inconsistent behavior or to minimize it after it has téken :
place. Secondly, inconsistency is a threat to the need~6f the indi. |
viduai to maintain a closg relationship batwéen his‘dognitiVe Struc- Y
ture and reality. .- - _
- The:ériticisms that have been médéfspégificélly:‘
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against the Dissonahce Model falivinto twé main cétegorieé. '?irsi o
the experimental manipulations are usualiy so complex and'the crgcial?"
variables éo confounded'that no valid conclﬁsions can be drawn from
the data. Secondly, a muber of fundamental nsthodological inade-

N éuacies in the analysis of results vitiate the fiﬁdihgs; is a con-
seqﬁence ﬁany authors claim that the evidence for the CognitiVe;

4 dissonance thedry is étillhincohc1usive; kBesides, its.appagéﬁt’sim;‘ ,‘

plicity may'bé misleading in many instances.

Msasuresbof Hoétility 

. One of the pioneering éttempts to measure hosti-
lity was made by Adofno (1950). He presentedfdetailed degcriptions .
of the hostile individuals;' Hostility is neasursd fromftha'exp?eSsion :
"of it in external behaviéf. Cook & Léeds (1951) tried £o heasure '- |

hostility and virtue, for "the hostile individual frequent1y7securitj_
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‘ through virtue".. He developéd experimental ;calés fof.the MMPI. :
These scales were not effective in distinguishing Eetween hostile
and non-hosfile‘teachers. | v
| Both the Manifest Hostility Scéle of Siegel (1952)
and the Iowa Hostility Scale of Holdawsky (1953) were constructed by
the proczdure of a 'a priori' item seléction of exoérienced Jjudges.
Siegel, (1952) using 50 items from the MMPI that four cliniCiéns
had agreed wers hostility items, found that the validitj of tne scale ‘
consisted on that high scores on the California scale corresoonded
yith high scores on the }IS. Correlation though with theAElizur
.Hostility Scale on the Rorschach content approached zero. Schultz, . . ‘,
(1954)vcreated ihree hostility scales empirically finding the MMPI 1
items that dorreiated with psychotherapists! ratings of ﬁatients..ﬁ
" The three scales: - a) Adequacy‘in expression of hostility;  b) Fre-
quency of exprsssion of overt hostility; and.c) Frequency of expres-
sion of covert hostility, have not been validated as yet. Mcdee,ﬁ‘
(195%) has tried to measure hostility by objective tests ciaiming
sivnificant correlatidns between.various measures of hostility.
Shé found low but 31gniiicant correlations. However, there was in L Ii
her opinion & need for further reaearch on hostility and the degree
of conpartmentalization before we can hope. to have hlghlj valid,

reliable instruments for measurementa. Sieael, Spilka & killer,




(1957) showad that reliable scales’fo; extfopﬁnitive, intropunitiVé
and projected hostility could be qrawﬂ fron the PEB'althpugh they
had small correiations with the Rosezweig P-F scores. Swichard, &
Spilka, (1961) found a difference in MHS>scorés'between delinguents
‘ahd ma jority groups, the minority group scoring higher. Similar
studies were conductedrby‘Feldman & Siegel, (1958). Shipmén & Max-
+quette, (1962) have attempted to improve the %alidity of the MHS
constructing separate scales for two different groupé of peoble,:
people who freely admit hostilé feelings and people-who do nét, but
who behave hostile without compunction. They found negligible cor-
relationshbetween the MHS and ratings of the hostility of 9% out-
patients attending psychiatric clinic. The validity of each scale
will be higher than thet found for tﬁe i 5. Another study by Ship-
man, (1963) was on the validation of the MPI hostilit& scale. The
validity of six MMPT hostility scales was assessed by comparing -
their scorss with carsfully made rating of verbal hostility, physical
hostility and hostile attitude. The subjects wers 120 psychiatric |
ou??atients on whon the ratings could be made with,mediuh or high“
confidence. All the test rating correlatlions were statistically
insignificant except for'the one betwezen hostile attitude and

Holdawsky's scale.
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TAT Hostility Scales
. 'General studies trying to determine’ﬂheArelétion-. 
ship between TAT cards.and hostility have been nﬁmefdus (Shaldon l951,i
Weatherly 1962,'Mursteiﬁ 1665).. Murstein, David, Fisher & FUrth, (1961 .
. tried to deternine whethef the entire set of 31 TAT éards cbuld be.
scaled for the dimension of hostility through the use of several wide-
WLy usea scaling methods. Tneir assumpiion was thaﬁ the relationshipx
of responses on the TAT to the stimulus.qualities of the cér&s,m&y
have important behavioral correiates which are helpful in the asses-
pent of personality. Research trying to measure this relationsﬁip
in terﬁs’of hostility has been limited to the use of the Guttman tech-
nigue of scaling.‘ | |

What Murstein et al. (1961) have attempted to do

was to construét a scale of hostility based on several other measuring
devices such as the Thurstons Equal Appearing Interval Method (ZAI);
Successive Catezories Method (SC); Likert Method; Edwards Scale Dis-
crimination Technique and the Stbuffer, Borgatta, Hays and Henry
H-Technique, (Murstein and al. 1961). 100 undergradua%e psychology
std&entsvwére administered slides of the TAT and asked to judge thes

slides in regard to hostility. By employing various criteria, adequaje

ranze coverage and differential abilitly between high and low hostility

erceivers eight cards were £inally selected. The coefficient of
g : 5 _




reoroductlbllltj for thess cards using the h-technlcue metnod con—l"
trived cards! was .95, It was concluded that all netnods could be
used in scaling hostility.

| Marstein in his comprehensivé review of the
_literature noted thai there are clearly real relationships between
TAT and overtAhostility but the problem remains of ascertaining which
‘TAT hostility ind&ces based on wailch pictures will predig£ gpecific
forms of hostility in particular context. (Hurstein, 1963). 'Hore
recently in a study with 96 college studenté Hurstein (1965),cohsi-
dered the results to indic;te ?hat subjects fprojscted! to the TAT

: éards an amount of hostility congruent to their self-concepts, imply-
ing a soqial desirability effect in TAT production, Previous studies
(Reznizoff, Dollin, 1961 & Reynold, 1964) failed to détect social
‘desiraﬁility in TAT responses. JIsmer, (1962).found evidence that sub-
jucts who are determinsd to 1ook‘healthy can ﬁodifj their TAT stories
in a healthy direction. Finally Tutko reported that subjects with
a high need for approval produéed.less revealing TAT than did those
with a lbw need fér approval. :The issiie needs more clarification.'
*If[subjects can control the amount of hoéﬁiliﬁy in tHeir sfdfiéé;
the diffiﬁulty éf predicting overt agéfession from the TAT mighf
prove to bé considerably greater than indicated by Murstein' |

(Fischer 1953).




Here for éracticél purposes we are more inter;stéd"
with empirical studies on the dévelopment of hostile scales baséd on o
the TAT. Sione k1956) employed the Content Scales with its increas-
ing weighting which had been prefiously introduced by Finey ﬁith'the
‘R;rschach. 4Stdne intfqduced’only two wéightings using only 15 ca?dé
- and made positiVe improvemehts deveioping a fairly reliable scalé.
4 Aggressive responses were weighted in a point Systém as 3, 2, i point

respectively. Potential aggression was also included.
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Variables and Instruments

This study was done at the Cathoiic Family Con=-

sultation Service in Chicago. The Agency'offers its services to all

BEETY o NG |

6 iy N e e
Istorically the.Catho-

et

.catholics involved in marrigge difficulties. _

lic Family Consultétion Sérvice has gone through two:differenﬁ étages.
In its last stage which includes the last five years of_its exiétence,
a wealth of ressearch material has'beén’aééumuiated. This materiai is
well organized. BEach couple's work-up has beén.kept in separate
folders containing social intakss, referrals, psycﬁological evaluation

and counselor'!s suggestions and final dispositions of the case.

L4
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Variables

The Indépendent Variable : . o .
r .

The first main difficulty in désigning this studyk
was the signigicant number of variables. High-éxprééééd hostility
and‘low-expréssed hostility in marital pairs is the independent
vériable. This variable is thought'to be the expression of the ine |
dividuals destructivefnegative behavior against thenselves or the"
environment. Thig is obtained using the Iowa Hostility Scalg fof
initial selection‘of the couples apd lSITAT cards gor.further-corré-
lation analysis.

vAn initial assumption is that the individual's

- basic resources in general and his coping mechanisms in particular

are not essentially different before marriage than they are within

marriage, for the same individual. In other words, the individual's
ability to direct his instinciive hostile energy into creative and
constructive outlet is the same when dealing with himself or when

dealing with his environment (others) before or after'marriage. The

'

- individual becomes vulnerable within‘himself and his mafriage'when

\

I T P T R S L P A T L
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his resources to deal with intrapsychic conflicfs and environmental
pressures are blocked or his coping.mechanisms bécome ineffectual.
they do not accomplish‘what they are set out to do.

We do not want to assume that people in normal

“well adjusted marriages do not experiencé,an& hostile feelings,but
we do say that in any contingency_they are better equipped to deal

twith these feelinos in a constructive -manner.

.

Qur purpose is to study tne hostlllty that de-
rives from the relationship itself. So we assume:
1. 7Two or more persons., Children are included sometimés. we_prefer 
not to include them in our §§ﬁd¥ﬁf9?:?égé?nsﬁwafléggtr- >, .
2, Involved in a repeatéd éiﬁeriende of reiationshié.' A marital «-
relationship is something beyond;fhe sum of the peréqﬁ#lifies that *
nake it up. The relationship tends to influénce and'changé each
partner and this in turn influences the relationship. .
3. For unspecified reasons there are preséurés éithef'coming from 
the relationship itself or not but that affect the reiatibgshié; . ‘“ ;
and that because the individualls own'inability to'deal‘with éres-
sures generate hostility against the éthér mate, This hdstiiity

includés a) antagonism, a tendency to view the environment as inimi-

cal (hostile feeling, destructive impulses, reactions to frustrations)

b) an object of the antagonism either himsslf or the environment and
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| ¢) it is expressed either physically or verbally, at times it may be

inhibited.

The Dependent Variable N
. The dependent variabie for our study is adjusﬁmeﬁt.
Adjustment is understood comprehensively. .It refefs to tﬁe individual
as an individual but also to the individual as an essential part of the
dyad. The imporﬁanf assumption here is that the well adjusted_ind{vi;
dualé have Eettér chances toAbecome well adjusted paftners in their
" marriage if we aécept the relationship bgtween emotional maiurity
.(and marital adjuétment, (Dean, 1966). |

' However,’the‘pgssibility of losiég perspepti§éuis
a matter of concern. The individual comes from a world of relationship,
(his own family) into another ﬁofld‘of relationship (his own @arriage»
and famiiy). We acknowledge the faci ihat.ei#her'partner involved in
a relationship is now more than an integral parf. 'Tt is an entify.',
‘new and different, bu% its properties a}though unigue preserve a spe-
cific dynamic relation to the elements that have joined.it in its
creation! (Ackerman,'l958). | |
In marital maladjustiye situations we can chérac-'

terize two salient elements, 1) failure of‘reciprocity of satisfactibns

and 2) conflict., The intervening processes are various and interwoven:
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disturbances'of empathic understanding, defective communication, fail=-

ure of complementarity in which one partner no longer derives from

the other satisfaction of needs,.support, person identity and buttres-

*

sing of necessary defenses against anxiety.

LY
-

Finally we think of hostility and adjustment as
part of two different parallel continua, High-low hostilitj scores
are ‘the extremes of a continﬁum, inversely correlated to High-low
Adjustment scores the other continuum. We want to make excepﬁions fdr
the cases which we come across where this relationship is #lteréd. In
some instances hostility destroys thé relatiohship, in othérs it may
save-it., The'dygamics»involved in these exceptiona; cases. are mor;

complicated, We believe that iﬁ these cases there are other elements

such as other sets of personal values counterbalancing the destructivé'k

aspects of their interaction."As'Ackerman has pointed out, taikingA
about some neurotic marriage "The saving grace is‘that ip certain
neurotic marital partnerships the effect of each partner exerts upbn t
the other is a favorable one and neutralizes the injurious fesults éf

their neuroses" (Green, 1965), Within this matrix the character‘of

each partner improves and hostility subsides. If not then, eventually -

the malad justment will reappear in different fashions and shapes.:“
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Control of Extraneous Variables

It is necessary to establish definitive criteri;_
. to awvoid contaminétion of variables and to determine the true porrela-
tion between hostility and marriage itself. - .
. Some of thé primary sources of extraneous variancel
" are psychological in nature. The coping mechanisms of the individual,
his,fantasy life and constructive imaginative resources, his approach
to authority, For this reason we have tried to exclude any meﬁt;l
patient who has been chronically distﬁrbed or has Seen undér psychia=-
tric'treatment for'more than a couple of years, The assumption is

that hostility, even if not overtly manifested but cpvertly_symbolizéd,

has affected the psychological apparatus of a person or survival to.

deal effectively with his environment., In our study we have chosen to ~

deai with coupleslthat as individualé'at thé time of their marriages
were not under psychiatric treatment. '. .

. Close to this we place age. :Older'people seem to
experience specific pressures stemming from the fact that they are
geﬁting old. Their friends are dying 6r have already died; loneliness,
changes’in societal and cultural values, mental and emotionai decom-

pensationé - 211 this may affect an individual in&ependently of marriage

Because we are hot{sure of all the implications we decided to establish

.
N

i
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" limits in the age of our groups.,
All our couples were white, American born and
Catholic, This was not done on an arbitrary basis altogether. There
werebthree main resons wﬁy'we felt justifigd.in keéping these criteria,
Firét: for practical réasons. The CFCS carries very few c#ses of non-v
white, non-Catholic; non-American couples. The Agency is in no way

disériminatory in its policies but it happens that the greatest bulk

of couples comes from a white, Catholie, American born population.

' Secondly, for methodological reasons, color, religion and:nationality

are considered extraneous variables able to contaminate the results
of our study. These are environmental factors gener#tipg pressures
in some cases, which can effect the tofal prdductiﬁity'ana effectiv-
.ness of the individual, This may have or maj have nothing to do with
marri;ge itself, .The considerations of these factors will result in
spuriéus results, And this is our third reason - dynamic pres}ures-

produce frustrations., A frustrated individual responds differentlj.

to stimuli, In terms of marital intenactioﬁ‘this wodid mean that )

the individual initially handicapped within a p}essure~generating
environment may react aggressively against the other maritalvpartner
without his hostility being pfeviously created by the partner., This

individual will certainly be at disadvantage to operate effectively.;
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His problems with his wife, let us say could be explained in terms of
the pressures he is experiencing outside marriage, not necessarily in
terms of<the relationship, Color(ﬁace) refers to éll the complex of
social prejudices, rejection, and apprehehsions created aroundAthi§ f
type of stimuli; Religion refers especialiy to mexed marriagesvin
whici institutional pressures from the part of Church laws and prac#iceg
make‘the individuals feel guilty and reéent eéach other, an éxtremely
unad;isable basis for the development.and growth of their relations,

" In the non-American group we include here all the foreigners and
couples in which at least one has been born out of this céuntry. We
do not intend to evaluate cultural pressuies which a given~individual;
say husband or wife, may experience in the process—oflacculturation.'

| " Finally there are factors which could not be put -
into any of the general categories we had but which could not,Aeither,
be overlooked, I am referring to practical situations related to the
set of values of the individuals sﬁch as not being validly married, We
have observed that in. such circumstandeﬁ_theré is a certain émount of
resentment and sheer hostility expressed against one another because
of the bind in which they find themselves, -

On the bagis of thése faéts we established the

following criteria:
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1. We excluded all couples in whicﬁ one or both
partners had suffered befors ﬁarriage from any kind of diagnoséd bén-
tal illneés. Tﬁis criterion would eliminate mentally defectives, or-
ganlics or any other cases of severe pathology diagnosed so by a psy-
chologist or psychiatrist. | .

2. Couples in which one or both partners were

foreign-born or had been raised within aﬁy’othér marked subcultural

4
minority group. For practical reasons all our couples were selected:

among third generation American born. All of them were residents of

Chicago,

3+ Our agency, being Catholic in nature, obviously

carries a great number of cases of Catholic couples, We decided to
stick to this eriterion for practical purposes. All the couples in
our study were Catholics, ‘

4, In regard to education, we selected couples

- with at least four years of high school or the equivalent,

,5. The ;evel of income was arbitrarily decided
at $6000,00 per couple as a minimum, |
_ - : 6. We required the couple to—ﬁave—been married
léss than 15 years._t‘ |

7 Finally the age criterion for the man was 40
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or less, for the wife 35 or less frying to avoi& couples with in--
volutional problems affecting their marital adjustment whether they

knew or not (Luckey, 1966).

Instruments

Four instruments were used for.our study. We shall
describe them in detail in this section, The first was the Iowa
Hdstility Inventory serving the purpose of screening and selecting
our experimental and control groups. Then we employed 15 TAT cards
foliowing the TAT Agrressive Contnet Scale of Stone., Finally we
‘used the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule'(EPPS5raﬁd the Marriagé
Ad justment Inventory to measure and correlate perceptions and need-
systems of husband and wife, |

Towa Hostility Scale

We tried to select Scales which were considered
to measure hostility and had been validated against known hostile
groups, Three Scales were selected: the IOwa Hostility Inventory,
of Moldawsky (1954) the Manifest Hostility Scaie of Siegels (1$56)
and the Hostility Scale of Schultz (1954); | |

For :ur study we selected the Iowa Hostility In-

ventory for several reasons, First it was parficularly desired to
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measure the presencé of an affective state -'hbstilit& - in psyého—
therapeutic population, The Hostility Scales of Siegel-and Schultz
seem to have been constructed and validated against groups which con-
tain more pathology than our average couple, Thellowa Hostility Scale
was more in agreement with our criterion of non-severe pathology and
chronicity. Second, since we had eicluded any couples suffering
frem severe or chronic pathology we were more concerned with the )
type of Scale which would reflect practical déily life situatioAs
for these were the factors which could indicate a normal marital
adjgstment or not, Some of the items of other scales appearea to be

too inhibiting of free expression because of their loading with-psy- :

chopathological content, Another reason was the social orientation

of its items, The Iowa Hostility Inventory (Scale) emphasizes above
i& | all the reactions of the individual to othér people, The inter-
actional overtones of its content were in perfect agreement with the
typs of scales we needed when dealing with married couples, We

wanted an instrument not as difficult to handle as the Interpersonal

Perception Method of Laing & Phillipson, (1966) but not as deprived

Q
k4,

T the social interactional flavor when measuring the affective state
o2 hostility.
The Iowa Hostility Inventory (Secale) forms part

of a Battery of nine clinical scales called the General Medical Battery
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constructed by Mbldwasky (1953) by the pfogedure.of '; pfiori' item
selection byiexperienced Judges. The Generel Battery consisted. of
343 true-false items and 53 multiple choice items.. A formulation of
the concept of hostility was haﬁded to the_judges: Recurrent or-
chronic conflict or frustration with which the individual has not
‘been able to deal with satisfactorily leaves a residue of‘pent-up
aggressive feeling, which is designated as 'Hostility'. "Chroniec:* -
Hostility in this sense, may reflect itseif behaviorally in the follow-
ing ways: slight impositions are reacted to as if they were extremely
exasperating, 1In general, the behavior of other people tends to be
qevalued in respect to motives and social good-will, Reactions sug- .
gestive of a general feeling of irritation occuf. Sudden or inexpli-
cable dislike reactions to 'loved ones! occur., Attitudes of being
imposed upon, humiliated or cheated are present., Behavioral expres-
sions of anger, resentment, annoyance and jealousy are relatively |
frequent,” (Moldawshy, 1953). - _ A

This formulation with 65 items judged by Moldwasky
to reflect the presence of hostility and 35 *fillers' items i,s,
those 5udged (comparatively) unrelated to hostility, were submitted to
five psychologist with instructions to ciassify the one hundred state-
ments as 1) reflecting hostility, 2) unrelated or 3) doﬁbtfully Tre-

lated to hostility., The 16 items agreed upon by all five Jjudges as
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refiecting hostility and the 29 items wifh four ;greéments_on ratiﬁgs
and one douﬁtful rating comérise the final scale consisting of 45
items, This appréach to personality test construction was nodeled
after that of Taylor's who constructed the Scale ovaanifest Aﬁxiety.
. There have not been too many studies on tﬁe validi-
ty and reliability of tﬁe Towa Hostility Scale, taken either as a'
part of the General Medical Battery or independent from it, Mold-

awsky in his study with patients from the Defmatology-Department of

 Iowa Uni?ersity Hospitals on the role of psychological factors in

skin disorders provide some data on the consistency‘of.fhe instrument
but failed to give any normative data for the scale. The study
showed certain patterns of relationship between the Hostility Scale
and other scales especially the Anxiety Scale but these results are
not too convinving in terms of validity and reliability. Dinwiddie
(1954) reported correlations of“.59 between the Iowa Hostility Scale
and therapists! ratings of their patients! hostiliﬁy, while the client
self-ratings ranged between .67 and .54, A

Buss, Durkee & Baer,(1955) used the IHS with 30
men ané 30 women in a neuropsychiatric hospital, Mental defectivé

organic patients with brain damage and seversly disorganized patients

were excluded., Each patiént was interviewed in a room with three
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psycholégists-judges. Each patient was interviewed by the same psy-
f" shologist, the other two psychologists were free to ask any questions
at the end of thé interview, The interview lasted fifteen minutes,
: ' It foliowed a2 uniform pattern: the subject was initiallj encouraged
: to discuSshany problems of adjustment at hoﬁé_and at work. Then few
%; <« sgelected areas were discussed: resentment, frustration, distrust.
end other behavioral aspects of hostility. Specific situationé wers
pré;ented to the testee at the end of the interview. The IHS was |
 zdministered by a staff member right after the behavioral interview,
The ratings were done right after the interview
by the judges independently and without consultation, It followed

seven categories of aggressive behavior: resentmént, verbal hostility,

indirect hostility, assault, suspicion, overall evaluation of hosti- .

lity and strength of hostile urges, The mean intercorrelations show
| that the various aspects of hostility were assessed with a moderate

to a2 high degree of reliability. The catégories were reliably asses-
sed which suggesis that the definitions of the categories were ade-

quete, Interjudge correlations weres computed for men and women,

The ratings for both were quite reliable,
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TABLE 1

Correlations Between Ratings of Various Aépects
of Hostlllty and the IHS

e e o e i 1

P .

F_Qategony - f IH$ 1 -

; ? men f women

N } e e e _‘__ e

’ | Resentuent L W30 51

! Verbal Hostility t W26 A6

i Indirect Hostility o224 L «29
, | Assaultiveness C W36 s R v

| Suspicion o2l L W56

{ Over-all 039 L 5k

g Strength of Hostile Urges L W37 432

In general the women's correlations are higher
than the mens', Only two.out of .seven.corrslations ggéégignif;qigt.
while five out of seven for the women are sigﬁificant. The corre-
lations between over-all hostility and the Towa Hostility chle are
sigrificant for men and women, suggesting thatihostility as measured
by both instruments (interview and inventory) is related., However
it seems that the inventory cannot be a substltute for the cliniecal
appraisal of hostility with its overtones, Thls is what we should
have expected since the IHS does not intend to measure these clinical
aspects of hostility but it is more concerned with hostile behavior
as manifested by more nérmal people. |

There are two main criticisms against the Iowa
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.Hoétilif& Séale. First is the procedure 'a priori! by which it
was constructed,~ This fype of ta priorit scale.depends much on
the general favorableness or unfavorableness of one's reported self-
image and it is not necessarily reslated to the actual degreé of

hostility involved. (Shipman, 1966). Further research is needed in

the area of social desirability to determine reél criteria of hosti}e

3

behavior, Second its limited evidence as a‘valid'instrumeqt. More

L
studies are needed too,

* TAT Cards
"The Thematic>ApperqeptionfTést'is;a mgthbd‘df
revealing some of the dominant drives, emotions, sentiments, com- -

plexes and conflicts of personality", Its utility and rational has

¢ been explained by Murray himself (19%3).

In our study we selected the following cards 1,
2, 38M, F, 4, 6, 8Y, 8BM, SGF, 11, 12M, 13WF, 14, 15, 18Gf, 18BM
for the following reasons: First because these are the cards most
fg' | often used in routine testing and secondly for their aggressive |

pull (Murstein, David, & al, 1961, Shipman, 1965) except for cards :

1,2,14, They were inciuded to provide some diserimination between

4 hostile and non-hostile group, (Stone, 1953). Each card was chosen
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to measure a) amount of hostility, total point-score on aggressive
content, b) type of hostility, whether physical or wverbal and c)
expression and handling of hostility, whether destructive or con-

structive,
1Y

The scoring system and the basic weighting scalés
followed the same method described by Stone, (1953), in his study

of Aggressiﬁe Content of the TAT, Originally the Scale consisted'of -
cbjective scoring criteria for classifying aggressive and non-

aggressive responses of the TAT cards, Two weightings were finally

- selected: 1) each aggressive response was categérized as involving

a Death content, 2) Physical Aggression content, or-a Verbal-Apcres-
L Sl ot PR ; e ,{:“ (=)

- sion content, Each response was weighted'in a point gystem as 3, 2,

1 points réspectively. The aésumption was that " death concepts
would be indicative of greater aggression and poorer control and .
hence would be more related to overt aggressiﬁeobehavior than the
phyéical or verbal categories, 2) the response waé also scored in
terms of whether it showed aciive or potential aggreésion.' In the
latter case onlyyhalf the point is given,

Each response is considered individually and "
placed in one of four categories: |

Categbry 0: Non-Aggressive.Resbonses, Themes which are considered
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to be non-aggressive., Non=-scorable respoﬁseé;

Category 1: Verbal Aggreséion. Themes which showed a hostility
content but of verbal character. Quarreling, arguing, differences
of opinion, yelling etec, Score 1 point. d
Category 2: Physical Aggression, Responses involfing assault, ill-
ness, bodily malformation,‘destruction to inanimate objects, Punish-
ment and fighting in genéfal are also included, Scofe 2 points,

Category 3: Death Concepts, Responses in which death is involved.

I11, murder, &uicide, standing by the grave, mourning, losing some=

body. Score 3 points., Each response'is first classified in a given gy

category and given'a-péipﬁ accordingly;

Tﬁe féliability and validitf of the Scale was
"determined using three group; of Army Prisoners. 'i)'thoée Qho had
committed a nonviolent erime, 2) fﬁdée who had @eserted from the
army, and 3) those who had murdered or iﬁfended to kill somebody.
The reliability was determined after 120 TAT storied had been ran-
domly selected from the total numberlbf subjects! responses ahbd
independently scored by three judges. the 120 TAT stories were
divided equally among the fifteen cards;utilized in the study: the
eight responses from each card were randomly selected, Percentége

agreement was then cbtained:

'
1
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Judge 2-1: 94,16 o - . o

Judges 3-1: 90,00%
Judges 2-3: 89,16%

| The analysis of the scoring efrors indic;ted
that one of the judges had made a congistent mistake and this was
responsible for the failures of ag;eement in some cases, Furiher;
more, it was the author's impression that'scoring reliability would
have increased had mew scoring directions been introduced.

7

It is unfortunate that only percentages of

1agreeﬁent are presented as the only indication of reliability.
Nothing else is said and we are left with a feeling of apprehension,

Furthermore we are puzzled by the fact that only interscorers'! re-

liability coefficients are given, It seems to me an imperfect way

of expressing the consistency of what the iqstrument is meant to
measure, After all, the judges in their scoring are somehow follow-
ing objective criteria previously selected by the author of the Scale,
This means fhat the three judges agree on the content as organized

and selected by the author,

-

The validity of the Scale, whether the Scale
measures what it purports to measure was obtained by comparing the
three groups in the study., The general results show that the

assaultive group projected significantly more hostility, then the




‘combined nonassaultive groﬁps. The Mean Aggressive content were
15.59; 11.76; 13,48 for groups 3, 2, 1 respectively. Severél pre-
dictions were then made, |

1. | Group 3 would show greater aggressive content than grodp 2,

1Y

: This hypothesis was confirmed, The T ratio was 3,06 with a

p=.01

{+ 2, Group 3 would show greater aggressive content than group 1,

The hypothesis wzs questionable with a T ratio of 1.88 p=.O6,.

3. Group 2 would show higher aggressive content than group 1.
The h&pothesis was not confirmed, . The trend waé reversed with
a T ratio of 1,37 p=.10
4,. Group 3 (assautlive group) would show.greater aggressive con-
tent than the combined non-assaultive groups’(l ana 2). The
hypothesis wa$ confirmed by a T ratio of 2.98‘p=.01
The final conclusion was that the Aggréssive
Content Scale does discriminate significantly between the three-
groups but more significéntly between the non-agssaultive and assaulf
tive groups. The author of the study warns us'against too much |
optimism, The study he states "does not cqnstitute a tbtal valida- .

tion of the Scale, but seems tp indicate that further research in-

volving its use might be worthwhile" (Stone, 1953).VA
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The point easily overlooked is whether the Scale
measureé what it is intended to méésure. It ﬁould have been bene--
ficial had they validated the Scale against other known instruments
measuring the same variable., The difficulty at that timg it seems
would have been to find valid instruments for that purpose, .But
more\inaginative methods of analysis of content seems to bé in order
when discussiné the validity of this type of Scéle. Maybe the
author would have had a better ihpact if tﬁey had analyzed the con-
tent itself and-corrélated the findings in each card for-each group

#nd then correlated this with some other known ﬁéasures of Hostility.'

“The instrument however, as it stands seems torbe sufficiently re-

1

liable and valid to justify their use in our study. Incidentalky,‘
in view of our previoﬁs criticisms, we have tried to correlate the
TAT Aggressive Content Scale with the Iowa Hostility Scale in order

to remedy some of the limitations,

The Edwards Personal-Prefe:encé Schedule

The EPPS has beeniwidely:usedland~studiéd. A
complets descripiion of the EPPS is found in the manual published
in 1959.‘ The test was designed‘to elicit scoreslén a nurber of

relatively independent personality variables, The statements in ‘

" the EPPS and the variables that these stétementskpdrport to measure

have their origin in a list of manifest needs presented by H. A. -
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Murray and others (Murray, 1938, 1962). The test provides measures

of 15 personality variables, of test consistency and. of profile

-

X prmative aata were collected on 1509 college
students and 8963 adults in the generai population, Scores on each
of the fifteen variables rangs from 0 to 28 and are fairly syme-'v
trically distributed around their respeciive means._'The vari;bles
are relatively indépendent of each other with}the means of their
intercorrelations being .07. Only twelve of the lOS'correlafions
‘are plus or minus (30 or higher (Edwards,’1959).

: Tﬁ;ainvantory:cgnsistswgfiéZSWpAirsqofﬁsté@gpents
from which the respondent is asked to shoose the statement in each
- pair which he believes to be most characteristic of himself, By .
correlgting the partial scores in each row énd column_on fhe answer
sheet over the fifteen persdnality variables for a single‘subject,

a measure of profile statility is ébtgined. The average profile
corralation obtained from a fﬁndom sample of 279.cases drawn from
fhe college normative group of 1509 records, Based upon the z;trans-
formation, was ,74 (Edwards, 1959). . | '

| Coefiicients of internal consistency were de-
termined on the sample of 1509 for‘thé fifteeﬁ personality variables,

The coefficients correlated by the Spearman-Brownrformula range from
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60 to 87, Further data of rsliabilify are Availaﬁle and are déf
rived from coefficients pf stébility. The coefficients fanged
from .78 to .88 (Edwards, 1959). | |

/ Vélidity data include matching scores wiih,self-
£atings and correlating Q sorts with scores on the EPPS. There has
also been some investigatién of the :elationships between the va-
riables of the inventory and other variables which should theore-. -
tically be related in specific ways. The lafter procedurs was car=

ried out using the Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory and the Tay--

lor Manifest Anxiety Scale., The correlations were, in general, in

the expected directions. 'qn.Mann'(l958) in’hislifudyvcorrelating
Self-Ratings with the EPPS‘concluded‘that'ﬂthe EPPS has satisfaé—
tory test-retest reliability" aﬁd alsq_"correlates with self--':

rating on the variables which it purports to measure". Two final

studies, one by Gisvold, (1958) and the other by Phares & Adams,

"(1961), appear supportive of the construct validit& of the EPPS,

In our study only six'variables, namsly ex=
hipitionism; gbasement and nurturance, succorance, dominance,
aggression were used, It seems reasonable to limit ourselves to .
these in face of the impossibility of dealing with all fifteen va-v
riables, In our opinion these six play an important part in marital

interaction, The total profile'was retained, however - we did not
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use an abbreviated form - for removing items from the context of

‘a standardized test would have altered the nature of items and

responses to them (Buros, 1965).
The Marriage AdJustment Inventory (YAI)

The MAI con51sts of a list of 157 questlons'-
problems divided into twelve clusters, The Manual describes the

construction of the Inventory and contains information in regafd to

normative data and percentile values of raw scores, Very 11ttle

~ 1s said about the validity or rellabillty of the test.

Its construction began with the selection of
600 items from several sources 1nc1ud1ne cllnﬂoal evporience, nsy-
chological tests and questlonnalres, books, interviews w1th marrlage

couselors and profe551onal workers in the field, Two hundred and

‘ twenty-five items were selected and adapted for use in breliminéry

questionnaire survey., Of these only 157 were kept in the final
form of the MAI.. |

Each item or 'Questidh-problem" is phrased
|
negatively to point up some attitude, feeling or behavioral attri-
bute that would presumably make for marital ﬁnhappinesé or malad- -
justment, Following each item are the lettefs H-W, By‘circling |

H or W or H- , the individual indicates if the husbénd or wife,'or

both, possess this negative chéracteristic. ‘The sum of the circles
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applying to self is fhe Self-evaluation (§E) scofé. The sum of
circlesiapplyihg to the mate is the Spouselsvaluation (SE). The
sum of H-W circles is the Husband-wifé evaluation score. The total
evaluation (TE)‘score is the sum of alllci¥cled responses. In

. addition to these four major scores, 48 "clusterﬁ scores méy also

be determined for each person completihg the form (Manson & Lerner,

4 (1962) .

L)

- The normative'gfoup was composed of 237'men and
women distributed in the following fashion:' 120 men}(lOlfmarried,
:14 divorced, 5 separated and 117 womenv(95 married, 20 divorced
and 2 separated.) The Mean-Age fgr men was 37@6 years, and for
women 35,8 years, Méan-Education.was for men 13.1,-for women 12,8
years, The subjects were classified into "happily adjusted", ,
‘gverage adjusted," and "unhappily adjusted"Agroups. On this basis,
67% of the men and 59% of the women were considered "happily ad- _
justed" with respective proportions of 20 and 21 percent considered f

‘:uhhgppily adjusted." Only 13 perceht of men and 20 percent of
women were found to be "average" in adjustment; |
Twelve clusters or afeas of marriage(problems »
are described in thé Manual, Items in each cluster of items describe

problems which often affect a marriage., Mean clusters are also de-

R
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scribed, Mean scores shov a trend for the hhappily adjusted" groﬁp
tg have the lowest scores, the "average adjusted" group to have the
next lowest scores and the "unhappily adjusted" to have the highest
scores., Higher scores indicate more pfoblems and greater malad-

. 'justment in marriage (Manson & Lerner, 1962), Though no item in
any cluster is repeated in another, several items seem to be closely‘.'
related. No explanation of how the Separate clusters were segre- |
gated nor the criteria for inclusion of Specific.items witﬁin a
cluster is presented in the manual, The sum of circled answers

_under each cluster ﬁeading is a rough index of the centribution of
the cluster to each of the four evalﬁation scores,

l?ercentile equivalents of the four evaluative

scores by sex and each of>the three adjustment levels are given in
the manual, Critical scores by séx‘are suggested on a comparative’
basis: . for example, the eritical score on self—evaluation_is set
at 20 since 90 percent‘of the happily adjusted in both sexes made
iraw acores of 20 Er less in contrast to 30 percent of the unhappily
adjusted men and women, |

A There have-been'some gquestions raised concern- )
ihg the validity énd reliability of the MAI, Validity informafion _

is given only in terms of inherent vélidity, depending solely upon




self-ra@ings of happinessioﬁ a five po;nt scale ranging from happy
to very unhappy. It is qﬁestionable whéther'this ériterion has
much meaning., All it seems to show is that individuals who rate
themselves a s{happily married also‘ratebthemselves as having few
ﬁaritai problems, The lack of evidence of cross-validatién must

be regarded as a serious'shortcoming. Finally the authors of the

MAI state that they had designed the test with twelve purpdSeE in

mind, none of which seems to be completely fulfilled. Information

on reliability is equally scarce and literature and research on

. research on the MAI is'practivaily nonexistent,

_Hggaqpr,mgggggte_g}l;Ebese,limitations, we -have
chosen the MAT on an experimental basis and this for two reasons,
Eirst, because the paucity of &élid instruments in the field of
Marriage Counseling makes us face our 1imitations and find new ways
to appraise marriage difficulties and its relatioﬂ to adjustment.
We hope to be able to obtain some information from correlating the
MAT with other projective instruments, especially the TAT., Second-
ly, there is something positivé about the MAI. Too many availabie
tests have tried ‘o measurs the individual in a vacuum, ignoring

what the Mexperimental subject™ feels or thinks in a specific

situation, The idea is to obtain "pure," funcontaminated responses"
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vwhich in turn can be standardized and becdme part of the total
approach to study populations, This is a distortion, The MAI
offers new suggestions as to how to appréach the individual in

his daily life situations, | -

A3
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CHAPTER IV

Procedure and Discription of the Groups
)
The selection of subjects for our sample is described
in this chapter; There follows a discussion of the administra- -
tion of instruments used in data collection and of the sample

basic characteristics.
' The selection of the Sample

'The sélection of our sample was  done in four succeséiVe
stages. The first stage was a preliminary selection doné at the
Catholic Family Consultation Service. The author of tais study
went through the Agency's files and selected as many cases as he
couidufrom a population of more than 2000 cases collected at the

Agency in the last five‘years or so. All the cases had veen

interviewed, staffed and with some kind of disposition attached

to them. Some of the selected cases had already been terminated
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and had been closed, some others wére still in ﬁrocess. A total
- of 200 potential cases were finally selected. |
The secoﬁd sﬁage consisted in furthering

screening of cases, applying the ériteria of.selection we had
previously established, to avoid extraneous variables. Besidés
. the general criteria already discussed,;&e were careful in re-
jecting any cases which had been already terminated gspecially it
their status quo was one of divorce>and’r¢marriage. We avoided
dealing with only one pérty. We also rejected a gqu numbervof
cases in which only one partner was Wiliing wo'coopérate but the
"other refused to do so. Our assumption in these cases was to
avoid being used as 1nstruments of one partner against the other.
In some cases we found that what they thought of the study was to
have some kind of official evaluation to justify their present
situation; we foresaw the implications ofvthis ty?e of‘m#nipu-
.lation. Only those cases in which both pariners were wiiling
to cooperate with us were selected. Our sample included all thg
gamut of marriage situations: divorced, separated'or presently
married and living tovether but with all kinds of marrlace dlffl—
culties. . P

In the third stage we discussed each cquple
with their respective counselor. We wanted to assgre‘ourselves_of\'

the correct application of our criteria especially in regard to
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‘psychiatric care of the mates and tb W;ys of approaching the c§u4
ples to invite them to participate in ouf study. This procedure
was successful. The couples, always afraid of psychological eva-
Juations and new interviews with strangers, were more than Willing

- to participate if asked to do so by their conselors.- interesting

‘ enough, in a few cases we found this not to be true. The cpﬁples
’expressed rather hostile feelings against the(Agency;' This we
inferred was an index of theirvfrustration in dealing ﬁith us,.
possibly indicating the highly manipulative character of some of
their partners. When they did not obtain what they wanted, their
Vtendency was to blame the Agency in general, a parfect scapegoat |
for their failure, .

We had in our hands 200 couples ready to be-
contacted., Our prediction wés that when contacting these_people“
we would lose at least 50% of them for different reasons. Our
next step was to contact then by-mail and explain to them the
purpose of our study, cooperation in the study.- 4 stanmped enve-
lope and a blank rorm were enclosed in order to make an’answer
more possible. Out of 200 mailed letters we received only 63
responses (31%). This was discouragingly below our expectations,
Among the reasons given by the refusers we find.anythiﬁg, from

change of residence, "don't bother", "too busy", "thoses who takes




89

care of children®, and so on.

The blank form was attached in order to check

. on some of the souple's personal information: present marital

status (marrisd, divorced, separated) degree of marital satisfaég
tion (happy, average, unhappy) plus educational and psychiatric
backgrounds and other practical items like income, number of
éhildren, ete. . f , '

At this point We‘thought of a.good way of com-
pleting our sample., We got in touch with éll the new applicants-
married couples - coming to the agency for help. We were able to
éomplete our figure ofiIOO couples. This proved to be a good proce-
dure because it helped us to correlate the amount of hostility of
the new couples with the amount of hostility of the old couples who
had been with the agency for some time. The correlation proved |
to be interesting. First, there was not significant difference
in the amount of hostility betwéen the new and old couples which
had been with the agency for less than two years. But as time
passed and the solution of their problems was delayed either be-
cause of personality or red-tape difficulties, hostility tended to

increase,
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THE I35 HOSTILITY GROUFES

A total pre-sample of 100 couples willing'and
ready to participate in our study was then adminiétered the.iowa
Hostility écale. The Scales were then scored and two experimental
saméling groups of 20 couplesxeéch vere forméd; Raw‘scoresiwére‘
'the basis of final selection.

‘Group A: Consisted of 20 éouplés which were ?
very highly in Hostility ras scores, The highest raw scorewwés
155 per couple (husband and wife), the lowest 91. The range was
o - : , o

Group B: Consisted of ZOAcouples low in Hosti-
1itykscores. The highest raw score for this group wés 81, the low--
est 61. The raﬁge was 20.

o The selection of only 20 couples was in relation ‘
to two basic factors:'.l) We tried té establish manégeable figﬁres
without déstroying the représentativéness of the_sample. We felt
that 40 people pér group was as‘far as size and representativenéss‘

a good sample; 2) We tried also to be-economical.b Our means
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and facilities of work did not allow us more flexibility or better
choices.

Groun C: A different procedure'was followed to -

~obtain a control group., A letter was mailed to 100 priest-conselors
of the Archdiocese of Chicago, asking each of them to send u;
gack.lc couples they considered and thought of as happily married
-and well édjusted, with no‘outstanding conflicts in their relation-
ship. Cnly ten priests (10%) answered our letter, a low percent-
age. A list of 100 couples was prepared. Many of these couples
did not qualify partly becausé violaiions of the criteria of age,
,tlme of marriage or becauss of the tine at which they could be
available. Ye then approachsd the CFH (uﬂrloul&n ;uul;y HOV*mﬁuu)
and asked for more volunteer couplés. We were able to complete
our potential sample of 100 coﬁplés.A |

Then we proceeded in the same fashioﬁ.' we
wrote them a Llebter with more specific information on owr study
enclosing the sare blank form that they had been used with the ég;
perimental groups. Then they were invited to come4£or an appoint-
ment and the Towa Hostility'Scale was adninistered. The 20 counles
showing the lowest degree of hostility and the. hlfhest degree of
ad justment and haoolness were selected for the control group. The
highest hostility score for this group was 59, the lowestIIB., The

range was 46.
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We followed the same procedure to test both’
expe:iméntal.and control groups. An appointment was made for the
couple to come to our agency. Testing was for most couples done in
the evening Hours, The couple was interviewed together by. the author

. of this study and instructed together as to the nature and practi-

cal aspects of the tests. No information was given to them about

the nature of the study. This was briefly done at the end of the

L%

testing,

Then the husband and wife were escorted to se~
parate rooms where cross consultation was practically impossible
and the two questionnaires, the‘MAI and the EPPS, were handed to.
them, No time limit was specified but the couples were told:thaﬁ '
the average ﬁime per person was one hour aﬁd thirty minutes but |
that they were welcome to take their time, There was'hg other.per-
sonal contact with the individuals or the couples until the admini-
stration of the TAT; |

This first half of the testing went on without
any incident of particular significance for most of the couples,
The only empirical observation made zt thzt timé‘WES'thzt unhappily‘-
married couples experienced more pérplexity about their task than ‘
the happilj-married. They aéked more queétions, expressed more

doubts and mads more remarks about the possible findings of who
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~or what was wrong with their merriage.

When the questignnaires were finished the TAf
was qdminiétered. There was a selection of 15 TAT cards in numeri;
cal order. An instruction shest was pléced on the top of the cards,.
and a Norelco recording machine set at one side. Instructions 5,
were provided as to the nature of the Test and how to handle the
microphone., The tester remaingd in the room for a while, unqil
the first TAT card story was completed. No times was scored. Thé

tapes wers properly identified.

The administration of the TAT brought to our

‘attention a few interesting facts. First, happily married indi-

viduals encountered less difficulties in handling the situation-
a decision-making situatioh-than the unhappily married individuéls.‘
unhappily married individuals rzn into all kinds of difficulties;;a
ranging from interprétation of instructions to‘the teéhniéal as- 
pects in handling the microphonss. The presence of the tester
wes requested more often by the unhappily married individuals. Se-
cond, more cards were skipped by unhappily married than by happily
married individuals, Finally, the timé féquired,ﬁo finish:the tests
was far greater for unhappiiy married individuals (two hours and |
Tifteen minutes) than for heppily married ones (ons hour and forty-
seven mihutes). '

| Scoring was done according to the Manual Instruc-

Y




‘tions. With the TAT we employed the Stone Scoring Systom’ The
scoring was done by uWO qualified OSJChOlOgY graduate students,
and correlations between the groups were obtained, 1nd1cat1nv oret by

much the same agreement found in Stone s_original paper (Stona 1953).

Similarities and Differences ' .

In this section, ne shall explore’the generai
characteristics of the sam@le and stndy the relationship between}v
our selected groups. Our main purpose is to get some understanding
into the couple's natural habitat, HMarried couples do nof live or
;unctlon in a social or cultural vacuun, They live within anxn
"existential culture" and tnls, of course, tells us thet marital
adjustment is not a unlformly unidimensional static phenomenon but
a complex dynanic reality wnich follows some of ﬁhe pat?erns of |
individual adjustment. |
Our companlson of grouos will be done in a two

fold manner. ?1ret in veneral we shall comnpere tne general charac-

teristics of the three of them in terms of age, education, income,
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_§écupation and length of marriage for the individuals (husbands and
wives) and the couples as units. Second, we shall try to be more
specific and compare the same groups in terms of type of education,
occupation, and family organization. Actually these comparisons
, are summarized in twoAsubsidiary hypotheses:’ |
1.A- Hostile and non-hostile (4-B-C) groups do not significanily
differ in terms of age, education, income and length of marriage.
l.B- The non-hostilé group (C) appears to be better organized in
terus of occupation, size of family, income and family orgahiza-
tion in general, |

Our contention is that functioning within the
same kind of environment the non-hostile couples shoﬁ more resource-
fullness to integrate'its elemenis in a constructive mahner; fhe.
higher we get in the Hostility Scale the poorer resources the coup-
les show to deal effectively with the enviroment. We do not want
to state a casual relationship, we just want_fo’point to the diffe-
rences and similarities. | |

Let us now turn to other characteristics of our
sample. When the couples were first seen at the CFCS they ﬁere given
a Personal Data blank to £ill in, Thé blank ?repared for that eff
fect contained items dealing with different areas of information
such as Marital Status and Satisfaction, Education,'Income, Occupa-~

tion, Length of Marriage and Number of Children. These characteris-
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tics were considered important for the description of our sample.,

N . Marital Status and Satisfaction

‘The first two characteristics we want to com-
ment on are marital status and satisfaction. Table 2 presents the
distribution of the couples according to the present marital

status:

TABLE 2

Distribution of Couples According to their
Present Marital Status e

" 4 E . g -- ?H—>N gd .%'g
Married 15 75 17 85 | 20 | 100 ‘
A T s S
- Divorced N - ~5 —«_-;.-:,_-,. -..k:,,,._.« ) - - X-n f,m-_g
fotel 20 . 00 20 100 20 | 100 |
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. . Marital Status and Satisfaction

The first two characteristics we want to come-

ment on are marital status and satls?actlon. laole 2 presents the

i distribution of the couples according to the present marital
i statuss
" TABLZ 2

Distribution of Couples According to their '
Present Iarltal Status : Hid

Status A B o

N 4 | X 4 ?MN %
CMarried 15 75 19 f: 85 o op § 100 %
génarated 4 20 3 15 | - -—
o R ﬁ_-n_ - ; -
T e ébﬁiﬂ.ﬁfwidb |




From the figures in Table 2, it appears that

there is some tendency for the non-aggzresive groups (Group C) to

‘keep theif marriage intact. Different types of breakdowns in the

marital relation are manifested more often by more hostile éroups
‘(A and B) respectively. However, when these figures are translated =
into percentages and ﬁore sophisticated Statistical methods of ana-
lysis applied, wé find that_these differences between groups E,B,C,‘
in regard to marital status are not really significant as indicated 

in Table 2., The CR of the differences 6f.percentages of married -

‘couples for the three groups not significant:at the‘.Ol‘level of

significance. The values for tﬁe,qifferanqss of Qgrpéqﬁéggs bet-
ween group A and B, was .78, between B and C was 1.80 and between |
A and C was 2.40. Hone of thesé values were significent at the .OL -
level of sigznificance. |

Marital Satisfection was disfribgted equally

between husbands and wives within each group except for two cases

in groups B and C in which there was an apparent disagréemént bet-

ween husband and wife in evaluating their marriage.

»
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TABLE 3
5 Marital Satisfaction Distribution as Expressed
2 by Couoles in the Three Groups
| Condition & | A - B c - ]
: 4 : -——~.~~.-Ev--._.» o en T et amy s e e e .f, B R IR ir e r——— o e ._‘( )
1 L N ®H | W | H W B | W
e o 2 — - } co ~—— 2-. - - } .4,.-,...-.-,. e s - ot s ax T
N 3 i3 11 10 18 18
Happy ; | ;
R e T B2 A WL S S
' | ; | . ;
N L 5 5 1 2
Average i
, % 120 20 25 25 5 10
- B e I n rm— -..f.._h._..-,..r_.._.. - ..;.._..-..-.,‘- [ e o s o e e e 3
: : ‘ . i ' - sl
N 13 .13 S 1 x 0
Unhapoy : L o P ; !
; $ 65 65 20 25 5 0 l

Tﬁe data oresenied in Table 3 show the evaiua-e}
tion of the couoles in regard to their own marital satlsfactlon au' |
three levels: hapoy, averade, and unhaooy and at the same time the
percentages of these evaluations for each grdup.' The two deviations
mentioned before are considered witﬁin the normal exoectancy. High-
hostlle groups (4 and B) show more dlssatls;aCulon and unhapnlness
in their marriag 'ss then the lON-nOStllle groups (C). ”he Dercentave_
for Hlﬂﬂ-ﬂosﬁllgf group (A) were 15% haooy, ZOp averaae and 65% un-
happy. The fact thdt seven couoleo dmd not consider themselvee
unhappy in groupv. can be exolalned in terms of the crlterla we

set for selection., This is a good 1ndex of the representatlves of
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- our sample. For group B the percentages were: 55% happy, 25% aver=-

age and 25% unhappy. Flnallj for the low hostlllty group (c) the
percentages were: 90% happy.S% average and none unhappj. Further
statistical analysis reveals that the differences between groups '
;» A and B at the happy level are 51gn1f1cant_at P=,05 (T=2.38)

4 between groups A, and C also éignificant at thé P=;Ol (T=4,70)

as in between groups B and C (T= 3.00); At the unhappy level for

couples of group A and B the differences of percentages are signi-
ficant at the P= ,05 (T=2.42) and of course for couples of group
A and C but not for couples of gréups B'aﬁd C'(T=1Q68) at any
level, | | .

These;results can be_interpretéd to mean ihat
‘hostility seems to be related to the couples' present marital situ-
étion. Interestinaly enough the selecfion of couples was done only
on the ba51s of their hostility scores not on the evaluation of
their marltal satlsfgctlon. The more hostile groups show a slight

tendency to pretend or cover up ‘their marltal dissatlsfactlons

| making the differentiation'in that regard between groups a. little -
more undetérmined. This could alsq happen because ﬁaturally if we .
think of these variables as on a cbntinum,‘the differences between‘
extremes are more pronounced than thé differences between two’\

consecutives points on the same continuum,
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Related to thié is lenéth of marriage. The
means for the hostility groﬁp (4) is 6.80 years and the sd. 4.13;
For group B the mean is 7.00 and sd. 3.62 and finally for the low-
" hostility group the meénlis 6.30 and sd; 3.37. These results if
compared are not significant at ~ . any level (P = .01 or ©5.) T.
values are for A-B = .229;ifor A-C ; .558,and for B-C = .89%
(df.18). This seemé to confirm our initiel assunption of similar
characteristics of our group. At.this point a question can be
raised: is length of marriage related to hostile behavior? In
'Other words, peopie who héve been married longsr - are théy more-
capable of better judgemenf and more effective handling of their
feelings? It seems from these results that this<gssump£ioﬁ does
not hold true. | B
| Aze We calculated the lisan Age for
all husbands and wives first, The lfean Age for the husbands rang--
ed between 30.lO-and 31.05 ahd for theiwives bgtﬁeeh 27;10 to’

28,18, The data are presented in Table 4.

®

G SRR S T




11

TABLE 4
- Means Age and Sd. for Husbands and
lees Taken Separately .
e | - 17— :
| Couple | A | B 1 .0 |
R e I S S S
L A ¥ |sb , M SD | M SD

. o H : ! ;
Husband - 301}94§5.Q.; ¢ 30.15 3.9 ¢ 3l.15 ; 3.7 .

Wives  27.85 4.8 27,10 3.3 28;15‘E 3.0

¥ L TSP [ SN SRRSO SOV SO
‘ »

Further elaboration of this data indicate that the values of the’

differénces”are not significant at P = ,01 or .05 (Table S)

T Values for the Differences of . |
‘Means Age Between A, B, C, Groups
, P g Ol (df 38)

| el e e ¢ o it eber e s sraaem s o e 'T‘ww"'.w»--;M;.M‘E LI
coums | AB ; A<C | B-C
) i P . —"—,_‘.-'” -.'
Husband ! -o. 035 L =0, 680 C 1 =0.740
ot oo . . - i. T R { —mm— es Ee o em t . - - :5. .
lees L -0.573 -0 236 BN

There is a slight increase in age as we move from nore hostile ‘

grouns to non—hostlle grouos. Tnlo 1s nore eV1dent if we comnare :

- the husbgnds and tne w1ves tocether. (Table 6)

By




TABLE 6

- Means Age and SD. of Couples Taken Together

| COUPLE | A B c
i H | 28.9 , 28.6 | 29.6
, * 8D b9 3.8 3.6 !

S e e

éheé; ;éggigguﬁsﬁever ére not significant at ;he'.Ol or .05 levels,
iThe T value; were A-B = L2U8; AC = .639:AB-C = <1.14; cgﬁfirm§
ing our first subsidiary hypothesis tﬂat Hostile’anvaon-Hostilé -
groups‘do not significantly differ in ﬁefms of age.
The only.conclusion we caﬁ draw from these
results is that.although the differences of the crgups in terms
of age are not statistically sighificant, there is some Qiight ten—i
dency for older people to show iess hostility and age. There are
hOWever many other variables which may ékpl#in this inter-relation-
ship satisfactorily. Older people are more experienced, more settled, -
better prepared to face the eventualities of mafriéd 1ife and to
handle their hostile‘feelings more effeciively.
| ﬁducation; In raferencé t& years of education,
there was no significant difference among tﬁe three groués.; Table 7 .
gifes us the means and.standard‘deviationé fof'hﬁsbands and wivas'—

taken separaﬁely.
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TABLE 7
Means and Standard Deviations of Years of
Educa§}9§,fqg_dusband and Wives Taken Separately
. COUPLE b A B , c
— A § ) T P T
' x| sp M | SD . M ., SD |

‘Eusbands  13.55 .5,1 83 ?14' 00 | 2.25 1510  2.80
Wives | 12.95 2.0 127 | 1,38 13.95  1.98

4 These results are not 31gn1flcanu at the .01 or .05 levels (Table 8)

TABLE 8

T Values for the Differences of Means of Years of
Zducation of Husbands and Wives Taken Seoarately
D> 01 (df .38)

| covrE ._A-_-B . ac ;_'_\B-C )
. Eusbands ’ 0.675 2015 | -13%
‘ Wives 0432 .1 504 ' -2, 257

"But if husbands and w1ves are taken a5 a unit then we have the

follow1na results. (Taole 9)

TABLE 9
Means and SD, for Couples of Years of Education
for Huabands and lees Taken as Couoles

: i _ ; .
3 ‘A-;-g B ¢ ‘

i
.

M0 13.25 1335 sz

SO 2.02 2,07 ', 2.53

L e e e PP 0 o P PNUU O O is an- -




The T values.of the dlfferences ofvmeéns
between groups did not appear to be 515n1flcanu at the .01 level
(4-B =0.222; A-C = 2.489; B«C = ~1.1%9). Once again it seems
that all the groups and the couples within the‘gfoups vere pfetty
much within the same level of.education.‘ This also confirms our

) initial subsidiary hypothesis, ’ | ;
L As it has been previously hotédyall the.couples
* had graduated from High School. There were a total of 63 indivi-
duals who had attended only High School. 22 had attended Junior' 
College, 30 College and only 8 had done graduate work. Aﬁong«the‘
latter there vere one D, one Attornéy, two Engineers énd;one Re- f

‘searcher,
TABLE 10 SRR e

Education Distribution for Husbands and g
Wives of the Three Groups Taken Seoaratoly:

o L Totals and Percentapes - e
»_ J.C‘. | a3 31k e 3 2 19 P15 f
Collec'e~_ 7 43 1 ‘ booo6o 300 2 ; ,'

T e e T e Y e e, e donss R s e R T L P R e ey e o
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'Income and Occupation Two further characteristics of the sample ..
were analyzed. These were income and type of occupation. In

- table 11 the classification of income is presented:

S | TABLEl.;L_‘“
Distribution of Iﬁcome for Couplés and Groups

| INGONE | x4 w % w4 v %

. 6,000-7,000 3 .05 '- - - - 13 .05

. 7,000-8,000 b L0663 .05 & 006 1 a8
8,009,000 | 3 .05 & L0662 .03 | 9 .6
_9,000-10,000 ’ ' 1 .016 5 ,083 5 .033 11 .182 ‘
_ 10,000-11,000 | 3 05 '3 .05 2 .03 | 8 133
;J_._J_.LC_JOO-lZ,OOO 1 .06 1 .016‘5 S - 2 .032
12,00013,000 | 1 .016 1 .016.3 .05 | 5 .082
'13,000414,000 | 3 .05 - - - - 3 .05
W00 ermore | 1 .63 .05 k.06 | 8 13 )

A11 the couples of our sample followed the‘establiShed_ﬁinimum‘of
selection in terms of income. . Only three coqpleé in group A,:are.
between 6,000 and 7,000 dollars annual income. If we excludé these
three cases the rest of the couglés seem to be evenly’di%tfibuted

with Mean Inc¢ome for group 4 of 10,214 for group'B:lO.jsj and for
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© of 11,265 dollars.’ These figures suggest that the selection -
waS‘dong among couples belonging to the same socio-economic.brac-'-
ket. The Biggest concentration of couples income is ﬁetween 7,000

to 11,000. It is only coudles in groﬁp C that seem to break. this
pattern.with'seven couples with an income above 12,000. Economi-
c;lly we could:say the groups are representativé of. the middle’anﬁy :‘
-ﬁpper middle levels éf the generality of Chicago. '

| | ."Table_12 which gives the classification of

the couples mostly husbands on the basis of their occuoatlons shows
groub C has more prof3331onals (8. 3p) than group B or A (l 6p)

TARLE 12 .

Dlstrlbutlon of Couol=s Accordlnu to Occuoatlon of Husbands

A s e g

[SSR e s v e

It is interesting to note that the wives in the C group none of them
works outside the house. fheirvoccupétionvis in their home as house-
wives, Group B gives a 95% of housewiv ves and Gfoup Aa ?5%. The |
five couples in which the wzves work for group A are either dl—

vorced or separated. Jhlch is in a*reement with tne data of marital

*NN%?“‘?QRY,._,..w__-',_.‘.M..‘;A.m...,,, A B .G T0TAL 1

| GATEOORY N % 18 % N 4 | N 8
Profe551onél or : . ; ' ve :
Managerial 1 1 1.6 '1 1.6 @ 583 7 11.5 ¢
Semiprofessional ; , f 5 :
or low Managerial : 7 1.6 '11 18 3 A‘ 6 10 ; 24  39.9

’ ‘\ . s . .,ﬁ..A.,_.,.__..._“..v;., erime e A+ s $oereimd

Skllled o 12 20 [ 38 13 3 9 15 . 29 438.3 o
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is an Office lanager, one a Nurse, one an IBM analyst and one a

Receptionist.

Number of Children Children are important in marriage dynamics.

ganlzatlon. Table 13 shows that less hostlle grouns have the tend-

]

R ency toward snaller famllles.
TABLE 13

| Distrloutlon of Humoer of Ghildren Per Couple and Groun

| .- o
i”Number A { B .C

. ;’ T S T - 1 - - . i _}

P 0 1 1 1o ;

B A e R B

L1 6 4 15 :
2 6 7 8
33 ke
Cow b o 2 e

I 5 P2 1 -

§ o R S

;6 f 1.1 1~

7 I e

et art nawpd

.The number of couples having one child is five for group C and - -
the number of couples having four children for Group C, is four. =

The distribution of children and the size of family seems to be -

status we considered before.  Their type of occupation varies - one

. In our Catholic couoles this was an 1nterest1nb factor of family or-

e N R
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more consistent with the general pattern of organization in less

hostile group than in the other two groups.

'Summagz The major portion of thislchapter has consisted in the

description of sample charagtéristics. There were two subsidiary
hypotheses which we set out to prove., It appears that theyfirst

hypothesis received stronger statistical support than the secgnd,
Just from comparing marital status and satisfaction, age, educa-

ticn,‘inqomé,‘and occupation, length of marriage and numberqu

children, The evidence for the second hypothesis is more question-

‘able in genseral. For our purpose however it was sufficient to

prove that thére'is a tendency in less hostile'groﬁps toward bet-
ter family organization understood,in relation to ﬁhe above
mentioned variables. In qther”wordé Wwe havg said that low-hostility:
groups will as a whole tend to be more effective‘and consi:uctiye

in dealing with their own problems and orgagiiingvthemselves,in-
regard to‘familykeffectivehess._ |

What we can say ought to be very general. No

-generalizations can be t2ken too seriously because our point has -

been to prove more similarities than the diffsrences for a better ‘j'
uhderstanding of our groups and better foundation for later genéra-‘
lizations. The analysis has shqwn us -that 6ur groups ére ip somé

variables pretty much‘identiéal and that these facfors ars no caﬁsa-




109

CHAPTER V' R

Analyois "'of Results
We have dealt in- Chapter IV W1th tne das-

cription of our sample. Now in chapters V and VI we want to pre-
sent the results of the study. Chapter V will consider hostility .
" as a function of adjustment and this in two sections. _Tho first
section will present dafa pertaining to the validity of tho-TAT'
as an instrument to measure the hostility variable in'marriavo.
We will compare the results the three grouos obtained from the
TAT and VAT results of couoles and. 1nd1viduals alike. And more
specially the internal correlations between hostillty and'adjust-.
ment as measured by TAT.and MAI respectively. Chaoter VI will
study the origin of hostllity in narrled couoles.f . y

"In general in tnis chaoter we shall see hos-
tility‘as a fﬁnction of maladgustment. Ths p01nt we will try to am—
ohasize}is that there is a relationship between these two vgrla- -
bles. We do ﬁot want to say anything in téfms of oauso'ano‘effeot;
This is, I belisve, a oalutany diStinotion~becausé’our intent is

- to separato facts from theories. 4Towa great extentvthé_lack of




distinciion has hindered the discussion of the issue. More

0

I'E=-

:eseaidﬁiéneeded and until this is done'weNhad better put limita-

tions to our findings.

Ana1y51s of the Data
¢ ' A restatement of the hypothese in both

null and the alternata forms is necessary. These hypotheses" are

4 presented here as they were formulated'prior to- our stﬁdy.

1. TdS and TAT Data

the

Null Hybotyesis: H;ghéﬁedium-Low'Hostiiity Counleé:

- v\ﬂ Fmde ﬁ\n
; ,&vﬁgd and d qm; ult

A...Those jfi' 3

2d 1;

three groups (IES) ars not different in amount of

hostility.

_ B.‘ Thbse coﬁpies when given the TAT show no different -

b’amount of hostility either..

Alternate Hypothesis:

A, Those couples oreviously selected and distributed~in :

E three groups v1a IHS show significant d1f¢erences in

regard to their amount of hostilluy when compared wzth

“each other.

B. Those couples when given the TAT show significaﬁtly

different amount of hostility. In other words the TAT




appears to be a valid instrument to measure marriad

couples account of hostiiity.'

2, High-Hostility Couples
© Mull Hypothesis: Hostility a function of malad just-

. : : . -ment .

Those couples distributed in three groups (high-medium
and low) are not different in their amount of maladjust-
ment. .

Alternate Hypothesis: High hostllity couoles show

less and poorer adjustment than Hedium-hostilltj couples
and both High and Medlum less and poorer ad;ustment
than low hostllltj counles. ' |

34A High ﬁOatllluy ard Laladjustment Indrnlduals (husbands and wives)

Null Hynothe51s-' Husbands and lees hostillty and male’
. djustment . S Lk

- The amount of hostllity and maladgustmentAior the man ]

of th, three groups is not different than that of women ;

for the same groups. ~,,~‘;fff' SR RTT |
. _We shall now touch upon each one of these .
hjoothe51s 1n more detail. | . _
TAT and THS In order to test tnls hypothe51s. the IHS scores ob- |

talned by the couples of each group are comnared with the scoras

obtained by the same couples on the TAT. and “then in order to be




uz .
more specific we shali compare the results of husbands and wives
taken as individuals, | | '
‘Table_lb shows,the‘means and SD. obtained-

by couples of the three groups in the IHS and TAT respectively.

oo - TABLE 14

Means and SD. for the Couples of Groups
A, B, C Obtained from the IHS and TAT

| scwz oa B e
M'§D | M SD n: sD

. Tow B | 55.32'5 12.8 | 35.6 | 12.9 | 19.50 12,0}
Cmr | 180! w3 155 | a9 | 1605 | 5.3 |

From Simple observation (Table ;4) we can see that thefe is a
progressive decrease in the amount of hostility from group A (high
hostility group) to group C (low hostility group) in botﬁ tests; B
The decrease for the IHS is explained by the same statistlcal
procedure we used in selecting the couples. The TAT on the other ‘

hand keeps the same pattern we used in selecting the couples.

The decreasing for groups A and B or A and C where the differences '

are more obstehsible but not between groups B (nediumphostilitj .
group) and C. The mean-h05u111ty for grouo C is for oractically
purposes the same as it is for grouo B (TAT-15. 05) (IHS-15 5).

o If we obtaln the T valuea for the differences
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of means of the three groups we observe thé‘séme chafacterisﬁics‘
(Table 15). The groups as measuredvby the IHS differ significantly.'
If measured by the TAT they différ'too exéevt for group B and C where»? |
"the T value at the .01 is far below (-48) the T value correspond-

ing at the .01 level of 51vn1;1cance.

' TABLE 15“‘ ,
T Values fof the Couples of Groups - '
4,B,C "
soms | 4-3 | a-c_ | B-c |
THS 6.82%% . 12,92%% 5.82%s
L TAT 3 244* f -.43 ﬁ |
#pg OI

*p .05
| “inally-the correlations for each gfouo bet~
ween TAT and IS scores ars. for group A = .13, for grouo B= .03
and for group CsE 23 which we found to be non51gn1f1cant at any -
level. {Table 21) | .
. " When tne scoreg of husbands ana w1ves arebf_z

compared, 1t is apoarant that the results are in the sane directloﬁ

we had for the couples.




- TABLE 16

Means and SD. for Husbands and Wives of the Three
Different Groups Obtained from the TAT and IHS

114 -

.
b
N

T Values of lMean Differences for Husbands and Wives
Scores on the TAT and IHS ocales :

Scale  COUPLE A B SN

: L m s w o |sp M fsn'?
ﬁusbands i 60 35 12 8 33.35 12?93 ?’;2 65 Fii_;ém‘f

| fisilves‘; 50.30 '10. 63 | 32.95 | 12,37 16. 15]‘1}}5

et s sm |50 e 10| s

| Seres 15, 75, 297 1 10 322 15.%5_.___5_?? B

However it is to be noted that husbands tend

TABLE 17

niflcant dlfferences are’ found onlj in the IS not for the TAT.,

to be more hostile than their wives in both tests althouvh the smg-

| ** p{.01

| coumﬁ B A< | Bo .
\ ’IHS Comr | oms o 'ms TAT
H“Sbands' B bows bazee | g.61e 31.39** 3.99% | 48
wives 'tk | o5 | 9.50ws 040, gt | a8 |

" The IHS significantly differentiates hus- -

bands and wives of the three groups in the hostility variable.
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(Table 17) The TAT Scale however does'not seem to be sensitive
nduch to‘make the same differentiation of groups. (T values for

woves were not 51gnif1cant et the .05 level) This is probably due

- to several factors. First, the IHS measures hostility more in terns

of social desirabilitj, which as we explalned before, is rslated to

unfavorableness and unfavorableness of the individuals! image of-
themselves.,'}k would appear then that only on this basisum;nk’
would score higher than women because they are more able to ex- v.
press overtly thsir aggresive ¢eelings without belnﬂ chastlsed

for it. The IHS would seenm to be a more valld instrument 4in mea-

_-suring these aspects oxrhostzlmty which the TAT Scale is nor con-

cerned with., On the other hand tbe TAT Hbstiiity 3cale ayalu-

ates e contént, not an attitude and it is more concerned wﬁth e
havior in all possible dinensions not only overt but also convert
and phantasied. This certéihly would ge beyond the mere attitudes
or reactibility of the subject to #’situation which ﬁas been

picked up "a priori®, The TAT Scale presents clear limitalons,
although Stone has trled to improve lt by introducing the concept .
of potential nospllity. Tne concept has not,bgen;sufflclenuly
clarifisd or validated asfyet,and for ;hisvfeaédn we have not usédf,
it in our study; o | e K

The 1nterproun correlations batween TAT

“and IBS scor°s for husbanns and wives were not 1n tﬁe bradlcted




' direction. All of them reached no level Qf.significanse.f e

‘ efenrgot'two negatives correlations for ﬁhevTAT husbands‘and'ﬁiVes
of groups B-C. This was expéctéd'because the differentiation of
ﬁhe groups:between'these two groups wés,pgf too deiinitive.\ Sode 18)

TABLE 18

Corral&tions Between IHS and TAT Scores .
for Husbands and Wives Seoarately

GRours _ HUSBANDS WIVES .
A a3 i a2
LB s s

In summary fhe TAT Hostility Scale doss not
measure the same kind of hostility the IHS does. The Iowa Hostili-
ty Scale seenms to be emohaSize more the attitudinal aspacts oesed
on the concept of social deSirabilitj, Vitiated bj favorableness
" and unfavorableness of the suogect’s own image. The-TAT releases ”
nore unconssiogs hidden matérial and potentially aggressive be;~
haviéflas will than the IHS. What qbouﬁ our hypothesis?. The
first part of our first hyoothésisbrevsfdih& tﬁs vélidiiy of tﬁe
TAT in measuring hOSulllty is onljoartially supported in our study.

The IHS discriminates better the grouos in terms of host.lity

.
ad




117

although‘;his waé naturally set prio£ to Oﬁr'study.‘ fﬂe TAT
.does discriminate the groups too somehow bqt‘not at any signifi-
cant degree. Qur third hypdthesis oﬁ the other hand received
'strong support too from our data. ‘Meh show greater amount of hos-
tility and this more so oﬁ the TAT. Finally, our second hypothew
sis will be considered later on in our study togethér with'?ome_

aspects of the relationship between hostility and a@justment..
Hostility and Marital Maladjustment

This second section wili deal more speci—l,'
fically with aspects of the rélatignship between‘hostiiity and ad-
Justments which we have summarized in our third hypothesis: Ho#ti;
1ity is a function of maladjustment, We want to see Qhat hostili-
ty may do to the marital dyad functlonlnu.

Most of the studles on. the subgect emona-
sized rathéf the pathology of the individuals concerned as the out-
come of hostility. (Schodel & Lipezz, M. 1957, Lindsey, Tegessy,

1965). Our maln concern however is w1th the couole as a unit,
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with their interaction, their relationship ﬁhen,édéiﬁed within a
'hostilé'framework.\'Another l;mitation'of‘éarlier studies is the
kind of conceptualizations still vague and undetermiﬁed

.would like to start this section off by defining hostillty and

| palad justment operationally.. A :“

We have said that hostility is 'éntagonism '
either directly or indirectly toward a person or object involying
either verbal or physical expression', There are three eleménts
involved: The antagonism, the object of the antagonism; and the
exoression of it. We have talked about this before. Quantita-
'tlvely we have been able to obtaln measures of hostility. emp10J-_
ing the IHS and the TAT seales. |

Maladjustment on the other hand rsfers spe-
cifically to marital maladjustment and implies marital disorgéni;_'
zation, a state'of‘disorder within the relationshio. More soéci—
fically it oointa to dlf;icultles in the patterns. of interactlon
and communlcatlon Wlthln the marital dyad wztn rarital dlssolutlon,
through divorce, separation, dessertion or any otner fo?m of
!emotional div&rce’ as a possible outcome. We are'not'talking: ‘.
about adjustment or maladgustment of’ the ind1v1dual. we do not
want to imply it or exclude it, We: orefer to think Withln the

theoretical framework of famiiy theragy: the identifled patient'
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husband or wife carries the‘symptoms‘offthe sysfunctional rele-~
tionship: | | | |
' :For prsctioal pdrposes marital adjustmentw
is understood qualitatively or quantitatively. Qualitativelyiit
refers to the kind of relationship between the partner5° satls- '
faction, frustratlon, understandlng. Quantltatlvely it refers to
adjusted or maladjusted and severly malad justed scores following '
the norms of the study dons by the Manson and Larner,. (1962) |
They established the follow1ng categorless
_For men, scores of
30 or less, adgusted
430-50,.ﬁa1adjusted. '

50 or higher, severly maladjusted.J

FoftyggggL scores of

35 or less, adjusted

| 35-50. maladgusted |

50 or higher, severly maladgusted.‘

-In terms of predictions we expectlour”resultsbto.oome out‘theﬁ
following direction: o o

-1, Couples with highjhosiiliﬁy seores wouldwtend to beklow on

adjustment.b Correlations between hostility and adjustment would




" tend to be low. Pathology of £he relationshio ié more flagrant inl'
this cr&uo. Pathology of the ind1v1duals as: Judned from the social-
intakes is also higher.

2. Couples with medium hostility scores would tend to be medium
‘on adjustment. Correlations between hostility and adjustment would
tend.to be‘higher than onHQroup A but lowef iﬁ group C. |

Paﬁhology of the dyad is less frequent. .

3. Couples with low hostility scores would have a tendency to be .
..higher on adjustment. Correlations would tend to be higher than
in the other two groups. The couples of this group would present

fewer indications of pathologzy either aslcouples or as individuals.

In general more differentiation is expect-

ed between the extreme groups A and C than between the two conse-
cutive groups A and B or B and C. This would confirm,our hypo=
| thesis of hostlllty and adJustment as cont1nua.}~

_ To test our hyoothe51s we shall comoara the
results obtained by the couplses on the IHS, TAT on hostility and
‘correlate those with the results obtaxned on the MAI by the saﬁe.f.;
couples. We are already familiar s ith the first set of results

but we shall repsat them hera for the sake of clarity.
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- TABLE 19

Means and SD. on the IHS, TAT and MAI
for Couples of the Three Different Groups

g scALss | VO 5| ¢ E
‘ . | M | SD | H ésn 1ou E SD f
Cms . | 553|128 [35.6 | 12,9 | 19 é 12.0 ©
%1 mr 187 | 43 (155 | 3.9 | 16.0 | 53
Comr b.3 | 22.9 181 281 | 7.2 | 1L.6.

<Offhand we see that the.means.bécome‘pro-.‘

_gressively lower as we move from couples of group A to couples

1of group C. The TAT upsets this pattern throwing almost iden-

“tical mean values for couples of group B and couples of group C;Q

This could indicate that the Stone's Hostility Scale, based bnnl;,f
the TAT content, is not sensitive enough to appreciate nuances‘n

of dysfunctional character betwecen groups situated_consecuti?e; :-'
ly on the  continuum of hdstility. It seems_thnt the Scale is
“more reliable the moré-diétant‘the groups aré. In 6therrwords,

it appears a pfetty reliable instrumént Witn groups situated
a; the extreme of the continuum. In general'tnis tends to éonfirm
our subsidiary hypothesis we just mentioned at the beVLnning of
this sectlon about the differentiation of our groups. |
T values seem to confirm this observa-

tion. All the ﬁalues ars significant for the IHS as we have ssen

N
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before af the .01 level, The TAT again_presehts the same

. : : \
exceptions between couples of group B and C.  The MAI seems

also to follow the TAT pattern.

T Values for the Differences of Mbaﬁs of the Three Groups

TABLE 20

.

SCALES A-B A-C B-C
THS 637 12,76 57
| Tar 3,36 2,40% | _o.u7' |
S owr 2,19% 3.5 B W
’ N T

All the couplesAintercorrelations_iniihe three_different éroups

hppear to be in the predicted direction from lower correlations

(GroupbA)'tb higher correlations (group B and C).‘-Nohe of these -

. TABLE 21

' Product Moment Correlations for all Groups
' on the Scores of the Three Scales * .

[EDT O AN

- -
\_‘r_..
. : [

L §94i_ﬁEs ' GROUP IHS TAT
. A 25 13
MAT B a1 .07
T c o4 fes02
| é a3 |-
. EL B '.'os" ’ -
. = ’é’ ; ¢f  };,;’23  3 g R
NE S SR

~ correlations is statistically significant, (Table 21)-




T

-~ Two things puzzle us at this point.i First the low

correlations obtained and secondly why these were nonsignificant.
?' | ' The most obvious explanation for the lack of correlation seems
'to be that the instruments are not actually measuring the same

. l aspects of the same variables. The IHS for example, as we
mentioned before, measures'differentraspects of Hostility than
~ those measured by the TAT Aggressive Content Scale, and when

both are correlated with the MAI, the latter shows higher degree

of correlation’ with the IHS than with the TAT Scale probably for X
“the same reason that the MAT measures marital ad justment in .
terms of overt behav1or paying little or no attention to covert T
';bahav1or. | w | | ‘
| If we now'turn to the evaluation made by the social “
‘worker who intervzewed the couples at the CFCS when they first
came - seeking help (couples of group A and B) we find that in
group A, 35% of couples were recomended for_pwycholcgical eva-v

luation (these couples still remained within our selection criteria

in regard to mental illness)., Six nonthsplater éo% of the same

. group had seen a psychiatrist, having lO%_receiving psychiatrick
.treatment. ‘In group B the percentage were much lower. 15% were
initially referred for psychological evaluation and only 10% had
six months later seen a psychiatrist and 5% had received treat- |

ment, There was no information about the couples of group C in-
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terms of psychological evalqatioﬁ or psychiatric treatment, =

wives,

Individually we obtained the same.results,

-Table 22 shows us the different means and SD, for husbands and

TABLE 22 |
" Means and SD, for Husbards and Wives
on the IHS, TAT, and MAI
SCALES | GROUPS A B c
¥ | s M | sD ’ M ’ SD
IOWA - ; - Y
: . Wives | 50,30 é 10,68 : 32, 95 } 12,37 i ‘16 15 11,16 .
I'Husb | 20,65 | 3,77 | 15,20 | 455! 15,95 | ~5.22
fopAT b R S SRR IR S é L Sl
3 sitis | Wives | 16,75 ’; 3.97 | 15. 90 § 3125 1615 5.4 0
. " 5 T . e - . 2
| g LEuSPe | 37.85 264 | 1. 35; 25.6 | 5a51 740 |
i i | R { i - o q 3
| Wives | 41,80 : 2.7 | 16.9 é‘ 23.55 | 7.25 13.26 ;

The T values for the MAI reveal that the

differences of means for all groups are signiflcant at the .01

le{rel .

The only value which was found to be non-significant was

for the means of wives of group B and C.

e
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T Values of the Leans for Husbands and hh.vea on the MAT

CcoopLm A-B L a-cC [ 5.t As
‘ "Husbands 2.30% | 5.13%% 2. 15* {‘ ;
| Wives 3.3.**‘ ! 4.6**" |
U p ¢ .01 T - | s
* p { .05 These results in general are in ths s’ame«

direction than ths nore general results for couoles.

The IS

and the TAT and the AI for the individuals confn.rm the o'evzeral »

" results.

As we mentioned ba;ore husbands are shown mors hos-

tile then wives in general although tae latter obtained higher

v scores of nalad justnent, except for wives of group C.

Finally

the means of group A clearly indicate that this group is Yery |

mach within the maladjusted population.

TABLE 24

" CORRELATIONS ON THE THRZE TESTS FOR o
HUSBA&DS AND WIVzS OF ALL THD GROJ DS

R | ms | mr |
3 § v .'H Lo
LA A5 o7 L .09
im;B. os > ;.14 -.15 45

L | ;olf . | - d:o?,-. ‘J_4,';3.9_ a2




R e e s s

s ot i R AR i M

126

* These correlations were all in the predicted direction, they ran
"from higher to lower correlations in a progressive fashion, for-
‘high, medium and low hostility groups. Low and even negative

_correlations were expected in the low hostility groups. For.

Group C, the lowest hostilityvgroup, all four correlations were'
low and insignificant. Tnere was even one negatiVe correlation.’
This all was suspected and seems to support our hypotuesis that
low hostility couples are better adjusted £han higher hostility‘
couples. One question‘however remains in our mind in regard toq
thevcorrelations of groups Band C, .why low correlations? For f
groun B vie found low and 1nsicnificant correlations erceot for
the wives on the TAT. In general this seems also to confirm

our hyoothesis especially if we accept the conclu31on of our

previous section that groups consecutively Situated on a nost1-

lity continuum would not essentially differ as mch as groups o

‘at the extreme of the same continuum, If tnis is the case then.

we should expect also low and even negative correlations. The

'r! for the wives on the TAT is slightly significant at the .05

level and the reason for this it occurs to me, is because the

TAT Scele is measuring some of the personality maladjustment cﬁ
registered among the wives of this group: 15p of the couoles .

of group B we said were referred for DSJcholopical evalustion

.

4
. A
3,
%
1
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‘the "identified patient" being the wives (10%). For group A

the situation is differént. We expected and we obtained highef,
correlations between hostility and adjustment than what we ob-

tained for groups B and C. Ve expected also significant corre--

‘lations this was only partially obtained. Only the husbands on

the IHS appear significant at the .OL level. These are the same
individuals we found very high in hostility (higher than their
wives). On the TAT the same husbands almost reached a level of . |

significance (p .05). The two correlations for wives of group -

A were low and”insignificaht. This can be ekplained,partly be~

cause thése were the same individuals4who~got«lower%score§ on
hostility”on both the IHS and TAT. |

| ' ' | The evidence s§ far presented tells us
that'there:i; scme relationship between hostility and adjust-
ment but also warns us to be caréfnl ﬁith unjustified generaii—b :
zations. Thers are two main‘Sourcesuof limitation iesponsible
for the résults obtained. First, the 1imitatioh of our instru-
mentation. The TAT appears to be.a sensitive instrument to mea-

surs personality traits and functioniﬁg’of anvindividuai. Whether

it measures more than that is very questionable. The MAI attempts

to measure interactional perceptual processes. - We accept the

limitation that correlations on this basis'wbuld:Be low. Another




1iﬁita£ion was in terms of our sample‘sizé. Shﬁuld we‘in¢reaée
tﬁe number bf couples our c§rrelations would have come out higher
for the simple reason that we would haVe'included more cases of
‘maladjusted couoles W1th1n our sample,- Keeoing a strict cri%eri#
'of selection of couoles in terms of maladaustment Severe per- 8
sonality maladjustment or serious marital disorgan;zation were
inltiallj excluded when our sample was selected | - "

| Looking at the whole problem of the rela-
tionship from a more impressionisticjaﬁgle, I £hink_we'can add
.new evidence in support of’our hypothesis.. Marital disorganizag“
tion implies a vast range. of problems ;nd d ’flcultles exne-
rienced by tne couple in t1e1r marltal life. e want uo preaent
next the nroolems as they were seen and eroressed by tn° couoles.‘
This may help us to 1nternret the correlaulons above studied
without too much oessimisn, Table 25 and 26 tells us about
these Droblems.
TS 25

" Mumber of Problems for Each uroao as uxnressed
‘ by Couples on the VAT

GROUES 3 MAI
A RS RRRRE - |
I |
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If we try to spell this out, then we will find the following-

| dlstributlon of problems.

TABLE 26 -

- Distribution of Marital Problems as Seen by -
Husbands and Wives of Different Groups

crowrd  FR | DO | i | NT [sP [ MM [ CH] IS| PH| AB| SL| IN
: nl72 | 63]168] 90 |22 | 76 {1] 2 15%'29 661 79 |
{% : bl l1z] 731220 103 | 35 | 85 |21 3 132, 39! 611 79
; N 31|85 59 |12 | 48 | 4 15 207 12 27 29 wi
w381 72178 uzw 9] 38 |10} 10 1y o4 30) 2
% | ; - C_ IR 1-1513;,{ 22 Framrat
% L = 12,§23 3820; gt 3415‘ gt
Table 27 presents the sexvmain areas of difficulties and proﬁiems
4 Distribution'okareas of Problems #s eipresséd>5y |
oo Couples .of the Three Groups
[roves | m« [ NT [ R W | m | o | sL

YRR

i v———ra

B 163
f r .;‘...,.M\v._,,.- N ‘,\,.,..,,,\,.,A.‘,,.,,,‘,;:w.-'s,.-s....,;..»‘}f. Nz
c 0T ko T2 U3 T8 1 u3 ¢ 16

$r e aam e mmn e s B pms cons PRSI U 4

63 | % i 8 i 63 | s -

H

S JRUCE SN,

193e1‘93j158 151 ¢ 136 | 127
1

A ——— AT A vav-’sn
H
i
L

" We can see that couples of group A present absolutely more pro?v,

‘blems than‘the couples ofAthegother two groups.W‘The.differénces
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‘betwesn groups especially A and C are significant., This re-

presents a sharp contrast with the almost flat evaluation of

their own marital situation as expressed by the couples when
they had first come to the CFCS for help. The lack of under-

LN - ' (3 3 ) 1 . 3 1 - »
standing, insight and precision is striking.

TABLE 28

Distribution of Areas of Problems as Expressed

F

by Couples Taken from Social Intakes

-M...-.‘.‘Js._...{‘ oL

" GROUBS f, sL | m ] ™m  FR . ¥ | DO JSP
IR E TR E RN S0 7 ;7
B s w5 Low o |2

The six areas which were mentionsd more often by the couples

.are the sexual (SL), immaturity (IH) incompatibilityv(IN)‘

family relations (FR) neurotic traits (W) dominance (DO) and

sociopathic traits (SP). ~The (SL) and (I) were the most often

 mentioned clusters. There was no information available about

the problems of the control group. (C):(Table 23)

Summary In'tﬁisksectionAwe set out to show that .

hostility and maladjustment were correlatéd; We predidted ,

nore malad justrent for higher hostile groups,_leséer for lower
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hostility groups., This correlations are nore 51gn ificant bet-

L *

ween extreme grouns then it is betueen closer groups. The evi-

dence came out in tne'oredlcted alrectlon-altnough not all the

.

correlatlons betwaen the two varlables were si nlflCant Dif-

ferent explanations were offerad but our conclusion vas that in

P RTRAT 0 SN TN
-

an area which is so complex and undifferentiated any results
t

+ have to be taken with discretion. OQur evidence was built upon

H
3
5

LY

statistical analysis combined with a little bit of impressionis-

tic insight. lore ressarch is needed on the construction of

. better instrunments, and onbdifferentiating the variébles of hos--
tility and adjustment. .

Thus in general we may concluds that out
first main hypothesis has been éon:irmed by the results, The
next chapter will be on the analysis of the evidence to sup-
port the second main nvootn951s on the origin of hoatlllty in.
married couples, Furthermore, few of the suboldlary hJOOth°SlS
that we established in Chapter 1 have been also conflrmed. We
have seen that hostility-is_a gestalt wh exist in the indi-
vidual as a coniinuun, xnere is enough evidence to substan- ‘»1  .
tiate this statement. The least we can say about hostility is

that althouch we cannot predict maladgustment from hostility ne:-

cor

can see hostility as an fairly rellable,lnde of malad;ustment.

.
.




S o132

. But only and in so far as we taks the whole‘indiQidual and the
whole process into accouht Fraaﬂnntany evaluatlons would only
lead us to dlstortlons about the- ongoing process. 0n<the otherur'
hand we have to accept a conclusion that is a confirmaﬁion of
.other studies that the TAT-is not a highly sensitive instrument

&

especially when dealing with aspects of covert behaVLor. It

can be considered useful and consequently we have to talk in:
4

different was about the validity of the TAT.
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X ; S R Origiﬁfof-HOStility :

A nunber of studies (Rosenbaum, Stanners,:

&1960. Rosenbaum, & deCharms, 1960, Berkowitz, 1960. Pe01tone,‘
1964) have tried to demonstrate the relatlonshlp between perso-_~ B
nality characteristics as measured by‘q@estionnaire and'inyentéfiess
and hostile behavior. This is 2 crucial point especially in the -
study of dyadicbrelationships inywhich as Tagiuri hés pointed

out Mwe still do not have an explicit sysfématic knowledge aboutm£ 
the two-person groups in gehera1 to deél with suéh:pafticulérs_‘fvv
as the probiemsfof what interaction of personality'§haracteris-”‘
tics makes, ‘say, for a smoéth marital situation” (.Tarriuri, 1953]
or for that matter we could add tne problem OL hostlle relatlon- :' 

SthS.

Our question for this last chauter is in

-

a dyadlc s1tuaulon for practical ourooses here in a marital 51tua-

_ tlon, wnere does hostzllty come from? ~In a=neral we could cons;-
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‘der two main sources whlch have been tradltlonal psychoanalytlc

school had approached the problem of the origin of hostlllty-
The tradltlonal psychonalytlc school has approached the problem

of the origin of hostility from the angle of what the env1ronment '

does to the-indiv1dual. The 1nd1v1dua1 placed ina dog-eat-

dog situation struggies his way outlthrough flight or flght.

' The attempt to deviate from it or any'failure to comply to*it

brings pain and frustration, Hopeless situations generaée ,
directly or indirectly antagonism. Leon Saul summarized it in.

his book: The Hostile Mind (1956. pepel19.)

"In so far as conditioning influence impair the emotional de

-velopment form an infantile or. corrupt.cOMSulenbe and cause,

a

- ‘disordered childhood reactions, the patterns then persist ‘as

sources of irritation, frustration and anxiety, and therefore o
of hostility..." _ = S e

and later on he adds,

A man feels a nameless, indefinable, inferiority, which he may
not even admit to himself. He cannot eome to grips with its
sources, He may try to change but the core of his personality
is so fixed that without treatment or unusual experiences, he
is unable to do so., He is threatened, but he cannot change,

he cannot flee and he cannot fight the threat himself, He is

‘blind to his inner unknown assailant, The result is what has

been aptly termed 'impotent rage!., Irritated and threatened
from within the individual generates a constant pressure of
rage and hostility that can come eout in various directions-
against the strong-whom he bitterly envies or against the weak,

" who remind him of his own inferiority. The following summarizes

the usual route of hostility:
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‘Irritation, insecurity, enxiety

135

Influences ‘harmful to the child's emotiongl‘development

- erippling or impairment of the personality (real_inferiority)' ,

Feeling of inferiority, more or less conscious -

.’Re#ctions against this, among them:

1, overcompensantory egotism - 1 ' - e ‘
2. need for power

3. rage and hostility

Hostility according to this model is a destructive and generalized
force f;om within: *the tendency to do something harmful to

another organiém or to itselfm (Saul 1956).
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CHOICE POINT (CP) 1 - Classification of stimulus ' . ‘
Dispositional determinants: optimism, self-esteem, hostility, transient states of-
perceptual orientation. : ‘

Autonomic state: -Arousal may be condltloned to stimulus.
CHOICE POINT 2 - Initiation of aggressive or nonaggressive response (fractional
anticipatory goal response)
Dispositional determinants: aggressive tendency or aggres51ve habit. :
Autonomic state: (a) Arousal may be classically conditioned to either\aggressive or

nonagqre581ve response and becomes established as an operant energlzer. In _the . .
e € ATYOoacaoIve rYoecnaonce . 1t mav be labeled ancsar Y Remme 3




. CHOICE POINT 3 - Continuation of aggressxve response, weakened by amount:> 0, or *
return to Cp 2 :

DlSpOSltlonal determinants: condltlonal inhibition of aggre551ve responses
(e.g., aggression anxiety).

‘CHOICE POINT 4 - Continuation.and completlon of aggre351ve or nonaggressmve reSponse"
or return to CP 1 or CP 2

. Sltuatlonal determinants: social and other relnforcement cues.
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Even if we recognize the value of this ex-

planation of the genesis of hostility, it has been hampered by
two major di °f1cult1es. one is the vagueness of its conceptual
constructs, and the othe: is the overlooking'of hostiiity as a
procéss.pf iﬁteraction between the individual and objgcts'out—
side the'individual. ’ SR | - R
Feshbach, (19 ) has presented a falrly v
simple Flow Chart for aggréssive behavior which we have accep=

ted as a model for our explanation 8% hostility in»marriage.

. The Flow Chart consists of four choice points that explain the

‘whole process in.a more co:nrahen51ve fashion. 'Eiguregéfsunma-

oA
\

rizes for us the whols process. . The-reader will find a more com-
prehensive explanation in ApendixIII,

The baszc aSShMDtIOﬁ nere is. that there is

‘always_é process of Interaction taklng plape. The feellnbs and

experiences of ths observer influences the way in which he per-.:
ceives the outside world (ittelsoh. 1953). Let us Jlustrate
tyis with an example from person pérception_Which is practiéally
the only case we are interested in. -

Let us suppose that the husbandl(H)-likes'

his wife (W). - The normal e/nectatlon is tnat the wife will like

her husband., In the case of an unhapny marrlace. houaver, we




can have the case in which H thinks W likes him and if ¥ is
“asked H proves to be miéta}:en. But why does H like .'v."? Sihplj
because he sees W as liking him. When this process is altered

H dislikes W because he perceives' W as Adisli_kbﬁ.zv;g him. Here is

a pafadox': | H's like of W is supported by his pérceiving that W |
likes him, but this very perceptior'l occurs in part atvleast 'b‘e- -
cause he likes W. We might conclude .ﬂ:lé.t the liking or disliking |
of a person x-rii_:h whon we ':‘Ln’ceract can-be colored by our own .
.-percep‘c;ﬁ.c;n; but our perceptions ars certainly qolqred by - the
_physical characteristics and actions of the othsr persomas they
are perceived but these ch'aracte’ristics‘ and actions as perceivedvv
may th;msélves be influenced by 'the. observer's own ka‘btitudes, |
feelings, etc . :Th_i.s will be the purp_o‘se of oﬁr last chapter

to examine this aspect of the problen in the marital relationship
- namely how the perceptions of t‘ne"or'xe pé.rtne_r affects the rela- |
tionship énd ‘generates hostility. And éontinuihg alérig this
‘li,ne.'- we.would like to examine .whether these perceptions havé

.any relation with the needs' of the individual. This is what we“ |
‘may have said before when we stated that if the relationship
satisfies himl or her, they are happ ;' if _notA they ars unhappy.. R
A process of disliking leads to fnlsjoration and 'évéqtﬁany to
sheer hostility either agéinst hi..mseli“; herself or the 6théz-_.

N

R PN
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‘.'v-\re_ are doing in:jt;xstice to the study of
perception. As Ittelson (1958) has pointed ém-ﬁ "the subject
matter of person perception has not as yet been Sharplj deumed,.,
the problems have not been clearly del:_neated nor has an ade-
quate theory been fomulated". This is the reason why we have
preferred to approach the whole thing from the Feshbach’s model
for it gives us a more coniorenens:.ve view con’bemnlatlna tne .
process as a whole, resulting from the person, - A1l we.want -
is to open an area of 'investiﬂaiiofz.tb obtain better controls
of variables afzectmn' the interactional process between hus-
’bands and wives, e do not deny factors Wthn have.been con-
éidered to be moortano in the pnrcebtlon of the outer world
as familiarity and emot:.onal load:.rw, we Leel that the areas .
of needs pay offer a more pronising results. |

There is another thing I want to.say be-
fors we go into the SDeCl.LlCSo Present—day theor:.sts ‘seem to |
build theories on the basic assﬁmotion that the perceptual pro-
. eess 1s something li_ke a che.z.n of events xm:.cn do not cnan@e
their ordars depending uoo*'x the exoe:mental operations, . one is
making, Thus perception in some sense is ormary and must ‘cone.
before states and responses. Stmus .must Drecﬂda res nse.

In our case percept:x.on f:.rst and host:.l:.tj later. Althoum
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‘this is true it can be misleading for what really matters is
- the whole process and this is what we do not want to lose sight

of. We may not be able to study now the whole process but the

fact that we are studying a little bit of it does not'mean'A

¢ that s all that is contained there. In & sense this is an

artificial way of handling 1t but it is the only waj we can

¥ approach the matter becatse of its comolexlty.

The hypotheses to be stualed in botn

null and alternate forms are the follow1n

1.Hostility - P Perceotion Data

Null Hypothesis: Hostility of warrloi counles is a
' - function of perception of the” self
and of the mata,

- Those couples who compose the High Hosti-:

-~

~ lity Group (A) are not different'in

-Y. their perception of self .
2. their perception of their mate from
~ - those couples who cornpose the lower -

‘hostillty groups.

- Alternate dJDOtOGSlS‘

Those counlas who conoose the dle Hostl-
| lity Group (A) are different from the Lo-l
'Wer Hostlllty Grouos (3 and u) in
vl. their self oe*ceptlons ' '

2. thelr perceptlops of tneir mateS'
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.Cormon sense and psychological theény.suggeét‘that our ways of
perceiving othefs are basic to interaction with them.  In oﬁr
subsidiary hypbthesis we maintain that self-perceptiénfis more -
important than perception of the mate in thié interaction, ‘On
‘the other hand we belisve and tnls would be our second subsi-
dlany hypothe31s that although no 51ﬁniflcano differences exlst
between self eyaliuation éhdﬁmatebevaluation hostilé husbands *
tend to evaluate their mates lower than themselves and hbst&ie 

wives tend to evaluate their mates higher than themseives.ﬁ

- 2., Perception-lieads Data

Null Hyootqesﬂs Per eotlon of self is a function of need
4 structure

Those couples who compose the high hostility group
are not different in their respsctive need struc--
ture from those couples who corpose the lower hos-

- tility groupéh

,k Alternate Hypothesis

‘Those couples conposing the high hostlllty groups. .
:are’depéndent in‘their'respéctive‘neéd structure
from couéles forming ths low hostile,gréups.

Our investigation will be condentrated on six particular nesds: |

Exhibitionisn, Abasement, Nurturance, Succorance, Dominance
and Aggression. ‘ , >
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For purposes of both élarity and measure-
ment the following are -operational definlulons of- ba31c concepts

employed in thls vart of our second study. ' - .

-

»;  Self-perception: the way each partner sees him or her-
self independently.
It is measured by self-svaluation scores of the MATI.

Either H or W for husband or wife respectively. °

‘ Mate-perception: The way one partnef sees the other

partner. It is measured by snouse evaluatlon scores

e

'dmmM'mme%wmwwwWwwmwﬁw
husband., B L .

;- The needs we are using in this study are- -
‘six: Abasement, Nurturance xhloiulonlsm, Succorance, Domi;
nance, Aggression. Their oeflnltlons are takcn from the HPP‘

Manual (Edwards, 1959).

Abasament (aba) " to feel guiltj when one does soms-
thing wrong, to accept blame when thinzs do not go
right, to feel that peraona_ pain and misery su;fered
does more good than harm, to fesl the need for punish-
ment for wrong doing, to feel better when giving in and
avoiding a fight than when having ons's own way, to fleel
the nead for confession of errors, to feel timid in the
presence of superiors to feel inferior to otners‘in
\ most respscts.”.

~
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Nurturance (nur) "To help friends when they are in trou-
ble, to assist others less fortunate, to treal others
with kindness and sympathy, to forgive others, to do
small favors for others, to be generous with others, to

- sympathize with others who are huru or sick, to show a
great deal of affection toward others to have others con-

fide in one about personal problems. -

Exhibition (exh) "To say witty and clever things, to
tell amusing jokes and stories, to talk about personal
adventures apd xpariences, to have others notice and
comment upon one'!s appearance, to say things just to

see what effect it will have on others, to talk about »
personal achievements, to be the center of attention; to
use words that others do not know the neaning of, to

ask questions others comnot answer.”

" Succorance (suc) "To have others prov1de helb when in

trouble, to seek encouragement from others, to have
others be kindly, to have others bg sympathetic and un-
derstanding about dersonal problems, to rsceive a
great deal of affection from others, to have others do

favors cheerfully, to be helped by others when aeoreasea'

to have others feel sorry when one is sick, to have a
fuss made over one when hurt. :

Domirance (dom) To argue for one's point of view, to
be a leader in grouvs to which one belongs, to be re-

garded by others as a leader, to be elected or appointed
_chairman of committess, to make group decisions, to

settle arzunents and disputes between others, to versuade
and influence others to do what one wants, to supervise
and direct ‘the actions of otners, to tell othera how

- to do their jobs. . - \

Aggression (agg) To attack contrary points of view,
to t=11 others what on2 thinks. about them, to criti-
cize others publicly, to make fun of others, to tell

- others off when diSQgr=e1n" with them, to get revenge

for insults, to becoms angry, to blanme others when things
go wrong, to read newspapers accounts of v1olvnce.

|
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In order to test the flrst nypothes;s of

thls second part of our studj, correlatlons were obtalned bet-

v

ween.
| self.perception and nostlllty scores for both IHS and
- TAT - . v .
X self-percépﬁion and evaluation of ths mate
’ ‘>self-perception and adjustment séores on the MAI, for
both couples and individual Dartners alike, | .
4

The means of couolea as shown in table 29 voint to- -

ward the same,characteristic we encountered in the f1rst part
of our study, :

TARLE 29

Means and SD for Couples. of 211 Gronns
in Four Yarlables

| GROUBS . SELF | SPOSE mx L T | omr
{_’__‘_.""‘"‘—“’“é’"‘.'"" """!r"""‘"""“‘"—"‘ i ittt Sania i s ahebdiieasdundtinaidd r"““ T et
‘ o, E e 2202 41 2 55.32 . 18.70
'_A ' A ) :._A FRPRON S P - .‘: ::: -
4 © 18D | 10. 6 19.71 . 29. 97 o128 b, 3;
. LE 50 9 ,§ 17 65 ; 35,65' f 155
£y ’ 549 i 1654 2, 61 129k 32
s 2.2 g 2.77 f 6.20 Cigwo 1605
8D 3.66 . 7.2 10.85 - 12,00 ' 5.33

heans tend to increase as we move from nloh-hostlll»y -

to low-hostllltj grouos. This seems to indicate that as we app-
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.roach less hbstile groups the couplés tend to look'af_them- :

selves more positively. The T galues confirm this impression. .

- A1l values ére significant at .Ol‘level;

a0 I D

. TABLE 30,
‘ T Values for all Variables for the Three
Grouos . .
" Gaours { SELF SPO_U"E T AT m ’ TAT !
CAB 33w | 2090 | 306 | 682w Jalm
t‘ A-C Bl | s e | 6.88%k 12,92%* ‘g'iz.up*f ‘
: B-C 2.90% 2.3 | 2 5.82**'é -0.LBHE
*p <05 | .
' ?“*p {.01

The correlations for high hostilityv ;

.couples on the self-perception is .43 which is significant at -

. sive degree of relationship is noted"A.=dl9;

6= .02,

the first part_of the study.

the .01 ievel. For lower hostility groups the correlation for

B is .20 and for C,is~élso .20 which again underlines the idea

of the non differentiation between these two lower‘groups.

These correlations are nalther hlgh nor SignlflCant-_

tzons between TAT hostllltj scores and self-oerceotlon are low~5.

and non-significant but this was exoected from the results of

"B= .09 and

Finally correlations between adjustment and self-

.Correla-j 1:'7

Nevertheless the same progres-,f,Q;
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perception are the highest and most significant»of’ell, the -

three groups.

TABLE 31

- Correlations of all Variables .
RSN T T e T
| SCALES.  : GROUBS TAT SELF SPOUSE .| MAI i
] o A 13 ,‘__ . 9,43** . ‘.08 ' _!26..,._“-4
f IHS B 081~ .20 S T M S S O
s C 23 ; 021 L. - "'010 i .OL" 3
! g ' ¢ . } —
| A A9 SO SRS L
I TAT B J0_ .01 io.e8
! - C : .03 . 3 . QOL" -'00_2 5
' : e e
R S b #25 1 J57R*
SELF . B i - R S-S L
S 27 6T
- A 90wk
’ . SBOUSE - S B ! 17T .97**
S * p.g.05 )
**p <01

From these results we drew‘the following conclﬁsioﬁ""‘

1. The mull nynothe51s statlno tnat there was no dlfference

' between nigh and low hostllltj groups. in revard to oerceatlons :

of self and oerceotlons of the mate was regected. The high~

hostility crroun (1) aooeerslto be sicpificantly'different in

'self-oercentlons, if compared w1th low-host_llty grouos (B and C)

0f course we are reminded again that the dlf;erence-beyween

~
~
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extreme groups A and C is greater tnan between contiguous :
groups (A and B or B 2nd c). | SR

2. The IHS is shown to be a sensitive instrument io measure
the hostility in a social non-thraatening situation, The TAT |
seems to present definitive lin%itatienS . Either the TAT mea-
sures more unconscious, symbolic material which is not acted
out significantly to be;measured asvovert behavior or_is simpiy'j

too threatening to the individuals who tend to inhibit their

responses. In other words the TAT appears to be 2 less‘valid'.

 instrumen£ for the measurement of hostility of married couples;
3. In terms of adjustment we find that couples of the Qig@-
" -hostility group (A) express a more negative Self;evaluation

 indicative of thelr own nevatlve Derceptlons. It seems that

desoite tneir eflorts to maintaln a good dexen31ve system these

”~

couples portrait themselves moreApesﬁlmistlcly.

L, 'bub results are in perfact egreeMenf with findings of simi~

lar studies. Rosenbaum & DeCharm, (1960)'found that'sﬁbjectsb

with low self-esteem are more 1nclired to host_llty and aggres- .

sion than subgects w1th hlgh- sel;-esteem e&oeczally when ex-
nosed to threats.- n‘astmen, (1957) 1n an dlfferent klnd of study

found that mariual haooiness (adﬂustment) is related to self-

acceptsnce.
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But what is the real relationsnlo oetween hOSullltj

and s°lf or mate oerceotlon? Partlal correlatlons obtalned bet- |

ween hostility and self and mate percepulon, partialling mate

" perception and self perception respectively may hélp us to un-

derstand that relationship. (Table 32) S

TABLZE 32

' Partial Correlations Between Hostility o
and Self and NMate Percentlon o R

— i st - — -—---é- .

= A 43 23 |
| IES B .20 -.08 ‘j
c s 15

The T values for these correlations when'partiallyng.out the

mate perception and holding the, self-perception still are all -
significant, except for coupies,of gfoup B. - The ?T" values .

were: A= 3.00 sigﬁificant,at .01 1evei; B =.42 non-si‘gni.fi- V

”cant and C— 1.7, si gnlflcant only at the .05 level,

At'thisApoint we_would like to warn against o

unwarranted generalizations from thess results."It-is not'our~‘

-

~intention to establish any klnd of casual relationshlc oetween

self-perception and hOStlllty° Our only definitive s~atem=nt o
is that self perception seems to be better correlated than mate-

perceptipn with aggreséivebbehévior. It seems that‘thé individual




. Table 33’present means and SD.
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S

._ with his personality and psychological apparatus reacts to the

stiimli coming from the enviroment in peculiar fashion pretty

much determined by the manner in which he sees and evaluates

himself, This is in agreement with the above mentioned studies.-

To- confirm our results from another angle

¥

* let us take a look at the husbands and wives! results separately.

TABLJ 33
- Means and SD for Huqbands and lees of all Grouns
in #ive Variables

_,.‘.1..".._v__.. - ._i e e e e s e+ oot . — : '“ .f | .T..ﬁ, D ,:,....g......_-...,-a e

.GROUP SELr ~ SPOUSE | LAI ] Iss . ' TAT
- R IR F?'Wﬁfoﬁy”*ﬁ
H ; W H § W f H W % . W j H j‘w v g

v | *
. i 13.0 10 L 13,1 20.1 37 a , Ly, 8 oO 50 20 6 16 7
A

SD 12 6 17. 9 20 5 26. 4 32 7 12 8 10 6 3 7 3 9

¥ 5 9 5 1 1 9.0 10. o- 18.3 ; 16. 9 38 3 3. 9 15 2! 15.9

B Foei- —tp

i

{sD  £ 5. 7 5.2 154 17.5. 25m6 23 5 12 9 112.3 4.5 3.1
M f ? 2.6 | .2.0. 3.5 5.1 f 7.2 22.6 1161 15 9‘16 1
C - S SRSV U S ; : : ‘

: | f ; ;
SD 3.4 ’ 38 | 2.5.104 7.k 4;13._3__.;‘}_1.9 111 5.2_ s

Tne correlatlons betaeen tne flve varlaoles

are globallj oresenued in table 34. |

T AN




| TABLE %

Correlations of the Husbands and Wives of the -
Three Groups in the Five Variables

[ e __.— v-._r.:;__'.u--- " : - . " N
{SGALZS |GROUFS = SELF | SPOUSZ AT
T e T :

R R w | H w ool oE LW

1
AL R

. -0.01 0.26 ' 0.08 | 0.52 5"0.15
» | @ Lo

!

0.09 1

L 0.08 1 0 1 -0.09 120,06 0.03 | 0.09

i 0.02 L 0.37 D 0. 120,07 0.36
: ' I .
o =0.1% 1 0,43 * -0.15 ! 045

| 045

et - e A 8 i 8 e . 48 e s A

o mr o

10,03 <0.29 .0.12 -

H ‘ 5 i
LT i ' R It
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o7 098
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If wa study these,gorrelatiohs and the "_i
bheans as'%gilygf the_hq;bénds in all'three éroups they appearihéé
to have obtainedﬂhigherﬂhpstility S¢6re§ ﬁh;n»their rgspgctiyei;>
I . wives.'HCoﬁparing these scoreé witﬁ ?ha»scores’on §§l£'and qugsé

. ' evaluatioh‘obtained_by the same husbands we notice that the

hostile husbands (group A) tend to evaluatevthemsglves_mqre o
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févorably than they evaluate their own wives. The low-hostility
husbands (group C) howsver present 2 more balanced and objective

distrioution of their scores if corpared with their wives!,

This seems to confirm in the general the first half of our sub-
sidiary hypothesis that hostile husbands would tend to scord -
"themselves more favarably than their mates. The second half

of this hypothesis-the wives' evaluation of themselves and their -

- .

mates-was not supported by our findings.A Ihere was no identi-

fiable trend ambng wives., This éeems to indicate the state of i
.upheaval and turmoil in which we are at the presenf concérning5 
- the role and expectations in marriage. Cultural and societal
-changes have taken‘place4and_afeﬁin.many are§s'ahd7maybe%ths‘"  ‘
l#ck of substantiation in our study one way or the éther ro- g
flects thié_ekisting confﬁsion.‘ Total'adjustment ssems to be “:%~47

equally related to both variables self and spouse pngeptioﬁ.'355" -

. Hostility and Heed-Structure

" In order to Qualify the validity of our

hypothesis we still have-to say something about the relationship

'between personality as a whole and @ostility. Je know that per-:
ceptions of self and spouse are not "réal" or objectivé‘meaéures‘
of persons. (Luckey, 1964). We have to ook for sdmething morei e
basic and essential which may explain_the relatiohship'ofih03t1;5"

© lity to the total functioning of a person.’
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When talking about personality organiza~
tion we think of needs: . o . |

“A need is a construct (a convenient fiction or hypo-
thetical concept) which stands for a force (the physico-chemical
nature of which is unknown) in the brain region, a force which
organizes perception, apperception, intellection, conation and
action in such a way as to transform in a certain direction an
existing, unsatisfying situation,..it manifests itself by lead-
ing the organism to search for or to avoid encountering or when
encountered, to attend and respond to certaln kind of press..."

' (Mhrray, 1962)

Pafticularly interesting is the concept |

of perceptual defense and selective sen51tization 1ntroduced first g
' by Postman& al. (1948) and expanded and experimentally tested by
‘Eriksen (1950) When the subject is presented with a stimulus

‘his needs can act either as a sen51tizer or alternative (per- E

ceptual defenses) A sen51tizer is a need that loweres the re=
cognition threshold for need-related stimuli, and an alternative “
effect and raises the recognition thresholds. This twofold »

function of a need in the'total_organization of personality is

AP

' of'paramount importance in thosé .situations in wﬁich thelindivi-.

dual interacts with his env1ronment.

With this distirction 1n mind we should be ,
able to understand what happens. say when the husband affirms '

that his relationship WIth his wife is satisfylng.' In a satis-

fying relationship his needs beeome acceptable to himself receiv-

“fing little or no inhibition in their conscious or overt expression;

On the other hand when an unsatisfying relationship the needs
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. are accentable and are kept fron overt, or consczous express1on.,
Acceptable needs would then tend to lower the perceptual recog- '
nition thresholds for need related stimuli. ‘The individual

would have a feeling of well-being, nontnreat and satlsfactlon.

.

Unacceptable needs ‘would tend to raise the DerceOuual recovnl-
tion tnresholds. Thls 1ower1n° or ralslnu of percencual thres-
holds varies then with the degree of acceotablllty or unacceot-
ablllty of the 1nd1V1dual's ovn needs and seeﬂs to be lmcortant
in the genesis of hostlllty especlally waen the 1nd1vmdual'
“perceptlons of self and of others offer no other freelng solu- T =
tions from the threat imbosed on the subject - |
o o A satisfying marrlare is satisiying for
the 1nd1v1dual is caoable wzthln that relatlonshlc to acceot
- and consclously express his own needs. He does nct have to
.deny or distort thea. In the case of an unnapoj marrleae the
process of raising tne oerceotual defenses often becomes too
rigid reinforced by external bressures,.exertlns a. neaatlve in- |
fluence 1n the person's ability to deal“w1tn conflicts and |
creating a vague Ieellng of frus»ratlon and dlssanD01ntment wbich’
colors and endangers the total functloninr of his a0111tj. Hose!
- tility is tne built-in reectlon of the 1nd1V1dual to his own |
frustratlon in a lock-uo 51tuat10n. One of the Dartners may trlo-

: ger off a whole orocess of reactiblllcy by Jus» snuuting off

T Ter
~

the doors for a better understandlng but the process itse1¢ nas N
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| 'hothing~to‘do with that partner. he or/sﬁe.has‘become‘only'ihe"
occassion, Hostility in itslorigin is believed closely related
to fhe individual's way of handling these probleusesituations but |
the handllng depends a great deal on personallty structure.

_ - . We said before that hostlllty was related

to self-perception. Our hypothesis is be tested here is whether
this perception of self is a function 5f need structure of the
' indlvidual. In other words do hlgh~host111ty couples differ
in any manner from the low hostlllty couples.

In testing our hypothesis we—shall con= -
-ﬁcentrate’en six;main needs: exhibltionism, abasement, nurturance,
succorauce,'douinance, and aggression.' Our main reasnn.is one
A of‘economy‘but also because although there have been-global:
_studies (Katz,‘Glucﬁsberg & Krauss; 1960) on the relationshipii
.‘between heeds'and maritel satlsfactiou we would like to specify
more thevrelationship between these six needs:and’marital adjust}
ment, we feel that these needs haue specifically something‘to/
do with the process of self-perceptien'and;aggressive behavlor.
At this point, we also would venture a

subsidiary hypothesise Weiprediot that abasement and aggression"
| are better related to hostillty and maladjustment than nurtu- '
rance and succorance. Exhlbitlonism is equally related to both.

We shall finish this section with few comments on the Winch's

Tona .
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1. husband's succorance and wife's nurturance

155.

theory of complementary needs ‘and marital sétisfactidn.

The testing of our hypotnesis will be dons

in three different stages. First, we will oresent the general
picture of needs structure for couples of the three different

groups taken as units. Secondly, we shall study the need struc-

ture of husbands and wives in each group tazken individually and

relate it to other variables as hostility, adjustment and self
and spouse perceptions. Finally, we shall discuss the inter-
spousal-correlations of their needs., This last staga:will in-

volve an analysis of ths following:

1. husband's exhibitionism and wife's exhibitionism

2. husband's abasement and wife! abasement

3. ‘husband's dominance and wife's dominance

L. husband's succorance and wife's succorance

5. husband!s nurturance and wife's nurturance

6. husband's aggression and wife! aggression

 We shall pay especial attention to the
analysis of.correlations such as
2. husband's nurturance and wife's succorance
3.. husband’s ageression and wife's abasement

L., husband's abzsement and wife's aggression..

1
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TABLE 35

Means ‘and SD for the Needs of all Couples -
of the Threes Groups

I e
GROUPS  EXH | ABA

WR SUGC | DOM i AGG

T
]
i
! |

' M | SD. M | SD; M (SD ! M| SD . M isn 2 M| SD

14

bt - i
l

14,6 3.1 1264 | 5.7 (15,4 5249 27 5 58.2 3.0 63.8) 26.2

S RS m— e ..

)
H

Wb 3.8 1541 5.5 17,9 b 513 28 . 6:29.8, 46,7 28.7

.6 3.4 18.315.3:16.9 4.9 393 175.8, 2 .o;,93,8:-24.771

A brlef loox at tables 35 and 36 tells us .

.that tnero is no 31vn_f1cant d ferences in need structure for

couples of a1l the thres groups.~ It is intsérestis q to 5pe ] the

practically the three croups have'the'same amount of exhibitione

ism, abasement and nurturance, exceot M;Jbe for abasement for

: . couples in crouo A and C.' This appears to corroborate tne con-f

clusions of our prev1ous»seotion‘onvthe relationship between ad-
Justment and self-percsption. Couples in group A seem to ex-

perience greater need to talk about and look upon themsslves

- more negatively and to feel their inability to handle situztions. -

There is no doubt tha we find more signs of’self-assertion

and confldence in group C than A and B. = Nurturance scorss shdw*’u

some typical features. The differences between vrouas A and

B is mors significant and greater than expected between A and.

C. This is also found when comparing individuals husbands and




- wives. DBut then the high differences are only for husbands and

- wives. A mechanism of undoing ssems to be here responsible for

a need to show intersst and kindness to other pesople except

their own partners, to confide in others with their problems.
This apparéntly is done in different fashions more often by
husbands than wives in conflictinz situations. Significant

values are in regard to succorance, dominapce and aaﬁreesion.

The difference is nore remarkable as expected between the vroanly
‘on the extreme of the continun (&-C) than oetween contlnoua
grouos (A-B or -C) (Table 36)

TABLE. 36

T Values for Means in Need otructure for all
Couples of all Groups S

[P JUSGR , D

GRO'UPS:{ EGi | ABA ] NUR ' suce DO AGG -
as L as o w6 | s
A-C-OD 1.7 2.1 1.2 -2.93%. | 5.29%%

3G -35 B ':?.5 .2 2.20% 2.600 e 39

Happily married couples show higher scores. -
in dominance but lower in aggression and succorance. The same .
characteristic is for botha husbann* and wives., (Taole:3?)‘ This'

. - appears to confirn U%at we have said before aoout self- valua-‘
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- tion, hostility and adjustment.k Individuals with lower self-

 esteem show more hostility and tend to be more dependent on . - - -
other's approval, - »

TABLE 37

" Means and SD of Need Structurs -for Husbands
o ‘ and Wives Sgparately '

254 79.0 20.0 32.6 19.9 .

24,8 727C 25,0

JEIRE TN S-S bt

. EH | _ARS_| NWRT__ SUCC. | - DOM__|_ 466 |
| M {SD ' M |SD M |SD K | SD M _SD M ,SD ;
.f...._....{_.. RO :..4\..-......;...- ._..._‘..?‘-,4_...__.;:'....“.4._...._.....{._..._ .,.._,.v?.. { : ' ; -.-r-.« w&..‘..:!.,.-.._,.x_j -M.;
OVE 1.9 3.3 183 6.7 1131 5.3 4.5 27,3 69.6 . 29.3 165.7 - 27.18
A |W 143 2.9 18.513.3117.7 k.0 3.5 25.2 46,9 29.1 [6l.5 25.7
e e e L T
| UE 180 2.9 159 6.0 16.5 L 53.3 28,7 684 25.8 b2 27,01 |
B [W14.8 2.7 16,0 k9 19.2 3.7 52.0 26.9 52.9 .l 5l 29.2

7127 4.5 151 4.9 40.8

0 5.6 18.7 k.3 37.7

RN 4

Product Moment Correlations either for
couples or for individual husband and wives‘(téblesw33 and 39)?1174

adds gklittle more understanding to thispicture.




TABLE 38

"Correlations of all Need Variables with
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Hostility and Adjustment for all Couples
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These correlations are low and negative. This was ex-

pected. In general correlations betwsen need-variables follow

the same direction than the intercorrelations of variables ob-

tained by Edwards in his original validation study of the EPFS

. (Edwards, 1954, 1959). From this we can reafirm the represen-

tativeness of our sample as drawn from an average population

where extremes of pathology had been ex cluded Ano har obser--

vatlon from the correlatlons is that tnoy seen to sunnort the nullA

hypothesis which stated that virtually there was no signifi- -
cant difference bstween high-hostility and low-hostility couples

in terms of need-structure. In other words need-structure has

llttle to do with marltal adgus»nent or malaagubtlnnt ‘The same

need-structure consistently reappears in all couples and,indi; _

Lviduais of all couples and individuals of all groups.

There are few other observations we can infer from

P

our data~
l. .The TAT voula have Drobably correlated hizher wmtn need-

structure had the aggressive scale besn construct ed rather in
terms of needs and drives than in terms of external behavior.

2. The MAT appear to be a poor predictor of marital adjustment

and poor indicator of interaction. It ‘appears 100 sunerfically

1nvolved in 1dent1fy1nf roblems add smtuat;ono of tne &yszunc-'

tional couple. Its stranctn is in reward of self and mate 8
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perception,

3 ‘Turnlng now to the relatlonsnﬂa of needs we Iind thét Zx-
hibitionisn relatas better with déminance fhan with aggreséion,'
It seems that dominance is more characteriétic of low hostility
couples whereaslaggreséion‘imolies more-destructi#e teﬂdencie§, 
‘and appears more within the hig —nOStllltj couples.. The same
relatlonsh;o -.ears betweeh I35 and TAT ;nd}aggression-and
dominance (Tablé 38).‘Aba§amént is greater than nurturance and suc-
corancelfor high héstility groubs and’bettér‘correlated with
hurturancé than with succorance. - In other words nlcn hostlllty

couples tend to help and assist others and show great dez2l of

affection rather than to-sssk. a’factipn'qr TEed,

. from others. The compensatory character of‘thié riechanisu
 cou1d be explained in terms of tne oerceotuaT delease of the
individual. In addition to this ;nd connec»ed Wltq 1t couoles
“with pdorer self concect s- em to havé a strOnger nd;acv to L
- show nurturance than couples ﬁith betber self éoncepts.

From the evidence presentéd ﬁefe we can conclude that
we do not find enough support for the hfnothesis of.need étnug-
ture as being responsible for tne dlf;erent groups. In féeéfd N:
~ to the subsidiary HjﬁOtH”SlS, both Have baen suonorted by our
findings: mxhloltlonlsm'seems to be the same for all couples
Qf all groups but.abasement and aggression‘are.bettef rélafed“"
to‘maladjustmant and hostility, and aggression are bettér related.

The ‘relationship does not reach any level of significance:

B IR : . ~: . A
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Let de not turn to the”interspeusel corre-

1ations of needs for husbands and wives and see if their marital

satisfaction or unsatisfaction has anything to do with their

hostility, In other words let us see in terms of Wincﬁ's theory'

of complementary needs which are our flndlngs (Table L2, 43)

" TABLE 40

Interspousel Correlations of Six Needs
for Couples of all Groups

‘ , Groups
Direction - Variables _ A B c
- Husband's Exh-Wifes's Exh .03 ~ .04 .30
- Husband's Aba-Wife's Aba, =21 .00 o1b
- Husband!s Nurt-Wife'sNurt -.06 - .04 39
- Husband 'sSucc-Wife!sSuce = .10 423 ° ,35
-  Husbard"sDom-Wife'sDom W21l o R25 0,27
- Husband 'sAgg-Wife's Agg =38 .39 7,58

 These correlations were low and not
necessarily.in the predicted direction, They do not supporu

the type 1, of complementarlness "a need is gratifled 1n both

person A and person ‘B but at very different levels -of inten51ty.

A negative interspousal correlatlon is hypothesized" (Winch.
1967) Group C the low-hostility group obtained higher and

more ﬁositive correlations.‘1This.seems to eontradiet‘the Easic.
concepf of complementarity, We can conclude'thet eomplementarinessi'

is not essential for the functional interection;
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TABLE 43
Interspousal Correlations of Needs
.of Dif *erent Groups ‘
. - - : — :
Direction Variables § Groups
E _~.....‘ T gw._,___n«. S 2 L LIRS |
| o n | s
Co, Y ¢ Husband!s3ucc-Wife'siurt. i_ J1 [ .08 .37
! * ! Husband!siurt-iifelsSuce. i =e25 =07 1 L5
i‘ * : hquaDd‘SAgo.—Jlfe S‘ibaS. : oO? f -038 ; "o21 H
- * j‘mggsoand' sAbas,.-\ife'sAgar. W10 12 0 j
. A L e ———_— s - - e J
(1.20;41,18)

Type II of complementariness states that
"different needs are gratified in A and B. The interspousal
correlations mav be hynothe51zed to be eltnﬁr D031t1ve or new

gative contingent upon the pair of needs involved" (Wincn. 1907)

.Only eiqht“of the SOﬁ?ht correlations came out in a 0051t1ve

not seem to be related to the hoétility'of the couple.

direction but tneJ are not sig nlllcanu.v Couples of‘group c
where hi gher correlations were &3 oactoa, oreoenued one negatlve
correlatlons and tvo low correlatlons.' |

As a whole we snall conclude tnls sectlon
by saying that our résults support sarlier stud1°s,(éatz, |
Giu;ksbéré & Krauss 1900) who ;ound "tnﬁ el tionships of thesei-‘
needs contraalctovy to the convlementary 4ybouh3313" | Althoughf' |

satms;ac»won ¢nd dlsatlsfactlon complen ntarltv is 1moortant to '

the Satisfaction or disatisfacticn of the relationship it doss




Conclusion

- fhe main part of these pages will be de- 
dicétéd to guﬁmarize what we have learned in our study. This
#11l be done in three pafts. The first part will be a final
etalyation of the.positive and nega£ive contributions of our
study;b Thé secoﬁd part will invesiigate possibilities for fu-" |
ture’ research gnd the third and final part will concentrate'én.
practical matters, namély the foundationsffor a new modeiiﬁf,
marriage cbuncéiing.'

This study yhich was an empirical eve-

~luation of correlations of hostility and marital maladjustment |

has added some valid information to the growing body of research

into the relationship of marital interaction and adjustment.

" We have emphasized one aspect of the whole complex which in our

opinion has been seriously overlooked by researchers, that of
hostility and its implications into the dysfunctionalism of

the relationship between husband and wife.
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We have found that thé iowa.Hosﬁility
Scale is é\beiter inst%uﬁent in measuring hostility £hat:the
TAT Aggresive Content,Scaie of H.'Sténe. And we‘have surnised -
that this is so becaﬁsevgoth the THS and the TAT Scales measure
different aspects of the process of Hosiility. .The IES seems
more>oriented toward social situations and superficiai_pattérns
of aggresive interaction ﬁithout covefing éli the possiﬁilitiés
and gamuts of a hostile reaction. The TAT for onebthing is -
quite.unestructufed ana covers more than thé sociai_aspgcf of
the variable, it goes beyond but whether it co§ers édequately'
Both overt'ana*COVert behﬁvior‘is a matter_of'dispute'and cbn:
troversy. | | | :
| Theyéorrelatiohé between hoséility”and N
adjustment again afe significant énly when using the scores 03;”
tained from the IHS. This may s’x;ggestﬂ that the HAT is also a
superficial instrument i@ measuriné_the quality of the felation-.
ship and again éays more atténtion>to situational facﬁors‘which '
affect thé‘relatiénship but leaves the relationship untouched.
Structurally the MAT seems_to have the relationship with the
same technique of a 'priori! selection of itémsAas.the Ather'
known inventofies. This may eiplain the differences of coére-
lation when éompaLring the MAT and the TAT. As a final conclue

sion we should say that bstter instruments are nseded to study
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the relatiOnshin. Furthermore it appears pertlnenu to say that
hostlllty is a comolex which eludes any measurenent, . When measﬁré
ing hostllity, we seem to be dealing with an externsl finished
outcome, a beharior characterized by antaaonlsn not necessarlly
‘a‘process ef'interaction. .The TAT Cards on the other hand in

our opinion‘offer better possibilities to reach the process in
1its essence but a oractlcal metqod has to be develooed as Jet.j
More understand:.nc is needed of the whole process and of all the

variables whlcn intervene in any xlnd of thematic aSSOClatlon.

(Saltz & Epstein 1963)

witﬁ selfvand spouse perceptioh in an atteﬁpt te-study,the ori- '”
gin of hostility‘in married couéles.. We found a direct_positive,‘
relatienship between self-perception and hostility but oniyvas

_inverse'reletionshio between self and spouse perceotions. This’
confirmed our 1n1tlal thOtheSlS tnat hostllity is related to

the 1nd1V1aual’ m_keuo and tne ’otner’ perception is in terms

of Fhis evaluation of self. But what is evaluation of self re-
lated to? This started off our questlonlnv the relatlonshlo
between hostility and need structure. Our initial nypothe51s

that hestility ﬁight be related to need structure and conseﬁuently
dlfferent hostllltj groups snould have dlfferent need structure

dld not Drove to be valld ’Ieed structure came cut to be 1ﬂeﬁt1-
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_cal for all the couples of the three.arouos.' It ves_then specu-

- lated that hostility might be related to a different process

‘a more complex process- the couple's perceptual process. These

F

¢

are learned processes which do not necessarily represent an‘op-
jective reality but rather a response to a stimulus undoubtedly
containing certain distortions of reflection oridinated within"
fhe subject. This kind of "bullt in" perceotlon creates an |
inltial feelinn of satlsfactlon or 1n3atisfact10n as the 1ndivi-
dual shows hlmself caoable of accepting or regectlnc his own
needs as perceived by himself. This in turn reinforces tne
1nit1al dlstor ions and reflchlons. The spouse who is satls-

fled would tend to glorify the other nartner the diSSet‘sfied

one would stress the unfavoraole image of the mate. Now there

115 such a thlng as 'ooeraulonal 51tuations' (Feier 1965) 'the

sites w1th1n whlch the person is exnected to functlon' The
sites can be defined"in terms of those ﬁactobsdand influences
that are external to the person but that are relevant to hls
way of thlnklnc, feellnv and behaving." uach person has manj

operational SltuathPS in which he 1s expected to functlon and

N

include persons, tnlnvs, exnectatlons, circumstances, and pre-

ssures that make it easy or hard for the individual. On a
glven tlme tnes° situations nay creasts a threat to the indiVi-

dual and if this is the case he would tend ~to wuster all his re-

sources to protect himself and keep a minimum of good function--
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come rigid and inoperant the individual may see himself in a

lock-up situation. 4 feeling of frystration may ereep in and

ing; Perceptual defenses may come to his help but if these be-

stay together with a will to survive. But if the threat per;

% ) -
sists the individual may unexpectandly start giving up, showing
against his most immediate opera-

. .

signs of antazonism directed
5 4
is a process coming from the person:

tional situation. Hostility
as a response to stimuli (themselves, operational situations)

&

which leaves him Wiﬁhout any alternatives. Dyhamically there

¢

.and sueeszd
e E -

G

o

is a double force in hosti}ity: an antaéonistic force; des=-
tructive in ¢haracter,§nd‘9}§esire'tOISurvive, ' ' 2. I§5J'
dividuals within an‘unhéppy'marriage who have failed to both
themselves'and others (his,wife) would tend to concentr#te on
the destructive, antagonistiz. aspects of héstility blocking
their own way toward constuctive solution$;4 This wilimimply
the use of hostility as a defensé to deal'with.basic'feelings
of guilt for~signif1cant failures in life. Within hapoy marriagesv
the individuals are more capable to choose and employ hostility -

as a constructive force for better adjustment and growth.
Our final conclusion is that need structure:

s .

it is for the total process of satisfac-

no matter how important
tion and dissatisfaction has little to do with hostile responses
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of the couple. Hostility is a previous stage énd inpliss reél
self and deal self, acceptance of himself‘and coping machanisms;
It is definitély relatea to basic mechahism of identification,"
gratification'and object consistencY( Cther concomitant‘prdl
éesses which may arise: rage, anger, resentment,‘determine‘thé
dlrectlon of this antagonism and color 1ts exnre551on.'

We have in- dlfferent sections of our atudy

enumerated some of the main difficulties we have'éncogntered.

First we have the problem of instrumentation. On the one hand

_some of the best known tests or inventories have been constructed

X,

on the assurption that hostility is “the outcons of ;vu,u;auiu“.
This to us is a'naive and érbitrany assumption. This type of
instrument gives nothing.but an account of the inCidentsfhard'
to distinguish fron other concomitant proceéses suchiaé’fage,

anger, . resentment etc. Other type of instruments appear‘tO'

be eytremely SOY ticated and dlfflcult to handle. ‘Their vali~

dltj still remains pretty vague and undetermined to vuaran»ee
objective results. Their contributlon seems to consist on a

new approach attempting to observe and evaluate the whole of "

" hostility. Tais may Xead to better conceptualizations that infl'

1

turn may help to design more practical and valid instruments for
the study of hostility. The TAT in oartﬂcular offers notentlal
for an ‘answer to our Droblen OL instrumentation. But. it still'

remains pretty such unexplored as a , whole especially when mea-

oo

.
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suring processes in a dyadie situation, The real issue with the -

TAT is whether it measurGSwovert; covart'or phantasied behavior
and how validly can pfedict it, The present state of affairs 
seems to indicate thatlthe TAT depends largely on inferences in-
terpretations and experience of ‘the tester, Our study with the
Aggr6551ve Content Scale of H, Stone confirms this critlcism.
Another big llmltatlon we have found is

that of definition and concepts. We have seen this again and

again, Definitions of'happiness, adjustment, personality and hos-
f '

stility are largely based on theoretical orientetions and are con=-

ceptualized differently. We “have chosen-simple'operational

»deflnltlons w1th the hope of clarifying the 1ssues and p1n-

po;ntlng the essence of the variables, This may help us to--

work our way to better concepté based on expirical,findings,

There is a third limitation we encountered

in our study. It has to do with our sample, We talked before

~about its representativeness and Size but now we'ﬁant to mention

its biased character, Our sample.is basically a prejudiced

sample: catholics, whites, middle class couples, from Chicago

etc. this limits the conclusions of the study and warns us against'

overgenerelizationé.' More researchtis needed in different.parts
of the country to be able to‘drew valid conclusions,

Now let us say a word about the positive
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‘contribution of our.studyz

- 1. The instruments we have used despite their limitations,

*

seem to offer(sométhihg vositive especially the TAT and ZPP3.

The TAT ﬁe have Sald of fers good DOuenulalS for the evaluation

of the‘lnteractional situations but morée research is needed. The
EPES is a good inscrument to acquife'a basic understanding of

the need;scructure of the mates. This is badly neseded in reseafch
wﬂére our poinﬁ of departure ought to be the relstionshio 'e'.s"lt'..~
exists in‘concrete SO we can "cudy and look 1nto the nunber of
variables ﬁhich intervené; sxoerlmentally we:should concentrate.
on the use of the EE¥S~w1tn engaged couples and with th= same
couoles at tne later date after few years of marriage measurlng;?
tnelr total adgustment and amount of satisfaction. This-époroach:

nay prove the mPTS to be a good cred;c»or of marltal adgustment

2, ‘With our study we have becone more conv1nced of the importance

of the relatlonshlp and we have reallzed the tremendous frustra-

tion when unable to spell it out in clearer manner. The sug~ = .
. 2 2 el . Sug ;

gesiioh that the‘rélationshipyin generaljand perceptions of sslf~

and spouse in concrete are important to marital interaction has

,been known to all the counselors for many years but it is impor-

. tant to brlng thls back into focus because very 1ittle has been

done in terms. of new models and m-tnods toward ha modlflcatlon o

Snhay v e




qf self and others perceptions through couﬁselihg;'

3, This leads me bask’into hostility. The chances are that the
average couple bogged doun *in the marasm of their 1nsi ntless :
dafly routine and fights way contlnue on with the same approach
and within the same'destructive-outlookS'until one of‘fhem )
'5ractica11y breaks up. A noré‘bracticai mntﬁod would‘be'to
help the couple from the very begiming to understand tneir hos-
tillty and analyze the causes and chanae their oerceotual func-
tioning. A good model to bring 211 this into realization cguld
follow the lines suggested by Fueshbach (Appendix 111) and |
!UShouldinot iznore the outline of”interaction between\ﬁhe person =

v and~his‘on ratlonal sit ations as -aimed hv Moter (1904) Q“v
model should contaln a phase of observation of’ analy51s, a ohaséfi-y;
~ of relearning of new perceptual modes :anolvinc ths Svlf and

the others and finally a phaseiof tralning and conditioning.

The highly manipulative character of this approach shOuld not

| upset us unnecessarily. We do not clain it'td be a banacgﬁ‘””
but in our ekperience of marriage déuseling we have foundxa'vastr_
ﬁajOrityiof regressive couples, in need not so much‘oflundérﬁ**i$ﬁ*'
standing of fheir dynamics but of vital éhangéé; The uhdér5ﬂ7
standing is not alwayé needed although it‘cah be'heipful es;:‘.
pecially,at-latef stages.. The process of interactiqni'pér'$e'
isinot an intelleétual butvexperienﬁai brocess aﬁd once the indi-

vidual has changed his perceptuel frame of reference the whole
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 direction and reorientation of his basic personality stfuctgfe

will ;just 'happen'.. This could forove to be more reasonable and

 at the lonsr run nore practlcal than otner eAist:mrr treatnents.-

: This model,o fers anotn=r r»'ood i‘eature md that is its fleaibi-

é

ity to implement:s otner tecnnlquss which may help for the ul-

‘timate goal of recreating the relationshio.» Any ‘technique which
has as~.a ‘goal the betterment of .the rslatn.onsnm and is keo’c

'-"viwith’in' the essential orientation of fam:.ly therapj should be ex- '

perimented. i S L

Much is to be done in terms of research.

. This Whole area of dev'eiooing‘newy models should be taken se~- '

" riously. But I feel that nany school oregudices and fears of L

' innovations may prevent us from the discovery of beuter avoroach-

‘es. More research is oe_rtaixﬂy needed in areas such ast: huse, . -

Sl

1 band-wife interaction and mutual i.nﬂ\ience as therapists. We - | o

certainly possass a powerful instrument., ' ']’.‘he whole success'of .
this anproach wou.ld depend largely on vhet&er thev r a]] y want '

to make 2 goal out of their marr:.age. Research is .also neadad

in developing practical tasks as means to understand the relatione

 ship better. Structured family interviews (azzlavick, 1966)“

.'or thematic 'situat‘ions a's developed by Saltz & Zpstein (1963)

nay oﬁ'er oositive advantao es for observation and analysis. :

Flnallj we sponsor a comlete revis:.on and ;
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You must answer all the statements of this Inventory.

" Read each statement carefully and then select one of the four. :
according to what you believe of the statement itself. (very false, .

~ false, true,very true)

1
2,

3.
L,

5

l6.

P

8.

Itltakes a lot of argument to convince most.

people of the truth,

I commonly wonder what hidden reason another
person may have for doing something nice for me,

I feel that I have often been punished without cause,

I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. '

I tend to be on my guard with people who are

~ somewhat more friendly than I expected.,

When you come right ’'down to it, there are only a few
people whom you are likely to find companionable.

It is generally a mistake to maintain a friendship

with the same person over a long period of time‘.~

I frequently revise my opinions of people ina

- downward direction,

‘I must admit that it makes me angry when other

people interfere with my daily activity,

I am often said to be hot-headed.

. People generally dexﬂand respect for their own rights
‘but are unwilling to respect the rights of others,




13,

14,

15,

. 16,

17,
’ 18'

19,
20,

2L

23,
25
‘26.;

27,

T I

Some people are so bossy that I feel like'doihg the
opposite of what they request even though I know
they are right.

I've met a lot of children who wbuld benefit
from a good spanklng. . .

;If I let people see the way I feel, I'd be considered

a hard person to get along with,

Most people are honest entlrely through fear
of being caught. N o

I deeply dislike one or more persons: whom I°

-see almost every day.

It is safer to trust nobody.

Sometimes I enjoy hurting persons ivlove.:

I easily becoms impatient-with-peopls;
Politics are nothing but self-interest and graft.

Most people would use unfair means to gain profit v
or an advantage rather than lose it.

I am sure I get a raw deal out of life.

Horses that don't pull ought to be beaten or

kicked,

I have reason for feeling Jjealous of one or
more- members of my family.

Some of my family have habits that bother and
annoy me very much, v

I have often found people jealous of my good :
"~ ldeas just because they had not thought of ‘then

v first.

It takes me a long time to get over being angny..v‘




. 28.

29,

, :30.,

, .31"

.

37.
~ for, something they've done.

- 39.

. "uo.
. of a person so that he won't know how I feel., .

4,

\

Inmy daydreams, I often get’ the better of

~ someone elss,

I like to poke fun at people.

I have had quite a few quarrels with members of

oy family.

I've noticed that I let a lot of animportant *
details irritate,me, .

I am often tempted to go out of my way to win
a point with someone who has opposed me. -

Families are frequently a nuisance,

I feel mildly resentful much of the time,

My parents and family find more fault with me
than they should, , _.

I anm irrita.ted a great deal more often than people o
are aware of, o

There are certain people I dislike so much tﬁat
I am inwardly pleased when they are catching it

Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either
- myself or someone else,

‘Something exasperates me Almost every day.

I do not try to cover up my poor opinion or pity

If people had not had it in for me I would ‘
have been much more successful. .




y2,

43,

. hS.

‘I feel like speaklng to him about it.

. 190

I think a great many people exaggerate. their‘j
misfortune to get the sympathy and help of

- others,

No one cares much what happens to you.

Having to wait for someone usually makes ol
me grouchy. :

I am often so annoyed when someohe‘tries
to get ahead of me in a line of people that
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FESBACH!'S FLOW CHART

. OF AGGRESSIVE BEHAVIOR = .~ -
. (anexplamation)
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Feshbach (1964) presehtéa a.fairly simple flow
| chart for ﬁggressive behavior. The Flow Chart forlAggressive Re-
sponse suggests how this model can be amplified by considering the

" role of additional variables describedbearliér. Choice Point 1 de- o

‘-noted the classification-of a stimulus as obstructing, threatening,
habitually noxious--all defined as aversive or as not aversive,
‘Where objective stimulus conditions are constant, the habit ¢f
classifying a member of certain stimulﬁs subsets info the subjec-

 tive subset of 'noxious stimuli" may be viewed as being equivalent
to the hostility syndrome, while the likélihood 6f perceiving a

‘-stimulus as threatening‘or obstructing might be seeﬁ as related to,
k-brespectively, éelf—esteem; and the #bility to percei&e alternative.

goals or alternative goal paths to the original goal.
o - The role of autonomic arousal in general, not

 fi necessarily labeled as anger,bat this poiﬁt consists simply in

’. 31imipating alternatives of classification, More important than -
the autonomic state appears to be a person's momentary perceptual
orientation at the tims he is faced with the stimulus. He may be
 ‘:faﬁticipating noxious, threatening, or dbstruéting.events, and
.”thereby increase the iikélihood of élassifying them accbrdingly,
. R The effect of arousal at this point is, then, fhatiof a;probaﬁilistic

A




L)

operator, which changes the likelihood that a stimulus will be

classified in a certain way.

;Choice Point 2, represents the initiation of a goal response,

It is assumed that a stimulus eategorized as nof aversive has an

‘initial probability of zero of evoking an aggressive fractional |

- anticipating gealfresponse,.while noxious, obstructing, or

threatening stimuli all have equal probabilities greater than

(or equal to) zero of initiating an aggressive response, It is

" at this point that the eonstruct "aggfessive tendency" or

| "aggressive habit" becomes relevant. It plays the role of ‘a

': prdbabilistic operator and,. for reasons of econorty,* mny'be viewed“

as identical across classifications though, of course, differing

across subjects.,

Stimulus classification (at Choice Point 1)

affected by both dispositional and situational determinants, can

lbe conceptualized as standing in a multiplicative felationship-

to aggressive habit. Where a not aversive classificetion has

- been made or where aggressive habit is extremely low, the like~

" 1ihood of an eggressive response beiﬁg initiated becomes very

small, . !‘; . _ . ;

At Choice P01nt 1, anger may be present for

."vf'twb of the ressons discussed earlier. It may be an initially
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- classically conditioned, later operant-arousal state ;ssoci#ted i

- ‘with a response choice and subsequently labeled anger (Shapiro,

. Crider, & Tursky, 1964); or it may be the result of deliberate self-.

i

‘stimulation, reinforced through previous, successful response acti-

. ‘vation; that is, the person talks~himself/in§o a rage (Brehm, Back,

& Bogdonoff, 1964), The role of autonomic arousal here is thus seen
 as simply energizihg rather than as affecting the likelihood‘bf'aj 

choice,

Choice Point 3 deals with the dispositional inhibitory variables ,Vf

‘ such as aggression anxiety. Such aggression anxiety is seen as a

conditioned inhiﬁitory response which may either, in the traditional

Hullian sense, detract f?om the reaction potential of the ongoing
| aggressive response, or, through a fbed-back-loop, result in the

selection of an alternative response, (The selection of an alter=-

native response can also be accounted for the traditional péradigm" i

"~ by referring to response hierarchies, where a new response becomes

dominant if another one is inhibited, However, the nation of feed:

back and cdénitive re~svaluation of an ongoing response is a useful'; ‘

' one in this instance,.)

Choice Point &  refers to the situational, including the social,

deterninants of the situation, The functions of these determinants -

q 7
A




.

' may be viewed as permitting the person.to mediate anticipated reﬁardsf.;

or puniéhments which appear to be likely outcomes of his present on-
going response. The effect of these determinants is either to "clear".
the ongoing response for completion, or to bring about a return to

Choice Point 2 for selection of an alternate response. This processn 

;fmay take piace where the original ongoing response is aggressive,

that is, the.pereon perceives the inappropriateness of his rbsponse -
and modifies ity or it may in some inetances lead to the initiation

of an aggressive response, even though the original response was

' ,:nonaggressive. In the case where a stimnlnsAhad been classified as - ‘
~ _not aversive at Choice point 1,,2nd, initiated a nonaggressive re-

.sponse, we should have the equivalent of attack against a target for :

purely social or similar reward expectations, It is important'to '

| -note that repeated social aggression of this nature through classi-

‘categories, or vice versa.

cal conditioning may soon lead to a greater probability Fhet a set
 of stimuli will be classified as noxious at ChoiceAPoint 1.

Choice Point L may also result in a return to .

Choice Point 1, that is a reevaluation of the stimulus. itself,

. Again, this reevaluation may take place by classifying a stimulus
.initiaily perceived as not’avefsive'into one:of<the‘three aversive
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’ Once the aggressive or ﬂonaggressive raspoﬁée’
: has bees completed, the subject's evaiuation of the outcome may be
,{assumedlto take place; It is at this late stage that_gutonomic ‘
_arousal or anger may occur.or endure a§ a dissbnance or anxiety

" Yeduce. | . S .' |

Thé present classification suggests that the

dispositional determinants of perceiving stimuli in a certain manner a

(Choice Point 1) and strength of aggressive habit (Choice Point 2 )

 should be susceptible to retraining, but such a retraining process

" could be quite lengthy, Bulilding up inhibitions at Choice Point 3 .

~'may be a questionable strategy, since it implies less aggressive
behavior, where aggressive response tendency is held.constant, but
aiso gréater conflict, The opportunities represented by Choice

. Point 4 consist of makihg the likelihood of a favorable social or
’otﬁqr payoff for aggression lower, or, preferaﬁly, of raising the
expectation of a favorable payoff for a nonaggressive response,
'The‘general approachbhere has been either to induce a-re-evalution
of the stimulus, discussed by Pastore (1952), Pepitons (1958), and
F;shbach (1964), or to eﬁcourage a new response to a stimulus

which need not necessarily be perceiQGd as less objectionable than |

before (aufmann & Feshbach 1963, 1963b). Such a modification of

..




19

“an ongoing response may, but need not, be "frustratihg," in that it

| 1s perceived as a threat or.a path obstruction, As the sécond 
Kaufmann & Feshback (1963b) studyvindicated, the determining factor
may be whether é person refrains from aggression because he’fears

« 'punishment or guilt, or because the rewards of nonaggression promise :

- to exceed those of aggression,

ek L
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' PERSONAL DATE BLANK

mo and Mrs.

1 We would like to cooperate " YES _

" Years of Marriage

NO

The best day of the week for me:

(encircle one) L
Mr, Nond, Tues. Wed, Thurs, Fri, Sat, Sun,’

‘

The best time of the day

(specify) . .

 Age

_Ybarsiof Education

" Kind of Education: &rad. Sch,

- : Jr, College
College
High School
Other (specify)

" Occupation or-Prqfession

" Income per year

Appraisal-qf your marriage:

happy.

average

unhappy _

P

Mrs, Mond, Tues, Wed, Thurs, Fri, Sat, Sun, =
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To happily marridd couplés

~ Dear Couple:

I have become acquainted with you and your name through one of
the priest friends of your family, I had written to 200 priests
of the Archdiocese of Chicago, asking each one of them to for-
ward to us the names of ten couples willing to cooperate with
- us in a pilot study on Family Dynamics and Marriage Dynamics.

Iana graduate student from Loyola University, and I will be
in charge of the above mentioned study.  This study, by the way,
will be mainly concerned with unhappily married couples seeking
help from our office, But we need a controlling group of as A
many happily married couples as we can find in order to deter-
. mine the factors which contribute to the maladjustment of the

- sick marriages., Your cooperation will be deeply appreciated.

. You would be asked to come to our downtouwn offlce. at your own

_eonvenience, only -once, for:a period of an hour cr Sc %ylhg
this time you will answer a couple of questionnaires and “Yake

a very simple test on marital adjustment for which you will

not need any preparation of any kind whatsoever, The results
- of our study as well as the results of your own personal test=.
“ing will be available to you if you wish, otherwise the iden-
tity of the results will be protected.

I am enclosing a form that I will appreciate your filling out
and sending back to us as soon as possible. ‘I hope that you,

- as many other couples in the past have done, will find this an
interesting and rewarding experience., If you have any questions .

do not hesitate to get in touch with me, You can call me at

any time at your convenience., I shall be, Monday through Friday' e

- at LA 5--0453 or on: my private line LA 5-3639 and Tuesday :
through Friday, in the afternoons, at the downtown office, Ha?7- .

7072,

With my many thanks again and hoping. to hear from you soon,
I remain. .

" Sincerel,y' yours,
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To unhappily married couples .

Dear Couple,

. We and our services are probably already known to you. We

~ - have become sort of familiar to each other, Today we have a
'different thing in mind., We need you and your cooperation.

and that is what this letter is about, I am a graduate

student from Loyola University, presently working with the

Catholic Family Consultation Service. I am trying to collect

‘objective information for a research project on Family Dy-

" namies and Marital Interaction, and we feel that both of you

- because of your experiences. can help us better than any-

" body else,

" Your cooperatibn would requiré from one to two hours of
your time, during which you will be asked to fill out some
~ questionnaires and scales which we feel can help us in our.

study.

From past experience with other couples, I am pretty sure
that you will find this interesting and .that possibly.you

. " will like to know the results of your work., The outcome

" will be made available at some time in the future and you
- will be given the opportunity to discuss your personal re=-
sults with me, if you wish to do so. .

-So, if you fesl that you can give us a little bit of your .
- time and good will, let us know, In this case please sign -
the enclosed slip and return it to me as soon as possible,

 If you have any questions you would like to ask me before
.commitiing yourselves, you can get in touch with me at the
Catholic Family Consultation Service, Ha7-7072, or at my
private phone LA5-0453-0454, If I am not available, you
may leave a message and I will get in touch with you as soon
as possible. ; _ o o )

Now with my many thanks and hoping to hear from you soon, g

N Sincerelyvyoprs," .
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To the priests of Catholic Famlly'Movement.

Dear Father:

Let us start with a short hello., This is to ask you for a
1little bit of your time and cooperation, - I am a graduate
student from Loyola University, presently trying to collect
objective information to set up a research project on Mari- .
tal Conflicts and Adjustment,

As is already known to you, we are suffering a painful lack
of scientific studies in the areas of Marriage and Family
Dynamics which might be of positive help in the prevention

~ &nd effective treatment of sick marriages, Furthermore,

I am afraid that drastic structural changes in our society

~ will impose upon us Catholics the responsibility of study-

ing the facts in a more systematic manner. This certalnly" '
will not be possible without your cooperation,

* My main difficulty when apprbaching this kind of problem
+is to find a reliable control group that will make our :
- study significant, This is whers you come into the picture,
Would you be so kind and send me a list of ten couples of
.your acquaintance who, in your opinion, can be considered
well adjusted and happily married? These couples should
have the following characteristics: , B

both parties should be Catholic
both white ' o
both born in USA and Chicago residents (ehicago o
and suburbs) -
both high school graduates

- with a salary of $5000.,00 or over (per family)
35 years of age or less
one year of marrlage or more but less than 15
years of marriage
no manifest conflicts or hostility in their
relationship .

My basic idea is to get 200 couples from which I would be ,
* able to sample out an ideal control group. My hope is that
. this study may crystalllze into ideas that can be applied-
in your counseling work,

- That's all for today. With my many thanks and deep appfe-
* clation for your kindness and hoping to hear from you soon,
I remain,

" Sinceraly'yours,
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