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CHAPTER I
THE LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

In the last few years, the field of family therapy has emerged as a
distinct treatment method, uniquely apart from the traditional focus on
the individual and his internal processes. Haley (1971} and Wells,
Dilkes and Trivelli (1972) have provided recent comprehensive reviews of
the numerous methods used by practitioners in the area of family treat-
ment. Although many of these therapeutic methods are currently enjoying
wide-spread popularity, some researchers have suggested a new orientation
in the field. Riskin and Faunce (1972) have observed that

...while the therapeutic arena has been extremely important in

generating hypotheses, ...it is now essential to move beyond a

clinical-impressionistic orientation toward a more "hard-line'"

research application in studying families, namely family

interaction research. (Riskin and Faunce, 1972, P. 504)
Specifically, Riskin and Faunce advocate an increase in research
involvingzquantifiable data capable of replication and meaningful inter-
pretation. In an earlier paper, Riskin and Faunce (1970) noted a number
of studies which have intended to move beyond clinically based inferences
and to develop more objective operational methodologies for assessing
family interaction (e.g., Wynne and Singer, 1963; Mishler and Waxler,
1968; Ferreira and Winter, 1968a, 1968b). However, these studies are

said to have generally concentrated upon genexal aspects of communication

(e.g., time to reach a decision; power within the family) rather than



upon specific semantic content of the interactional language itself.

While the geﬁeral aspects of family interaction are useful and relevant
‘to the investigation of family communication patterns, the study of the
specific content of the family's language also appears to be a fertile

and untapped area in interactional research.
Theoretical Orientation

The theoretical position for the present investigation was influ-
enced primarily by the work of Satir (1967). Fundamental to this frame-
work is the viewpoint that the family is the basic environment in which
the individual develops, and that persons within the family must communi-
cate clearly if they are to develop and survive. Through clear communi-
cation, the individual comes to know the world: he learns to
differentiate from and relate to other people and objects. He learns to
know what to expect from the world and how to get along successfully
within it. Thus, the family is a communication group, with the members
giving and réceiving information to each other in varying degrees of
clarity, to the mutual profit or loss of each individual. The family
which commmicates cleaxrly, then, may be expected to be well adjusted and
effective in dealing with the world, while lack of clarity may be indica-
tive of a maladjusted and-.ineffective family,

“Communication is generally understood to refer to a combination of
verbal and_non-vefbal behavior. The most obvious is verbal behavior and
as such provides a highly objective tool with which family interaction

may be examined.



Clarity as an Indicator of Adjustment

The importance of clear verbal communication in differentiating
adjustment from maladjustment has been observed by both psychologists and
semanticists.. Johnson (1946) stated that seQiously maladjusted psychiat-
ric patients commonly shared one. chief symptom -- they were unable to say
accurately what was the matter with them. These patients could rarely
put their difficulties into words. Furthermore, once the patients suc-
ceeded in articulating their difficulties clearly and to the point, prog-
ress .was made. Johnson felt that '"...before a problem can be attacked
effectively it must be stated with reasonable clarity. And as soon as it
has been so stated, some kind of solution to it becomes more or less
apparent' (1946, p. 16). Pemberton (1959) observed that the language of
maladjusted individuals involves various semantic distortions .which dif-
fer¢ntiate those individuals from adjusted individuals. He further pro-
posed that therapeutic practices which aimed at improving semantic
clarity would result in success.

Haley (1959) and Satir (1967) among others (e.g., Bateson, Jackson,
Haley and Weakland, 1962; Bateson and Ruesch, 1951) have emphasized the
content of family communication as an important factor in studying the
maladjustmentrof a family member. Specifiéally, Haley (1959) and Satir
(1967) have identified four fundamental parts of a statement. These in-
clude (a) the sender ("I"), (b) the message ("am saying something"), (d)
the receiver ('"to you'), and (d) the context ("in this situation.').

Each statement made in communication contains these four parts, and on
the basis of these parts, may be .judged for semantic clarity in inter-

actional communication.



The Sender

Satir (1967}, eﬁlarging upon the work of Pemberton'(19595, has noted
that simple verbal communication (the use of words) may be hindered by
three properties that words possess. First, the same word may have dif-
ferent meanings (e.g., ''class' may refer to social structure or a school
course).  Second, the. same word may have different connotations. (e.g.,
"mothex" may be a warm accepting person or a cold rejecting person).
Third, words are abstractions which only stand for their referents (e.g.,
the word '"book" is not the same thing as the object which it represents).
Due to these .three properties, communication is often disrupted because
- an individual uses a word in one way and his listener receives the word
as though it meant something entirely different. Satir concludes from
this that, because words are often unclear in themselves, it is important
.for the peréon_expressing his thoughts (the sender) to clarify and quali-
fy what he says. The sender accomplishes this by specifying that the
words he uses refer to his own thoughts, feelings and perceptions, and
are not necessarily congruent with the thoughts of others. For example,
if a person states that "To me (the sender), mothers are warm, accepting
people.", he recognizes that this perception of "mbther” is his own, and
that the word may have a different meaning for someone else. If the
sender does not recognize that words are symbols with different meanings,
he will tend to overgeneralize (Satir's term) and will reduce the clarity
of his message. Specifically, the person who overgeneralizes will make a
number of logical errors in his communication. (a)‘He will assume that
6ne instance is an example of all instances, particularly in his use of
who, what, when and where (e.g., "Everybody hates me."; "It's like that

everywhere I go."). (b) He will assume that other people share his



feelings,‘thpughts and perceptions (e.g., '"Of course he doesn't like to
eat spiﬂéch;"). (c) He will assume that his values. and perceptions will
not chénge (e.g., "That's the way I am."). (d) He will assume that his
perceptions are complete (e.g., "I already know all about that."). (e)
He will dichotomize (e.g., '"You either love. it or leave it."). (f) He
will assume that characteristics he attributes to people and objects are
partgof~£hem (e.g., "She is selfish."). (g) He will assume that he can
‘interpret other people's thoughts, feelings or perceptions for them
v(e.g., "I know just what you mean."). (h) He will assume that others can
intefbfey his own feelings, thoughts and perceptions (e.g., "You know-
whﬁf I méan.ﬁ). The concept of '"I-the sender" is distorted when the.
sender makes an error of.overgeneralizapiqn. By overgeneralizing, "I-the
sénder“ becomes an individual who speaks in absolute terms, interpreting
thé wéria, and the people and objects in. it (reality), as though they
- corresponded exactly .to his own perceptions. 'I-the sender" becomes.
"I-the interpreter" and therefore not subject to disagreement or correc-
tion chaﬁse he is only relaying 'reality'", not opinions, to his listener.
However, the individual who specifies his statements (e.g., I think
thét...") reduces generalization and enables himself to check his
| "reality" with another's '"reality'". In this way, both individuals gain
knowledge about their environment.

It is important to note that Satir recognizes that no one communi-
. cates without some generalization, and that many times it is an.efficient
and@hélbful method of communication. It is when an individual
overgeneralizes ;— employs generalization as his major method of
communication -- that it becomes a hindrance to communication; particu-

larly if the individual does not recognize that he does overgeneralize.



The concept of "I-the sender" of my.  own perceptions, as a functional
mode;of‘¢ommunicat10n has received indirect support from a number of
reséarcbeis. Winer (1971) has réporﬁed:that the increased use of ﬁhe
"differentiated I' (as opposed to the.undifferentiated "we', "us' or
"our'") in speech, reflects less intense symbiotic involvement in the
famiiy éyStem~and therefore is a sign of progress in family therapy. A
' similar opinion has been voiced by Bower (1966). Cheek and Anthony
(1971) and Conrad and Conrad (1956), however; have reported that the use
pf the first person singular pronoun in speech ("I", '"me'", "mine') is not
a sién of go§d communication. Cheek and Anthony report that first person
singﬁlarﬂpronouns are used more in the language of young adult schizo-
éﬁrehiés thaﬁ in. the languagé of young adult normals, and represents a
"péthcldgical egocentric focus'.

Thus, the use of "I-the sender' remains clouded. Satir (1967) con-.
tends thaﬁ ﬁhe:speaker who.specifies that he is responsible for his-
statements,'with terms like "I think...", "I feel..." or "In my
experience.;f", facilitates communication, while the speaker who overgen-
eralizes hinders communication. Indirect supportvfor this has been pro-
‘vided by Winer (1971) and Bower (1966), while indirect opposition hgs

been put .forth by Conrad and Conrad (1956) and Cheek and Anthony  (1971).
The Message

Although specification in the sending of .a message is crucial in
’Sétir's vérbal.communication model, it is also important to determine
vhether the message being sent is complete or incomplete. That is, if
the\sénder leaves .the receiver guessing about&the content of a message

because it is incomplete or not fully expressed, the receiver must.



operate from what he guesses the message to be, with the probability of .
dyéfunctidnél communication increaéing greatly. Satir (1967j has stated
that&absdlﬁtely;complgte communication is impossible to achieve; There
do existidegrees of completeness and incompleteness, however, and dys-
£unctiona1 communication appears to correspond to the degree of incom-
pletenQSS'in fhe‘interactiqn. Dysfunctional families appear to send
incdmplete messages in two ways. First, they fail to complete sentences
(efg.,V"He‘isn't»very...you,know."). Second, they use pronouns vaguely
(e.g;, "We Qent there so they got .upset with him.').

Sullivan (1925) and Mabry (1964) have supported Satir's position
that incomplete messages hinder communication., Mabry observed that
schizophrenic psychiatric patients display more "fragmentary' sentences
in.their‘lahguage than do normals. Wynne and Singer (1963) have further
observed that disrupted, fragmented communication is . characteristic of
families with schizophrenic children. Additionally, Mahl (1956) .has
staﬁed that incomplete sentences are a sign of anxiety in psychiatric
patients. In general, a large amount of literature supports the hypoth-
esis that incomplete sentences are associated with anxiety and the pres-
ence of échizophrenia. Mishler andWWaxierwflgﬁa}ynhnwgver? disagree with
that hypothesis. In a study of 49 families, they concluded that dis-
rupted commuqication, in the form of incomplete sentences, pauses, frag-
mentation and laughter, are more likely to occur in normal families than
in.schizophrenic families. This»finding essentially agreed with the
éarliet stitions of Fiske and Maddi (1961) and Goldman-Eisler (1958).
Goldman-Eisler contended that discontinuity in speech, while breaking the
even flow of words, allows the speaker a choice of words, and enables him

to introduce new information.



Thus, the role of incompleteness and fragmentation in communication
is debatable. Satir (1967) and Wynne and Singer. (1963) state that incom-
plete sentences are a sign of aamaladjusted,'or specifically, a schizo-
phrenic family. Mishler and Waxler (1968), however, contend that
disruptions and incompleteness are.more_repiesentative of normal families

than of schizophrenic families.
Receiver and Context: the Reply

Haley's (1959) and Satir's .(1967) schema for analyzing statements
not only includes the.concepts of sender and message, but also the con-
cepts .of sending the message to someone (the receiver) within a certain
situation,(the;contgxt). The concepts of receiver and context may be ob-.
served when one person replies to the statement of another. Satir (1967)
discusses two aspects of the reply which have a bearing on the develop-
ment of clear communication. First, the degree of commitment or non-
commitment‘in the reply appears important in the effectiveness of
communication. Second, the nature of the statement fo which the reply is

being given.appears important (i.e., is the reply made to a statement
}which is specific, overgeneralized, com?lete,or incomplete?). Satir
indicates that commitment to an overgeneralized and/or incomplete state-
ment disrupts clear communication. That is, because an overgeneralized
or inéomplete statement is considered dysfunctional in Satir's model, the
individual who commits himself to such a.statement (by either agreeing or.
disagreeing) cannot be certain about what it is.to which he is committing
himself. Thus, not only does he commit himself to a vague proposition,
he also extends the unclear interaction by indicating, through his com--

mitment, that the original statement was.clear when it was not.  The only



functional recourse in Satir's model is to delay commitment by asking the
sender to clarify his statement (e.g., ''What do you mean by everybody
hates you?"). By requesting clarification, the individual not only

avoids the untenable position of committing himself to an unclear state-
ment, he also indicates to the sender that the communication within the
interaction is unclear.

A number of studies provide general support for the inclusion of a
commitment category in a family interaction study, although no study was
found which differentiated commitment in terms of a reply to a functional
or dysfunctional statement. Ruskin and Faunce (1970) found that normal
families express more agreement in discussions than do families with
schizophrenic or neurotic children. Furthermore, Ruskin and Faunce found
that multiproblem families exhibit more non-commitment, in the form of
topic change, than do normal families.

Thus, Satir states that the nature of a reply (whether it involves
commitment or non-commitment) and the clarity of the statement to which
the reply is being made, are crucial in differentiating normal and prob-
lem families. Although the factor of commitment has been studied in
previous investigations; no invéstigation was found which specifically

tested Satir's hypothesis.
Insurance of Clarity

Although family communication is - rarely completely clear, members of
the family group may utilize a number of techniques to insure that
clarity or non-clarity exists (Satir, 1967). In order to assure himself
that his message has been clearly stated, a communicator may request

feedback from other members of the family (e.g., 'Did you understand what
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I meant?"). In veturn, the family members may request him to clarify his
original statement or they may ignore his request for feedback, If a
request for clarification is made, the sender may still reduce the
general clarity4of the interaction by failing to respond to the request
by (a) repetition of his original statement (e.g., '"Like I just said,
everybody hates me.") or by rebuffing the request (e.g., 'Why are you so
picky?  You know perfectly well what I mean."). Whether the use of these
techniques indicates family pathology rémains uncertain. Although
requesting feedback and requesting clarification appear to be functional,
Satir warns that this may not always be the casé.: The individual who.
constantly requests feedback or clarification may hinder communication
rather than facilitate it. Furthermore, examination of another method of
disrupting communication -- the.interruption -- has produced various
results in previous studies. Riskin and Faunce (1970) found that an
interruption category in their interactional study was non-discriminating
between normal and disturbed families. Farina (1960) in a similar
investigation, however, suggested that interruptions may indicate family
conflict. |

Thus clarification may.be.insﬁred in a number of ways during family
interactiono The sender may insure clarity by (a) requesting feedback
about ‘the clearness of his statement and by (b) clarifying his statement
upon .request. The receiver may insure clarity by (a) requesting clarifi-

cation and by (b) not interrupting the sender.



11
Hypotheses

The communication model of Satir (1967) has been reviewed, with
reference made.to four general factors involved in clear verbal communi-

cation: the sender, the message, the reply, and insurance of clarity.

The present investigation examined each of these factors with the assump-
tion that family members may be .identified as problem (PROB) or non-
problem (NO-PROB) on the basis of their verbal interaction behaviors. It
was also assumed that the individual fathers, mothers aﬁd children in
problem families (PROB FATH, PROB MOTH and PROB CHILD, respectively) and
non-problem families (NOfPROB FATH, NO-PROB MOTH and NO-PROB CHILD,
respectively) may be identified on.the basis of their verbal behaviors.

It was expected that in a discussion situation, the NO-PROB groups
would be characterized by general clarity as senders. This would be seen
(in comparison to PROB groups) in their use of (1) less overgeneraliza-
tion and (2) more specification statements.

It was further expected that the NO-PROB groups would be character-
ized by more complete messages in their discussions. This would be seen
in (3) their use of more complete sentences, (4), their use of less
incomplete sentences and (5) their clear use of pronouns in sentences.

Third, it was expected that NO-PROB groups would be more functional
in their replies. This would be seen in (6) less commitment to overgen-
eralized statements, (7) less non-commitment to ovérgeneralized state-
ments, (8) more requests for clarification of overgeneralized statements,
(9) less commitment to incomplete sentences, (10) less non-commitment to
incomplete sentences and (11) more requests for clarification of
incomplete sentences.

Fourth, it was expected that NO-PROB groups would do more to insure
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clarity in their discussions.: This would be seen in (12) fewer interrup-
tions, (13) more requests for feedback concerning clarity, (14) more
giving of feedback upon request and (15) less avoidance of requests for
clarification.

Fifth, it was expected that differences on the 15 variables would
exist between groups of families having children diagnosed as character
disorder (CHAR DIS), neurotic (NEUR) or non-problem (NO-PROB). Further-
more, it was.expected that an interaction of effects would exist Between
family members (father, mother and child) and the three diagnostic.

sub-groups (CHAR DIS, NEUR and NO-PROB).



CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects

Subjects (Ss) were 72 individuals belonging to two samples of family
triads, one sample designated as '"non-problem" (NO-PROB) and the other
sample designated as "problem" (PROB). A family triad was defined as a
father, mother and child currently living together with the child being
the natural offspring of the parents. The samples contained a total of
24 families with three Ss in each family: eight- families and 24 Ss in
the NO-PROB group and 16 families and 48 Ss in the PROB group. The PROB
group was further subdivided into two groups of neurotic (NEUR) and
character disorder (CHAR DIS), each with eight families and 24 Ss. The
NO-PROB group was comprised of families whose members had no past or
pending referral to any psychiatric facility. The PROB group was com-
prised of families in which the child had been referred to a psychiatric
agency and diagnosed through a formal interview as NEUR or CHAR DIS. No
cases were used in the present investigation in which physical or
neurological exams indicated the presence of organic factors. The
NO-PROB, CHAR DIS and NEUR groups were matched on: <child's sex, socio-
economic class (group means on Hollingshead scale ranged from 37.6 to
40.8), child's I.Q. (group means on WISC-Full scale I.Q. ranged from
104.6 to 109.5) and on child's age (group means ranged from 10.7 to 11.4

years old).

13
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Dependent Variables

All hypotheses of the present investigation were tested using the
following 15 dependent variables for each S.

(1) Overgeneralization - A statement in which the speaker fails to

state that the opinions, feelings or information expressed are his own
perceptions.

(2) Specification - A statement in which the speaker states that

the opinions, feelings or information expressed are his own perceptions.

(3) Complete Sentence - A grammatical unit of a word or words
expressing a complete thought.

(4) Incomplete Sentence - A grammatical unit of a word or words

that does not express a complete thought.

(5) Mixed Pronouns - A sentence or phrase in which pronouns are
mixed to the extent that the persons or objects to which they refer are
not clear.

(6) Commitment_Eg.Overgeneraiization_- A statement in which the

speaker implies agreement or disagreement with the previous overgeneral-
ization in the conversation.

(7) Non-commitment to Overgeneralization - A statement in which the

speaker ignores the previous overgeneralization in the conversation which
called for commitment.

(8) Request Clarification of Overgeneralization - A request for the

previous speaker to clarify an earlier overgeneralization.

(9) Commitment to Incomplete Sentence - A statement in which the

speaker implies agreement or disagreement with a previous incomplete

sentence in the conversation.
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‘(10) Non-commitment Eg_Incomplete Senténce'- A.Statement in which
the speaker ignores the previous incomplete sentence in the conversation
which called'for commitment,

(11) Request Clarification of Incomplete Sentence - A request for

the previous speaker to clarify an earlier incomplete sentence.

(12) Interruption - A speaker gains attention by interrupting

“another person's speech.

(13) Request Feedback Concerning Clarity - A request by the speaker

for information concerning the clarity of his statements.

(14) Give'Feedback - The one listening supplies feedback to the

original speaker concerning the clarity of his statements.

(15) Clarify on Request - The speaker attempts to make his previous

statements more uﬁdersténdable if ‘asked to do so by others.

'(See Apéendix B for specific examples of dependent variables.)
Procedure

Thé'thfee family members were placed in separate rooms and asked to

| fill.out_an opinidn questionnaire which presented 30 hypothetical family'
problem_situations and three possible solutions to each problem. The
problems‘dealt\With topics such as children's-allowance, use of babysit-
térs, and family vacations. Four items were selected upon which the
family mémbers;disagregd. The family was then re-united in a room
equipped with'audio and video recorders, instructed to discusg_each_of“
the four itéms:infsuccession and arrive at a unanimous decision concern-
ing each. The discussions were transcribed and scored in random order by
_an-observer on the 15 dependent variables. A second observer working

independently, scored the sixth, 12th, 18th:and 24th transcripts‘to
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_obtaln a measure of observer rellablllty Observer agreement'forkscoring‘
of each dlscu551on statement ranged from 849 to 1009 for the 15 dependent
.varlables. Observer agreement for numerlcal scores for each S on the 15
variables ranged in correlation from +.66 to +1.00, although four of the

h’dvariables‘(nos{lg 13 114 andv15) had too few cases of observation to
"compute correlatlon coefflclents (See Appendlx C for complete table of
h’observer agreement ) All correlatlon coeff1c1ents computed were signifi-
cant (p < 01) Nelther observer had prior knowledge of Ss! group

llmembershlp durlng scorlng
Experimental Design

hInherder‘to‘dlfferentiate PROB FAM versus NO-PROB ‘FAM characteris-
tics, the scores of all Ss were analyzed using a multlple discriminant
functlon ana1y51s. Thls analy51s‘presented a final predlctors system for
the 1nteractlonal categorles which best dlscrlmlnated between the. PROB
FAM and NO-PROE FAM groups. Due to the problem of shrlnkage, an a priori,
. maxlmum.ofwfiveupredlctors (i. e., flve 1nteract1onal-categorles) were
allowed for select1on 1nto the final predlctlon system :ln order to dif-
ferentlate the effects of famlly membershlp, three addltlonal multlple
dlscrrm;nant_functlon analyses were calculated: one:comparlng fathers,
(PROB FATH versus NOAPROB FATH),'one comparing mothers (PROB MOTH -versus
’NO PROB MOTH) and one comparlng chlldren (PROB CHILD versus NO-PROB-
CHILD) "~ An a prigri_maxlmum of  two predlctors were’ allowed for selection
: 1nto the final predlctlon system. . (See Appendlx D for a more complete
descrlptlon of multlple dlscrlmlnant functlon ana1y51s ) |

‘In order to examlne the 1nteractlonal characterlstlcs of the diag-

nostic subgroups (CHAR‘DIS? NEUR and NO-PROB) and individual family



mémﬁérs}(Father,'MOthériéndiéhiid); 15 analyses of variance were calcu-
flated.,‘BéchlahAIysis,was‘a;3¥3$rahdomizedvfactorial desiéh‘(Kirk@fiQﬁS}
ﬁsing_scores for'oﬁé iﬁtef$¢ti6ha1 catégory only. Significant infeiacs
tion effects,were‘iﬁvesfigafed using'the_simplg main effects interactions
”vﬂprocedure,(girk, 1968)3‘;C9ﬁparison of~diagnqstic\subgroup.means were
'fféStéd for allvintéracﬁionalpéategories using Tukey's Honestly Signifi-

cant Differences (HSD) test, o = .01, df = 3,63 (Kirk, 1968).



CHAPTER III
* RESULTS

Compariéon; Problem and Non-problem

Family Members.

 'Thevovera11:statiétical null hypothesis of no significant differ-
ences betweeﬁ means -of PROB FAM and NO-PROB FAM groups was rejected.
.Tab1¢ Iﬂpresénts{the meéns;and standard deviaﬁions of the two groups for
' thevlslﬁafiables;,.The‘Clarify Upon Re@uest variable was not observed in
any of thé faﬁily discussions and was tﬁerefore eliminated. from subse-
‘quent analyses. It was found that the NO-PROB FAM group interrupted less
X = 6.58) thaﬁ the PROB FAM group (X = 9.25, F = 24,64, df = 1,70,
p < .01) aﬁd‘made more xequeStg,for clarification of incomplete sentences
| (X = 1.13) than the PROB FAM group (X = 0.81, F = 4.65, df = 1,69,
P < ;dS). A final prediction system consisting of Interruptions
(F =\29.31, df = 1,69, p < .01) and Request Clarification ofﬂIncqmplete
Sentences (F j= 4.65, df = 1,69, p < .05) is presented,»in order of
ESelection, in. Table -II. (The F values-and order of selection for all 14
variables are présthed in Appendix-A.) The proportion of Ss that were
correctly classified the same as their diagnostic groups, on the basis of
'vthe fiﬁal'predictiQn s?Stem, is presented in TablésIII. The proportion
of correct classifications was.significant (x2 = 22.21, df = 1, p < .01).
TableuIV presents the frequency distribution of probabilities of classi-

ficatibn of Ss in PROB FAM and NO-PROB FAM groups on the basis of the

18



VARIABLE'MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR FIFTEEN VARIABLES
FOR PROB FAM AND NO-PROB FAM GROUPS

‘TABLE T

19

PROB FAM

' NO-PROB FAM -
Variable X SD X ' SD
N=48
Overgeneralization 57.81 43.60 55.92 27.45
Specification 11.85 7.52 11.38 8.98
Complete Sentence 87.52 59.74 86.46 42.32
Incomplete Sentence 24.98 16.03 22.17 12.76
Mixed Pronouns .13 .49 .04 © .20
Commitment - Overg. 7.98 6.71 6.96 4.88
No. Commitment - Overg. 24.08 16.32 24,13 10.87 -
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1.63 1.85 2.33 . 3.10
Commitment - Incom. 2.96 3.21 2.88 - 4,01
No. Commitment - Incom. 17.27 - 12.82 13.58 - 7.88
Req. Clarif, - Incom.¥ .81 1.25 1,13 1.45
Interruptions**. 9.25 8.49 .58 1,10
Request Feedback 2.44 4.57 2.54 3.55
Give Feedback . .06 .32 .08 .28
on R .00 .00 - .00 .00

Clarify on Réquest

*p < .05, ..

**p < [01¢
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TABLE 11

SELECTION ORDER AND TEST OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
DISCRIMINATING BETWEEN. PROB FAM AND NO-PROB FAM GROUPS

Variéhle‘ df - F value Final Prediction System
to.enter = df . F
Interruptions. v | 1‘,70_ 24 ,64%* 1,69 . 29.31%*
Req. Clarif. - 1,69 4.65*%. ' 4.65*
: . 1,69
ncom.
*p <. .05,
**p < .01,
'TABLE III

vPROPORTION OF STATISTICAL CLASSIFICATION FOR
"~ PROB FAM AND NO-PROB FAM GROUPS

Number of Cases Classified Into Group

PROB FAM - NO-PROB FAM
PROB FAM Ss 30 (p = .63) 18
NO-PROB FAM Ss 1 23 (p = .96)

% = 22.21, af = 1, (p < .01).
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"TABLE IV

FREQUBNCY DISTRIBUTION OF PROBABILITIES OF CLASSIFICATION
FOR PROB FAM 'AND :NO- -PROB FAM GROUPS

‘ s Frequency
Prol;abIlit){ of PFAM as- PFAM-as . NPFAM as NPFAM as.
Classification PFAM NPFAM, NPFAM PFAM

(c.orrect) _ (error) (correct) (error)

.95 - 1,00 1

.90 - .94 1

.85 - .89

.80 - .84 4

.75 - .79 1

70 - .74 5

.65 - .69 3 4 2

60. - .64 9 8

.55 - .59 2 1 1

.50 - .54 3 1

Totals " 30 18 - 23 1

PFAM = PROB FAM; NPFAM = NO-PROB FAM.
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final prediction system. An example for interpreting Table IV is that
eight PROB FAM Ss were correctly classified PROB FAM with a prQbabiiitx

of correct Classification being between .95 and 1.00.

Comparison: Fathers in Problem and

Non-problem Families

The overall statistical null hypothesis of no significént differ-
ences between fathers in problem families (PRQBVFATH) andvfathers,in
non-problem‘families (NO-PROB FATH) was rejected. Table V presents the
means and standard deviatians of the two groups for the 14 variables. It
was found that the NO-PROB FATH gréup interrupted less (X = 1.00) than |
the PROB FATH group (X = 10.94, F = 7.65, df =1,22, p < .05) and tended
to make more requests for clarification of overgeneralized statements
(X = 4.38) than the PROB FATH group (X = 2.06, F = 2.61, df = 1,21,

p < .25). A fipaliprédictiqn system.consisting of;Interruptioﬁs
(F=7.29, df = 1,21, p < .05) and Request Clarification Overgeneraliza-
tion (F = 2.61, df = 1,21, p < .25) is presented, in order of selection,
in Table VI. (The F values and order of selection for-all 14 variables
are presented in Appendix A.) The proportion of Ss that were correctly
.classified the same as their diagnostic groups, on the basis of their
final prediction system, is presented in Table VII. Table VIII presents
the freéuency distribution of probabilities of classification of.Ss in
PROB FATH -and NO-PROB FAIH groups on the basis of the final pfediction

system.



VARIABLE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR FOURTEEN VARIABLES
FOR PROB FATH AND NO-PROB FATH GROUPS

TABLE V.

23

13

PROB FATH NO-PROB FATH
Variable X SD X SD
N=8

Overgeneralization 67.81 49.76 63.63 14,54
Specification 13.06 8.47 14,13 11.53
Complete Sentence - 103.63 67.03 107.63 42.48
Incomplete Sentence 29.06 18.50 26.13 9.63
Mixed Pronouns .06 .25 0.00 0.00
Commitment - Overg. 8.50 - 6.10 8.63 5.01
No. Commitment - Overg. 28.13 . 16.71 26.88 14.46
Req. Clarif. - Overg.2 2.06 2.46 4.38 4.44
Commitment - Incom. 3.44 2.56 2,38 1.06
No. Commitment - Incom. 18.06 12.24 15.00 9.83
Req. Clarif. - Incom. 1.13 1.15 1.50 2.00
Interruptions** 10.94 9.99 1.00 1.60
Request Feedback 3.75 6.57 4.38 4.53
Give Feedback .19 .54 .35

ap <..25.
**p < .01,
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TABLE VI

SELECTION ORDER AND TEST OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
DISCRIMINATING BETWEEN PROB FATH AND NO-PROB FATH GROUPS

af F value ‘ Final Prediction System

Variable
to enter df F
Interruptions 1,22 7.65* 1,21 7.29%
Req. Clarif. - 2.612 1,21 2.612
1,21 .
Overg.
% < .25
*p < .05.
TABLE VII-
PROPORTION OF - STATISTICAL CLASSIFICATION FOR
PROB FATH AND NO-PROB FATH.GROUPS
Number of Cases Classified Into Group.
PROB FATH NO-PROB FATH
PROB FATH Ss 11 (p = .69) 5
NO-PROB FATH Ss 0 8 (p = 1.00)
2

x“ = 10.15, df = 1, (p < .01).
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TABLE VIII

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PROBABILITIES OF CLASSIFICATION
' FOR PROB FATH AND NO-PROB FATH GROUPS

Frequency
Probability of. PF as PF as NPF as NPE as
Classification PF NPF NPF PF
(correct) (error) (correct) (error)

.95 - 1,00 2 1

.90 - .94 2

.85 - .89 3

.80 - .84

75-- .79 1 3

.70 - .74 2 1

.65 - .69 2

.60 - .64 1

.55 - .59 1 1.

.50 - .54 2 2

Totals 11 5 8 0

PF = PROB FATH; NPF = NO-PROB FATH.
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Comparison: Mothers in Problem and

Non-problem Families

The overall statistical null hypothesis of no signifiéant\differ-
ences between mothers iﬂ problem (PROB MOTH)  and non-problem'families
(NO-PROB MOTH) was rejected. Table IX presents the means and standard
deviétionsaof.the two groups for the 14 variables. It was found that-the
NO-PROB MOTH group interrupted less (X = 0.38) than the PROB MOTH group
(X = 10,31, F = 12,29, df = 1,22, p < .01) and tended to commit them-
selves to incomplete sentences more (X = 5.00) than the PROB MOTH group
(X = 4.19, F = 2,24, df = 1,21, p < .25), A final prediction system
consisting of Interrgptions\(F = 14.99, df = 1,21, p < .001) and
Commitment to Incomplete Sentences (F = 2.24, df = 1,21, p <..25) is
presented, in order of selection, in Table X. (The F values and order of
selection for all 14 variables are presented in Appendix A.) The propor-
tion of .Ss that were correctly classified the\Samé‘as their diagnostic
groups, on the basis of the final prediction system, is presented in
Tablé_XI. Table XII presents the frequency distribution of probabilities
of classification of Ss.in the PROB MOTH and NO-PROB MOTH.groups on. the

basis of the final prediction systgﬁ.



TABLE -IX

VARIABLE -MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR FOURTEEN VARIABLES:
FOR PROB MOTH AND NO-PROB MOTH GROUPS

.PROB MOTH NO-PROB MOTH

Variable X SD X SD
N=16 . N=8
Overgeneralization 66.81 45.03 64.25 36.50
Specification 12.56 7.17 - 12.88 9.37
Complete -Sentence 100.44 61.36 92.88 43.48
Incomplete Sentence. 24.31 16.18 - 23.75 13.38
Mixed ‘Pronouns .19 .75 .13 .35
Commitment - Overg. 9.81 7.52 8.13 5.69
No. Commitment - Overg. 23.50 17.33 - 23.25 6.84
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1.94 1.39 1.88 1.80
Commitment - Incom,2 4.19 4.28 5.00 6.50
No. Commitment - Incom. 21.44 15.63 15.63 - 5.58
Req. Clarif. - Incom. . 1.13 . 1.67 1.00 - .93
Interruptions** 10.31 7.91" .38 .74
 Request Feedback - 2.38 4.01 2,00 2.88
Give Feedback: 0.00 0.00 .13 .35

ap < .25,

¥p < 01,
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TABLE :X

SELECTION ORDER AND TEST ‘OF-STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
DISCRIMINATING BETWEEN PROB MOTH AND-NO-PROB MOTH GROUPS

F value Final .Prediction System.

Variable. - df
. to enter . df F
Interruptions 1,22 12,28%* 1,21 14.99%*
Commitment .- Inc. 1,21 2.23% 1,21 2.23%
ap.< .25,
**p < .01,
TABLE -XI

PROPORTION OF STATISTICAL;CLASSIEICATIGN FOR
PROB MOTH AND NO-PROB MOTH GROUPS

Number of Cases Classified Into Group

PROB MOTH - NO-PROB MOTH
PROB MOTH. Ss 11 (p = ..69). 5

NO-PROB MOTH : Ss 0 | 8 (p = 1.00)

X’ = 10.15, d&f =1, (p < .0L).
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TABLE XII

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PROBABILITIES OF CLASSIFICATION

FOR PROB MOTH

AND NO-PROB MOTH GROUPS

Frequency
Probability of PM as PM as NPM as NPM as
Classification PM NPM - NPM -~ PM
(correct) (error) (correct) (error)
.95 - 1.00 4 2
.90 - .94
.85 - .89
.80 - .84 2
.75 - .79
70 - .74 3
.65 - .69 .2
.60 - .64 3
.55 - .59 3.
.50 - .54
Totals- 11 5 8 0

PM = PROB MOTH; NPM = NO-PROB MOTH.
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Comparison: Children in Problem and

Non-problem Families

The overall.statistical;null hypothesis of no significant differ-
ences between means of children in problem (PROB CHILD) and non-problem
families (NO-PROB CHILD) was rejected. Table XIII presents. the means and
standard deviations of the two groups for the 14 variables. It was found
that the NO-PROB CHILD group interrupted less (X = 0.38) than the |
PROB CHILD group (X = 6.50, F = 5,72, df = 1,22, p < .05) and tended to
request clarification of incomplete sentences more X = 0088) than the

PROB CHILD group (X = 0.19, F = 2,55, df = 1,21, p < .25). A final

prediction system consisting of Interruptions (F = 4.48, df = 1,21,

p < .25) and Request Clarification-Incomplete (F = 2.55,df = 1,21,

P < .25) is presented, in order of selecﬁion,'in Table XIV. (The F
values and order of selection for all 14 variables are presented in
Appendix A.) The proporﬁion of Ss-that were correctly classified the
same ‘as their diagnostic group, on the basis of the final prediction
system, ié_presentedﬂin Table XV. Table XVI presents the frequency
distribution of probabilities of .classification of.Ss in the PROB CHILD

and NO-PROB CHILD .groups on.the basis of the final prediction system.



VARIABLE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR FOURTEEN VARIABLES

TABLE XIII

FOR PROB CHILD AND NO-PROB CHILD GROUPS

31

Give Feedback

00,

PROB CHILD . NO;PROB CHILD
Variable X SD X SD
N=16 N=8
Overgeneralization - 38.81 29.56 - 39.88 22.18
Specification 9.94 6.95 7.13 3.48
'Complete,Sentence ‘ 58.:50 39.63- 58.88 27.60
Incomplete Sentence 21.56 13.05 - 16.63 14.39
Mixed Pronouns .13 .34 0.00 0.00
Commitment - -Overg. 5.63 . 6.14 4,13 - 2.59 -
No. Commitment - -Overg. 20.63 14,97 22,25 10.87 -
Req. Clarif. - Ovexrg. .88 1,36 .75 .89
Commitment - Incom. 1.25 1.57 1.25 1.04
No. Commitment - Incom. 12.31 8.68 10.13 7.45
Req. Clarif. - Incom.” 19 .40 .88 1.36
Interruptions* éoﬁﬁv 7.15 - .38 74
Request Feedback 1,i§, 1.60 1.25 2.55
0.00 0.00 0 0.00

& < .25,

*p < 050
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TABLE XIV

SELECTION ORDER AND TEST OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
DISCRIMINATING'BETWEEN PROB CHILD -AND NO-PROB CHILD GRQUPS

Variable df - F value Final Prediction System
to enter. - . df , F
Interruptions . 1,22 5.72% 1,21 ' 4.48%
Req. Clarif. - 1,21 2.55%" 1,21 2,552
Inc.. ‘
%y < .25,
*p < .05, -
TABLE XV

PROPORTION OF STATISTICAL CLASSIFICATION FOR
PROB CHILD AND NO-PROB CHILD GROUPS

Number of Cases C;assified.lqto Group .

PROB CHILD NO-PROB CHILD
PROB CHILD Ss ' 10 (p = .63) 6
NO-PROB CHILD Ss 0 8 (p = 1.00)

x* = 8.57, df = 1, (p < .01).



33

TABLE XVI

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PROBABILITIES OF CLASSIFICATION
~ FOR PROB CHILD AND NO-PROB-CHILD GROUPS '

Frequency
Probability of PC as PC as NPC as NPC as
Classification PC NPC NPC PC
(correct) (error) (correct) (error)
.95 - 1,00 2 1
.90 - .94 2
.85 - .89
.80 - .84
75 - .79
70 - .74 1 2
.65 - .69 - 1 1
.60 - .64 4
.55 - .59 17
.50 - .54 5 4
Totals" 10 6 8 0

PC = PROB CHILD; NPC = NO-PROB CHILD.
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Comparison: Family as a Unit

It is interesting to note that an alternate method of scoring --
scoring the family as.a unit -- proved to be less effective than the
present system of scoring each family member. Whgn scoring each family
as a unit; by summing each of the family member's scores to equal one
score for each variable, only.the Interruptions category was found to be,
statistically significant‘(p < $05). Howevex the classification system
was improved slightly to a successful claséification rate of 100% for the

non-problem families and 69% for the problem families.
Comparison: Diagnostic Sub-groups

The statistical-null-hypothesis of ﬁo significant differences
between the means of the CHAR DIS, ﬁEUR and NO-PROB-groups for the
Interxuption categpry\was rejecteda_\Thgre were no significant differ-
ences.between means for the other 14 variables. (See Appendix E for F.
values.) The means of the three diagnostic groups for all 15 variables
are presented in Table XVII. Within the,Inthruptions category, it was
fo@nd?that the‘statisticallybdifferent group means (F = 13.60, df = 2,63,
p < .01) involved the NO-PROngroﬁp making fewer interruptions within a
discussion (X = 0.58) than either the,CHAR DIS group (X = 10.92,

p < .01) or the NEUR group (X = 7.58, p < .0l).

No statistically significant family membership by'diagnostic group
interactions were found for any of the 15 vafiablesn F values:for the
interactions,rahged from <196 to 1.744, df = 4,63;_a11 were statistically

non-significant. See Appendix E for all F values.



GROUP MEANS OF DIAGNOSTIC. SUB-GROUPS FOR FIFTEEN VARIABLES

TABLE XVII
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Variable CHAR DIS NEUR NO-PROB
X X

Overgeneralization 61.79 53.83 55.92
Specification 13.25 10.46 11.38 -
Complete Sentence 92.13 82.92 86.46
Incomplete Sentence 27 .96 22.00 22.17
Mixed Pronouns 0,25 - 0.00 0.04
Commitment - Overg. 8.13 7.83 . 6.96
No. Commitment - Overg. 25.88 22.29 24.13
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1.42 1.83 2.33
Commitment --Inc.- 3.58 2.33 2.88
No. Commitment -. Inc. 18.83 15.71 13.58
Req. Clarif. - Inc. 0.67 0.96 1.13
Interruptions** 10.92 758 0.58
Request Feedback 1,67 3,21 2.54
Give Feedback 0.08 0.04 0.08 .
Clarify Upon Req. 0.00 0.00 0.00

**F = 13.60, p < .0,



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSIGN
Comparison: Problem and Non-problem Groups

The strongest discriminator between all PROB and NO-PROB groups
(Families, Fathers, Mothers -and dhildmen) was the,Interruptions category;
The results for that category consistently supported the original hypoth-
esis ﬁhat interruptions are more\frequently;observed\in-problem, rather
than non-problem, families, These findings also support Farina's (1960)
contentiqn‘thgt-intérruptions charaéterize prqb1Qm‘families, while con-,
tradicting Riskin and Faunce (1970) who reported that -interruptions were
nen-discriminating between problem and noh—problem families. The results
of the present study go on to 5p¢cify, however, that not only are
interruptions\characteristickof‘thg problem family members as a whole,
but that each family member -- father, mother and chiid --.tends to
interrupt more.than his nen-problem counterpart. Thus interruptions, as
an intersdctional behavior, appeér;to be both. .a powerful and consistent
indicator of family problems.

In»the PROB FAM-and NO-PROB FAM comparison the second cheice for the.
final prediction system,washfhe Request Clarification - Incomplete“
category. The results supported the oeriginal hypéthesis that the NO-PROB
FAM .group would request clarification more often than the PROB FAM.grQup
would. This-finding suppo;ted‘Satir's (1967) assertiqﬁ‘that functional;y

commnicating families aveid misunderstandings by requesting

36
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clarification of incomplete sentences. A similar result was found in the.
PROB .CHILD and NO-PROB CHILD comparison in which the same Request
Clarification - Incomplete category was th§ second choice for the final
prediction system. Again the original hypothesis of NO PROB CHILD > PROB:
CHILD washsupported, The prpbability level of error for that conclusion
wasnsomewhatahigh,_however‘(£'< .25) . For the PROB FATH and NO-PROB
FATH comparlson, another Request Clarlflcatlon category was .the second
variable entered into the final prediction system. For that comparison;
however, the category chosen was the Request Clarification -
Overgeneralization rather than the Request Clarification - Incomplete.
category . The results were also in the hypothesized direction of-NO-PROB
FATH > PROB FATH, although the error probability for that conclusion
again was -somewhat high (Pv<5°25)° Only the PROB MOTH and NO-PROB MOTH
comparison did not conform to the pattern of-having a Request_Clafifica-
tion category as.a strong group discriminator. Instead, the Commitment
tq‘Incqmplete Sentences_categoryKWas the second variable entered into the
final pre&iction system, whi1q<the!Réunst Clarification - Incemplete
categofy was fourthzand the Request,Clafification’- Overgeneralization
category was,eieventh{ Morerert the NO-PROB MOTH group, centrary to the.
eriginal\hypothesis, as well as Satir's (1967) hypothesis, committed
themselves tc,incdmplete~sentenqes more than the PROB MOTH .group did. As
in the father and child comparisens, however, the inclusion of that
categer? as .a statistically significant group disériminatar is somewhat
tenuous (pg< 025) .

From these findings, a general pattern of verbal communicatien with-
in problem families emerges. iThe strongest aspect of the pattern is that-

‘problem family members tend to interrupt one .another in the course of a
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discussion, thus disrupting the free flow of opiniens and ideas. The
present study's findings suggest a number of hypotheses concerning the
relationship between interruptions and family pathology. Interruptions
may reflect a striving for power, between,family members in which disrup-
tions of another person's speech represent an effort to control that
person by regulating when he may speak and,by censoring what he may say
(Mishler and Waxler, 1968). If this is true, the findings of the present
study, that all family members.tends to interrupt, indicate thaﬁvthe.
family members are involved in a power struggle with one another.
Furthermore, this struggle appears to be taking place in a family system.
in which there exists no clearly defined power structure -- every member.
challenges the other: Additionally, if the power hypothesis is true, one
may conclude that the lack of interruptions within the non-problem family
is probably due to the existence of a clearly defined power structure
which is accepted by each family member. Such conclusions regarding the
lack of power structures in problem families have also been reached by
Haley (1959} in his observations.of schizophrenic families, and by
Schuham (1970) in his studies of family power and agreement. Further
informatidnlconcerning power structures might be obtained from studies of
who interrupts whom within the family and the success.each family member
has in disrupting discussion. Similar work haSabeenareboxted;by Mishler
and Waxler (1968) in their study of.schizophrenic families& which
resulted in‘varying'findingsov

The finding that Request Clarification categories are strong group
&iscriminators;in the_prééentzstudY-tends to.lessgn-support for. the power.
hfpothesis° Mishler and Waxlef (1968) suggest that question asking, like

interruptions; ‘is an indirect technique of disrupting other people's



39

communication and hence . is a sign of conflict and struggle within the
family. The finding that.one type of question ésking -- that of asking
for clarification -- is mere characteristic of non—problem families,,
indicates that not all questions are disrupting nor are they signs of
struggle. Instead, questions may indicate a harmonious pattern of family
members attempting to understand -each other.

A second andithird4hypothesis view interruptions . more as a causal
element in family pathology. The second hypothesis deals with the indi-
vidual family member's self concept. Parental interruptions of children
may tell the children that what they sayaisAbf no importance and not
worth finishing. Thus the child develops a low opinionﬂofrhimself,
thinking that-his thoughts are not worth putting into words. As a result
the‘child may withdraw and refuse to interact with anyone, or he may act
out his thoughts in an inappropriate manner. For example, instead Qf
verbally assaulting his brother (e.g., "I hate you!') he may physically
attack him, because he feels that his werds have no power to convey his
feelings; C§ntinuous repetition of such behavior eventually results in
the label .of "problem child".

The third hypothesis involves the disruption of information-
proééssing through interruptien. That is, through constant interruption,
the child is deprived of speech, his major method of-learning about the
world and the people in it. The child is thus-restricted in his efforts .
to negotiate with others -- to receive thei@ opinions and check out his
own perceptions by comparing them with those of others. This concept
appears quite workable in view of the:findingS;that.problem children give
fewer.requests .for parental clarification of-sentences. Again, this

illustrates the idea that disturbed children become disturbed because
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they are limited in their communication with others. Their statements
are interrupted and their requests for clarification -- of questioning
things they do not understand -- is stifled. Furthermore, this finding
completes the pattern of free flowing communication thought to exist in
non-problem families. Not only is there less disruption in commﬁnication
through interruptions, but there is an interactional level of communica-
tion in which family members seek out information from one another if a
misunderstanding occurs.

The lack of statistical significance of either the Sender categories
(Overgeneralization and Specification) or the Message categories
(Complete Sentences, Incomplete Sentences and Mixed Pronouns) as
effective group discriminators raises questions about their importance as
concepts of verbal communication. Also, it may be that they do play an
important role . in communication, but only when accompanying non-verbal
comnunication is taken into account (Mehrabian, 1971). For example, an .
incomplete sentence may be '"completed'" by a gesture or faclal expression

so that all involved in the discussion receive a completed message.
Group Diagnostic.Classification

One purpose of the multiple discriminant fUncfion.analysis is to
provide a final prediction system.upon which accurate and efficient group
classification of family members may be made. Inspection of the PROB FAM
and NO-PROB FAM classifications in Tables III and IV indicates somewhat
mixed findings. The correct classification rate of NO-PROB FAM members
is 96%, which indicates that on the basis of the final prediction system
(Interruptions and Request Clarification - Incomplete) one can expect to

achieve a high rate of success on correctly classifying NO-PROB FAM
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members as such., However, successful classificatibn of PROE FAM members
as such is. lower in probability -- 63%. Translated into practical terms,
thgse‘probabilitiésHindiqate;that‘phg final prediction system.as a diag-
nostic tool is quite accurate in diagnosing non-problem family members,
but less accurate in diagnosing prgblem(fami;y members correctly. If the
cost ofvmisclassification of problem family members is low and the cost
of misclassification of nonaproblem,family'members is high, th§n.thisu
final prediction system as a diagnostic;toolﬁmay be useful. For ekample,
the therapist using this classification system.for diagnestic purposes
has a low risk of treating a family member that does not really need
treatment (a "nqn-problemﬁ,family member) . This-is due to the high prob-
ability of -correctly classifying non-problem family members as.such. In
many areas of clinical work, with large“caée‘loads and inadequately sized
staffs to accomodate the case loads, the cost’of treating a family member
that does not need it is a luxury.thatvcan hardly be afforded. . However,
the therapist pays for this efficiency by also rejecting clients that
really do need agsistancq,(the‘"prdblem family member"). This is due to
the lower probahility rate (63%) of correctly classifying problem,family
members as such. The ultimate decision of relying upon a classifying
system with this type.of disadvantage is up to -the consideration of. the
therapist.

One important aspect of the probabilities distribution in Table IV
is-that the correctly classified PROB FAM as PROB FAM group is
distributed somewhat bimodally, with 17‘§§>having a probability_of;cor-,
rect classification between .85 and 1.00 and another group of -eight Ss
between the .50 and .59 prébabiliﬁx levels. Fhis bimodal distribution.

suggests.that»the~finalipredictiqn_system‘delineates one "type' of
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PROB FAM member very well, as indicated by the high level of probability
of correct classification. The exact nature of this difference should be
the subject of‘future research.

The group classifications for fathers, mothers and children are
quite similar to the overall family classifications. A high prdbability
for successful classification of-NO-PROB members .exists (100% for all
groups), while a lqwer{probébilityuieyel\existsvfor PROB members (ranging
from 63% to 69%) . Again,bthe‘costaof misclassification is crucial in
determining the efficiency of .the finél prediction systems as diagnostic
tools. However, xz tests showed.that the overall classifications
correctly classified both PROB and;NQQPROB members at a rate greater than

chance.
Comparisoen: Diagnostic Sub-groups

To gain additional information regarding verbal_communicatiqn in.
problem families,_the}PRQB;FAM group . was divided fﬁfd its %W%.édnstituent
éroups; eight familieslwith neurotic children and .eight families with
character disorder children. Analysis of these two groups.was felt to be
important\partly due to the suggestion of-different 'types' of PROB mem-
bers within the classification probability distributions (Table IV).
Interruptions ‘were found to be significantly. greater for the NEUR group
than the NO-PROB:.group and greater for the CHAR DIS:group than the.
NQ—PRbB group. No differences between the;NEﬁR and'CHAR DIS'groupsﬂﬁor
family membership by diagnestic sub-group interactions were found to be
statistically significant for any of the 15 variables, Ffom&ihe lack of
statistically significant differences between NEUR and CHAR DIS grogps,

it may be concluded. that families of character disorder and neurotic



children are alike in their Verbal oommunioation. This conclusion is
questionable, however,_in'vlew of .differences thonght.to‘exist:between
the two groups.diagnostically. .Meher (1966); for examplea views the:
pyschopathic character dlsorder as soc1ally and verbally adept whlle
neurotics are v1ewed as somewhat soc1ally w1thdrawn.‘ In view of the
statlstlcally non- 51gn1flcant results for CHAR DIS and NEUR group dlffer—,
ences, it may be that the- communlcatlon systems studled in the present
1nvest1gatlon are 1napproprlate for fine dlscrlmlnatlons between patho—
logical sub- -groups, but approprlate for a general dlfferentlatlon between
"problem" and "non-problemﬁ groups. Also it may»be that any communlca-,:
tion system is. inappropriate for dlfferentlatlon between dlagnostlc sub-
groups. A thlrd p0551b111ty is. that the dlagnostlc system currently used
is erroneous. That is, there is.no»real differencezbetween oharacter-
disorder and neurotic children. Flnally, the inability of the present
system to make,such;differentiationsfmay also account for the.lach,of_

interaction between family membership and diagnostic sub-group effects.
Considerations,for Further Research

A number of areas within-the present»investigation appear to deserve
further study. First, the.importancevof each of the 15 interactionall-
variables should be'reassessed. The “Reply" categories (eogr, Request
Clarification - Incomplete, Av01d Commltment - Overgenerallzatlon,
Commitment - Incomplete) appear to be relevant to the study of verbal
communicationo However, the d1v151on of the Reply,category,;ntp»”to'
Overgeneralizetion" and "to1lnoomplete>8entenoes"_categories.may be too ‘
precise. That is,‘the.comblning of‘the two divisions_into thefoategories

of Commitment to DysfnnotionalfStatement,lAvoidance of'stfnnCtionalp"'
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Statement and Request Clarification - Dysfunctional Statement appears to
be just as meaningful and does not séem to suffer from a loss of relevant
information° The "Insure Clarification' categories (Request Fgedback,
Give Feedback and Clarify Upon Request), with thevexception of'Interrup;
tions, were observed quite rarely and further study of these categories
does not-appear to be necessary. The "Sendex" categoriés (Ovérgeneialif
zation and Specification)»and the ﬁMeséége" cqtegoiies.(Compiéte -
Sentences, Incomplete Sentences -and Mixed Pronouns) may be closely
related to non-verbal behav1or, and thus not lend themselves to a study
of purely verbal behavior. |

Additionally, the relationships between:verbal-cpmmunication and
variables such as power within the family, self—céncept and who\speaks‘to'
whom merit further investigation,

Although the present study's final prediction systems for family
comparisons appear to be useful as diagnostic tools, it is.strongly -
recdmmended_thap future validation studiés.of the systems be carried out,
before being used in a clinical setting. |

The present investigation's method of observing family discussion?of\
hypothetical situationslappeaxs to be‘a,usefﬁl strategy fo; study,
although observation of .unstructured discussions, within the home
environment for example, may provide useful additional 1nformat10n.

The most ,obvious area of further study concerns the. general rela-
tionship between verbal and non-verbal~commun10ation,v While‘thelstudy of
verbal communiqétiqn is.a necessary énd fundamental-stepxih‘understanding
the pathological and developmental aspects of family communicati9n, it
mustggltimately be joined with the,study of non-verbal patfern§ Qf,inter-

action if-a full understanding of family‘commqnicgtion is to be reached.
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Abnumber;of observations made by .the inyestigator in the present
study offer several directions for further»research.'

The nature of the interruptions.during discussion, in terms of the
power hypothesis, deserves further study. Often, especially in the érob-\
lem families, interruptions were made in a series, apparently in an
effort by the interrupter to gain attention. That is, a child for
example would interrupt his father four or five times within a 30 sec.
period. Typically, his interruptions were ignored until the father would
finally give in and ‘recognize the child's efforts to speak. Thus; the
child appeared to 'wear down'' his father until he finally gained some

~attention (or power) for himself. Interestingly, the father would then
often resort to the same strategy to regain attgntion,i

A relatively frequent occurrence within problem families' discussions
was their tangential discussion of other family matters. That is, prob-
lem families often left the topic of diécussion to argue.about past
problems, gossip about relatives or friends or speak of seemingly7unre-
lated subjects.. This inability to .stay with the topic.at hand may
reflect a lack of problem solving skills, or a reluctance to constantly
deal with each other in areas which involved power. Or it may be that
these-digressions served as strategies to regain power when anether
family member appeared to be "winning" or controlling the discussion at.
hand.

A third area of importance deals with the inclusion of the child
within the decision making process. Some problem families tended to
ostracize the child élmpst completely. This attempt to relegatg the.
child to a non-participating role in decision making deserves further

study.



These, then, are some areas of importance which are deemed
deserving of -further study.  All areas are felt to be relevant to the
investigation of -family interaction and the development of pathology

within the family.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY 'AND CONCLUSIONS

The present investigation resulted‘in a number:of'findings concern-
ing the communication patterns of problem and non-problem families..
First, it was.found that ihterruptions;'as interacpioﬁalxbehgviors% are
strong indicators of family pathology. The exact nature of the relation-
ship between interruptions and pathological .development is unclear,
although -a number of hypotheses may~be\useful‘as foundations upon which
further research might be:based. Interruptions may be symptomatic .of
power struggles within the family in that family members use the:inter-
ruption as a means of controlling énother member's behavior (Mishler and.
Waxler, 1968). A;sgcondvexplanatipn is that intgrruptiOQSjmay be viewed
as being detrimental to the development of the child's self-concept,
instilling in.him the belief thgt his verbal expressions -of thought lack
importance or potency. Finally, interruptionsymay serve .to &isrupt the
information-getting procedures which are necessary for a child to mature
and learn about his environment. Thus, the child grows up with an
inability te converse profitably with other people and with a limited
‘knowledge of his world. This explanation received support from the
general finding of this s;udy that non-problem families, especially
children and fathers, tended to request clgxificatiqn of other people's
statements more than problem families do. This~finding;c6mpletqd the

pattern.of non-problem families possessing undisrupted communication with
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opportunities to clarify unclear messages sent by others.

Four classification systems, constructed on the basis of final pre-
diction systems for each diagnostic comparison (comparisons of problem
and non-problem families, fathers, mothers and children) were found to be
quite successful in correctly diagnosing non-problem Ss (93% to 100%
correct), but only moderately successful in correctly diagnosing problem
Ss (63% to 69% correct). For all group comparisons, the Interruption
category was the first variable entered into the final prediction system.
The second variables entered into the final prediction systems were
Request Clarification - Incomplete for the family and child groups,
Request Clarification - Overgeneralization for the father groups, and
Committment to Incomplete Sentences for the mother groups.

A comparison of the non-problem families with the problem families'
two constituent sub-groups -- families with neurotic children and
families with character disorder children -- found statistically signifi-
cant differences between the character disorder and non-problem group and
between the neurotic and non-problem group for the Interruptions category.
All other categories, as well as family membership by diagnostic sub-
group interactions, were found to be statistically non-significant.

These non-significant findings were unexpected, and further research con-
cerning the communication patterns of these two groups was recommended.

Other recommendations for further study involved the investigation
of verbal commumication and its relationship with family power structure,
development of self-concept and information processing. Finally, the
general relationship between verbal and non-verbal communication was felt

to be an important area for further study.
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APPENDIX A

F VALUES AND ORDER OF SELECTION FOR

INTERACTIGNAL VARIABLES
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F VALUES AND ORDER OF SELECTION OF VARIABLES FOR
PROB FAM AND NO-PROB FAM GROUPS

52

Category - in order

F value to

df

of selection remove
Interruptions - 1,70 24 ,64%%*%
Req. Clarif. - Incom. 1,69 4.65%
Give Feedback 1,68 1,91
Commitment - Incom. 1,67 1.34
Specification 1,66 1.19
Complete Sentence - 1,65 . 47
Commitment - Overg. 1,64 .21
No. Commitment - Overg. 1,63 . .16
No. Commitment - Incom. 1,62 23
Incomplete Sentence. 1,61 .31
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1,60 . .06
Request Feedback 1,59 . .04
Mixed Pronouns 1,58 .02
OVergener@lizati@n 1,57 . .00 -

*p < .05,

*%xp < 001,



F VALUES AND ORDER:OF SELECTION OF VARIABLES FOR
PROB FATH AND :NO-PROB FATH GROUPS
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Category - in order

F value to

df .

of selection remove
Interruptions 1,22 7.6486% -
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1,21 266_057a
Request Feedback 1,20 1.7768
No. Commitment - .Ovexg. 1,19 1.3031
Commitment - Overg. 1,18 1.9963
Specification 1,17 0,9963
Mixed Pronouns 1,16 0.2677
Complete Sentence 1,15 0.2540
Overgeneralization 1,14 0.4869
Commitment - Incom. 1,13 0.2803
No. Commitment - Incom. 1,12 0.1733
Incomplete Sentence . 1,11 0.9214
Req. Clarif. - Incom. 1,10 0.5014
Give Feedback 1,9 0.0006

3 < .25,

*p < .05,



F VALUES AND ORDER OF SELECTION OF VARIABLES FOR
PROB MOTH AND NO-PROB MOTH GROUPS
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Category - in order af F value to
of selection remove
Interruptions 1,22 12.2835%*
Commitment - Incom. 1,21 ©2.23472
Give Feedback 1,20 1.7924
Req. Clarif. - Incom. 1,19 1.1030
Request Feedback 1,18 0.7180
Commitment - Overg. 1,17 6.2060
No. Commitment - Incom. 1,16 1.6853
No. Commitment - Overg. 1,15 0.1369
Overgeneralization 1,14 0.4875
Specification - 1,13 0.4166
Complete Sentence- 1,12 0.3637
Incomplete Sentence. 1,11 0.0381
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1,10 0.0153
Mixed Pronouns 1,9 0.0055

% < .25,

**p < ,0l.



F VALUES AND ORDER OF SELECTION OF VARIABLES FOR
PROB CHILD AND NO-PROB CHILD GROUPS

SS.‘

Category .- in ordex.

- F value to

df

of selection remove .
Interruptions 1,22 5.7176*
Req. Clarif. - Incom.. 1,21 2,5512%
Commitment - Incom. 1,20 2.5432
Commitment - Overg. 1,19 1.9865
No. Commitment - Overg. 1,18 2.6300
Overgeneralization 1,17 1.9176
Complete Sentence 1,16 6.6686
Req. Clarif. - Overg. 1,15 7.4535
Incomplete Sentence 1,14 1.5071
Request. Feedback 1,13 0.5982
Mixed Pronouns 1,12 0.1024
Specification 1,11 0.1116
No. Commitment - Incom, 1,10 0.0001

ap < .25,

*p < .05.
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Sender Category

a. Overgeneralization: Any statement in which the speaker fails

to state that the opinions, feelings or information expressed are 225;922_
perceptions.. ’
| He may assume that one instance is an example of all instancés:
example "Everybody does it." "Noquz likes spinacha" "It's like thaﬁ :
everywhere I go." | | | |

He may assume that other people share his-feeiings, thoughts and
perceptions: example "Of course he\doesn't like spinach." “You did net-
write it the right way."

He may assume that his values and perceptions will not change: .
example "That's. the way she is." '"That's life."

He may assume that his,peiceptions are complete: example "Yes,FI‘
already know about that."

He mayAdichotomize: example ﬁEitﬁer love it or leave it.'"

He may assume that chéracteristics which he attributes to others are
part .of them: ekamﬁle "She .is 'selfish." "He is a nut.' |

He may assume that he caﬁ interpret other péoﬁle?s\thoughts, feel-
ings,- and perceptions for;thém: exémple,”l know- just What you:meana“ "l
will tell youuwhat~heAwas going through,V

He may assume that others can.interpret his own thoughts: example
"You know what I mean.'" "You know I'm right."

b. Specification: Any statement in which the speaker states that

his feelings, pereeptiqns]or informatien expressed are his oWn percep-
tions.
He ‘qualifies statements to let the listener know who's ‘perception or-

feeling are being expressed: example "I feel sick now.'". "It doesn't -
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look correct to me." "I can't understand what you are saying.". Any self
qualifier is scored as a specified statement, except when it is used to
interpret other's thought or feelings. '"I know what you mean."

c. Non-scorable (N.Ss): Any statement that fails to be included in

the above two sub-categories: overgeneralization or specification,

should be scored N.S. -

Message Category

a. Complete Sentence: Sentence containing subject, verb and pos-
sible object which expresses a complete thought.

b. Incomplete Sentence: K Communication which fails to include

subject and verb and/or falls .to express a complete thought.

c. Mixed Pronoun: Communication in which the pronouns are mixed
and . therefore the.objects of the pronouns.are unclear: example "He and

she saw them and left when they were ready."
Reply;Category

a. Commitment:. Speaker indicates agreement or non-agreement with

previous ‘statement made by other speaker. May be made to either

Overgeneralized-or to Incomplete sentence:
b. gg_Commitmenté Speaker ignores previous statement which calls

for commitment. May be made to either Overgeneralized or Incomplete

sentence.

C. Request”C1arification: Speaker asks previous=speaker to clarify

his statement: ''What do you mean by everybodyihates.you?" May be made

to either Overgeneralized or Incomplete -sentence.
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Insure Clarity Category

a.  Interruption: Speaker gains attention by interrupting previous

speaker's speech.

b. Request Feedback:. Speaker checks the clarity of speech with

others: example "Did you.understand what I méant?”

c. Give Feedback: Speaker informs other speaker about the clarity

of his communications: example "I don't quite understand what that

means."

d. Clarify on Request: Speaker attempts to clarify his previous

statements if asked to do so by others.
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PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN OBSERVERS

FOR DISCUSSION STATEMENTS

61

‘Percentage of

Category
- Agreement
Overgeneralization .84
Specificatien }92
Cdmplete §er}tences~ .92
Incomplete Sentences 92
Mixed Pronouns. 1.00
Commitment - Ovexg. .92
No. Commitment - Overg. .85
Req: Clarif. - Overg. .98
Commitment - -Incom. .97
No. Commitment - Incbm,_ .92
Req. Clarif. - Incdm° °99
Interruptions <95
Request Feedback .98
Give Feedback .99
l no cases

Clarify on Request




CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR OBSERVERS' AG
ON NUMERICAL SCORES
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REEMENT

~ Correlation of .

Category .

R Agreement
Overgeneralization .94
Specification | .71
Complete Sentences, .99
Incomplete Sentences .87
Mixed Pronouns 1.00 -
Commitment - Overg. .74
No. Commitment - Overg. A7
Request Clarification - Overg. .66
Commitment - Incom. non-scorable
No. Commitment - Incom. .75
Request Clarification - -Incom. .70
Interruptions .94

Request Feedback
Give Feedback
Clarify on Request

non-scorable.
non-scorable

non-scorable
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FUNCTION ANALYSIS.
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Experimental Design

A step-wise multiple discriminant function analysis was used to
analyze differences between PROB and NO-PROB groups of Ss. This analysis
is a linear function analysis (Rao, 1952) and it provided a disériminant
function for each group based}on’a weighting system which maximizes the
variances between groups while minimizing the variances withinrgroﬁps
(Cooley and;Loths, 1962). This weighting system was comprised. of 15
predictor variables (the 15 interactional categories). The discriminant
function analysis provided a critical value whiéh determined the proba-
bility of group placement into PROB and NO-PROB groups for each S.
~ Specifically, that assignment was based upon that group whose critical.
score (mean discriminant function) was closest to the individual S's
score.

The analysis also provided the order of selection of variables in
discriminating between -groups. Aﬁ F test with g-1 and n-p-g df was used.
at each step to determine whethertthat_Variable_contributed significantlyi
in accounting for the remaining variance (n = no. of Ss; g = no. of
groups; p = no. of predictors).

Upon completion of thevinitial phase of the analysis, those varia-
bles which appeared significant were included in a final predictor sys-
tem. Because of the problem of shrinkage, the number of variables chosen
for the final predictor system was limited to a maximum of five for the
overall PROB FAM versus NO-PROB-.FAM phase of -the analysis, and a maximum
of two variables for the PROB FATH yérsus NO-PROB FATH, PROB MOTH versus
NO-PROB MOTH.and PROB CHILD versus-NO-PROB CHILD phases of the analysiso
At each step in the,analysis an F statistic was computed to test signifi-

cance of any variable in the prediction system at that step, given the.
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contribution of the remaining variables. The significance of any vari-
able could change as othexr vériables were added to the.systeﬁe

The proportion of Ss statistically assigned to the same group{asv
their prior classification (PROB or NO-PROB) was.computed fqr.grdup com—;
parison after the final predictor system was determined. A x2 statistic.
was calculated at this point to determine the significance of the inter-
actions point to determine the statistical significance of the overall .
classifications. In addition, the probability of a §;being assignedltb

each group was calculated.
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Appendix E presents the analysis of variance tables for the family

membership (MEM) and diagnostic group (DIAG) classifications for each of

the 15 variables.

OVERGENERALIZATION SCQRES

df ' F value

Source
MEM 2 4.0482. p <-.05
DIAG 2 ' 0.2832"
MEM X DIAG 4 0.5729
ERROR 63
TOTAL - 71

SPECIFICATION SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 2,115
DIAG 2. 0.7655
MEM X DIAG 4 0.5994
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

COMPLETE - SENTENCES SCORES

Source éf Fvvalue
MEM ' 2 ~ 5.5352 p < .01
DIAG 2 0.1916
MEM X DIAG 4 0.7116
ERROR 63
TOTAL - 71



INCOMPLETE -SENTENCES SCORES
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df F value

Source
MEM 2 1.7631 .
DIAG 2 1.2169
MEM X DIAG 4 0.3125
ERROR 63 :
TOTAL 71

MIXED PRONGUNS SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 0.5506
DIAG 2. 2.4382
MEM. X DIAG 4 0.1966
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

COMMITMENT - OVERG. SCORES

Source df F value
MEM VI ' T 3.1006
DIAG 2 0.2349
MEM X-DIAG 4 0.1966
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71



NO. COMMITMENT - OVERG. SCORES
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Source - df F value
MEM. 2 1.2202
DIAG 2 0.3547
MEM X DIAG 4 0.9837 .
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

REQ. CLARIF. - OVERG. - SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 5.0644 p < .01
DIAG 2 1.0643
MEM X DIAG 4 1.7442
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

COMMITMENT - INCOM. SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 5.9774 p < .01
DIAG 2 0.9066
MEM X DIAG 4 1.3472
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71



NO. COMMITMENT - INCOM. SCORES
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Source df - F value
MEM 2 3.0647
DIAG 2 1.3018
MEM X DIAG 4 0.2793
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

REQ. CLARIF. - INCOM. SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 2.7606
DIAG 2 0.7641
MEM X DIAG 4 0.7518
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

INTERRUPTIONS SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2
DIAG 2
MEM X DIAG 4
ERROR 63

71

TOTAL



REQUEST - FEEDBACK SCORES
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Source df F value
MEM 2 7.7227
DIAG 2. 0.8444
MEM X DIAG 4 1.1509
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71

GIVE FEEDBACK SCORES

Source df F value
MEM 2 1.8572
DIAG 2 0.1429
MEM X DIAG 4 0.3571
ERROR 63
TOTAL 71
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