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T his study examined sep a r a te  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n s  betw een  

tw e lv e  husbands and w ives in  an e f f o r t  to  r e la t e  c o n v ersa ­

t io n  b eh a v io rs  to  t h e ir  p er ce p tio n s  o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .  Couples were 

arrayed acco rd in g  to  husbands’ and w iv e s ' p e r c e p tio n s  o f  

c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  com m unication e q u ity  

and were d iv id e d  in to  th re e  c e l l s  (h ig h , medium, and low ) 

fo r  both e q u ity  fo r m u la t io n s . C on v ersa tio n  b eh a v io rs  were 

gath ered  from fo u r  q u e s t io n s  and th en  an a lyzed  acco rd in g  

to  th r e e  system s : s t r u c t u r a l ,  f u n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e .

C o n v ersa tio n a l b eh a v io r  p a t te r n s , u sin g  c o n s tr u c ts  from each  

o f  th e s e  th r e e  sy s te m s , were r e la te d  to  th e  th r ee  l e v e l s  

o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  com m unication e q u ity  

fo r  each d e fin ed  a rra y . Because o f  th e  t i g h t  d i s t r ib u t io n s  

r e s u lt in g  from th e  c o n t e x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c



Communication e q u ity  in stru m en ts , o n ly  th e  h igh  and low  

c e l l s  were a n a ly z ed . E q u ity  th eory  b e s t  accounted fo r  

c o n v e r sa tio n  p a tte rn s  fo r  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  system , tu rn -  

i n t i a t i o n ,  and t o p i c - i n i t i a t i o n .
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COMMUNICATION EQUITY AND CONVERSATION IN MARITAL DYADS;

A STRUCTURAL, FUNCTIONAL, AND TOPIC-CHANGE 

ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC CONVERSATION

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

W ithout doubt, th e  m a r ita l dyad i s  an exem plary  

in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip .  W ithin such  a r e la t io n s h ip , m a r ita l 

p artn ers r e g u la r ly  c r e a te  and s u s t a in  a c t i v i t i e s  which 

ser v e  to  m a in ta in  t h e ir  in t e r a c t io n  as in t im a te . P h i l l ip s  

and M etzger (1976)  su g g e st  th a t in tim a cy  i s  an end s t a t e  

in v o lv in g  two p a rtn ers  who r e g u la r ly  and r e l ia b ly  exchange  

good s, s e r v ic e s ,  a d v ic e , t im e , su p p o rts , and o th e r  s e n t i ­

m ents. W ith in  t h is  framework, t h i s  study a s s e r t s  th ree  

p r o p o s it io n s :  (1 )  In tim ate  r e la t io n s h ip s  in  g en era l and

m a r ita l dyads in  p a r t ic u la r  p la c e  s p e c ia l  im portance upon 

components which s u s ta in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  P artn ers both  

c o n tr ib u te  to  and r e c e iv e  from t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  ta n g ib le  

and n o n -ta n g ib le  item s which th ey  may d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  v a lu e .

(2 )  Given a p o t e n t ia l  f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a l  w orth o f  th e se  ite m s ,  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  may view  th em selves as c o n tr ib u t in g  more o r  l e s s  

o f  th e se  components and o b ta in in g , as a r e s u l t ,  more o r  l e s s
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o f  th e s e  components and o b ta in in g , a s  a r e s u l t ,  more or  l e s s  

from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  as compared w ith  t h e ir  p a r tn ers . (3 )

The t a lk  which i s  gen era ted  between m a r ita l partners i s  a 

c e n tr a l  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  and as su ch , may 

be d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  va lu ed  as w e ll  as d i f f e r e n t i a l ly  co n tr ib u ted  

to  by each p a r t ic ip a n t ,  r e s u lt in g  in  any number o f  p erceiv ed  

d i f f e r e n t i a l  outcomes fo r  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .

Thomas (1977)  argues th e  c e n tr a l  r o le  o f  ta lk

w ith in  th e  m a r ita l dyad ;

T alk ing i s  one o f  the prim ary a c t i v i t i e s  
m a rita l p a rtn ers  engage in  to g e th e r  and 
most co u p le s  spend enormous amounts o f  tim e  
ta lk in g  to  each  o th e r . Communication betw een  
m a rita l p a rtn ers  i s  v i t a l l y  im portant fo r  
in d iv id u a l w e ll-b e in g  and mutual harmony.
I t  ta lk  r e f l e c t s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and s tr e n g th s  
in  th e  m arriage and in  o th e r  a rea s  o f  l i f e ,  
and s e t s  th e  s ta g e  fo r  fu tu r e  m arita l s a t i s ­
f a c t io n  o r  d isc o r d  (p . 1 ) .

E x a c tly  how t h is  t a lk  i s  s tu d ie d  and th e  framework in

which i t  i s  analyzed  fo r  a p p lic a t io n  to  m a r ita l dyads i s

u lt im a te ly  th e  t e s t  by which th e s tr e n g th  o f  the p resen t

stu d y may be a s s e s s e d .  Raush, Barry, H e r t e l , and Swain

( 1974)  make th e  p o in t e x p l i c i t :

The r e a l  work o f  understanding communication  
between in t im a te s  b eg in s w ith  d e c is io n s  o f  what 
to  look a t  and how to  lo o k  a t  i t .  These 
d e c is io n s  are roo ted  in  t h e o r e t ic a l  p o s it io n s  
in v e s t ig a t iv e  p rem ises. U n fo rtu n a te ly , th e o r ie s  
about in t e r a c t io n  between in t im a te s  are n e ith e r  
s u f f i c i e n t l y  firm  nor s u f f i c i e n t l y  s p e c i f i c  a t  
p resen t to  p rov id e us w ith  o th e r  than rough  
l in e s  o f  gu idance (pp. 4 - 5 ) .

In  t h i s  s tu d y , c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  in v e s t ig a te d  as primary data
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w ith o u t th e  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  a b str a c t  c o n s tr u c ts  or  any judgments 

o f  in te r n a l  s t a t e s  about th e  speakers who produced i t .  F urther, 

p r in c ip le s  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  are u t i l i z e d  as a c o n s tr u c t iv e  

framework w ith in  which to  v iew  t h i s  t a lk  and to  make s t a t e ­

ments about th e  members o f  th e  m a r ita l dyad. Each o f  th e se  

two p o s i t io n s  are  d e t a i le d  in  th e fo llo w in g  s e c t i o n s .

E q u ity  Theory

E q u ity  th eo ry  i s  a s o c io p s y c h o lo g ic a l  fo rm u la tio n  

concerned w ith  th e  com parison  o f  in p u ts  to  and outcom es 

from r e la t io n s h ip s .  A r e la t io n s h ip  i s  p erce iv ed  as e q u ita b le  

i f  a p a r t ic ip a n t  b e l ie v e s  th a t  th e  outcom es he or  she  

r e c e iv e s  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  a re  f a i r  when compared w ith  

\rfiat he or she c o n tr ib u te s  to  the r e la t io n s h ip  r e l a t i v e  to  

an other p a r t ic ip a n t .  G iven equal in p u ts ,  i f  one p a r t ic ip a n t 's  

outcom es are g r e a te r  or l e s s  than an oth er p a r t ic ip a n t ' s ,  or  

g iv e n  eq u al ou tcom es, i f  one p a r t ic ip a n t  c o n tr ib u te s  more 

or l e s s  th an  an oth er p a r t ic ip a n t ,  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  

l i k e l y  to  be p erce iv ed  as in e q u ita b le .  E q u ity  t h e o r is t s  

argue th a t  such a s t a t e  o f  in e q u ity  i s  a m o tiv a tin g  fo r c e  

f o r  th e  p erson  e x p e r ie n c in g  i t  to  r e s to r e  e q u ity  to  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip .

Inputs and outcom es in  a m a r ita l dyad are v a r ie d .

F u rth er, th e se  in p u ts  and outcomes may e i t h e r  be p o s i t iv e  

o r  n e g a t iv e . P o s i t iv e  in p u ts  could  be good lo o k s , money 

c o n tr ib u te d  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  o r  tim e which i s  tak en  to
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l i s t e n  to  prob lem s. N eg a tiv e  in p u ts  cou ld  be g r o u c h in e ss , 

la ck  o f  s o c ia l  s k i l l s , or  f a i lu r e  to  perform  r e la t io n a l  

d u tie s  a cco rd in g  to  s o c ia l  r o le  demands. S im ila r ly ,  outcomes 

may be p o s i t i v e ,  such as s a t i s f a c t i o n  or  " fe e l in g  good,"  

p r e s t ig e  and s t a t u s ,  or  e n jo y in g  th e  b e n e f i t s  o f  two 

incomes 5 or  n e g a t iv e , such as n ot having much tim e a lo n e ,  

in s e c u r it y  and r e s t l e s s n e s s  i n  th e r e la t io n s h ip ,  or  h ead ach es.

F u rth er , th e se  in p u ts  and outcom es may be va lu ed  

d i f f e r e n t ly  by th e p a r t ic ip a n t s .  What one member o f  th e  

dyad p e r c e iv e s  to  be a v ery  im portant in p u t may not be 

p erce iv ed  as an in p u t a t  a l l  by th e  o th e r  member. An 

outcome th a t  one p a r t ic ip a n t  v iew s as a d ir e c t  r e s u l t  o f  

som ething w ith in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  may be p erceiv ed  as 

t o t a l l y  u n re la ted  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  by an other member.

Talk and E quity

One o f  th e  predom inant in p u ts  as d e fin ed  in  th e  

e q u ity  framework th a t  p a rtn ers  in  a m a r ita l dyad c o n tr ib u te  

t o  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  t a lk .  The e f f e c t  th a t  ta lk  as an 

in p u t has upon v a r io u s a s p e c ts  or outcomes i n  an in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip  has been w e l l  documented ( c . f . ,  Bagarozzi and 

A tila n o , 1980) .  What i s  n ot c l e a r ,  how ever, i s  p r e c is e ly  

how p e r c e p tio n s  o f  e q u ity  are  d erived  from th e  com munication  

betw een m a r ita l p a r tn e r s . Exact c o n v e r sa t io n  b eh av iors have 

n ever been s p e c i f i e d .  R a th er , th e  resea rch  which has 

u t i l i z e d  "communication" as a v a r ia b le  has assum ed, not
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in v e s t ig a te d ,  i t s  e x i s t e n c e .  An in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  how co u p les  

s tr u c tu r e  t h e ir  t a lk ,  th e  fu n c tio n s  th a t  t h e ir  c o n tr ib u tio n s  

make in  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa tio n , and th e  t o p ic s  th ey  ta lk  about 

i s  needed. F u rth er, q u e s t io n s  con cern in g  how p a r t ic ip a n ts  

r e a c t  to  or  f e e l  about t h e ir  com m unication have not o r ig in a te d  

from c o n v e r sa tio n a l b e h a v io r s . R ather th an  s tr u c tu r in g  item s  

from c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  com m unication b eh a v io rs  and a sk in g  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  t h e ir  r e a c t io n s  to  them, re sea rc h  has on ly  

q u eried  s u b je c ts  about com m unication in  a g lo b a l ,  p e r c e p tu a l,  

and c o n te x t - fr e e  s e n s e . As a r e s u l t ,  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e se  

b eh av iors as w e ll  a s  in s ig h t  in to  r e la t io n s h ip s  from a 

com m unication b eh a v io r  p e r s p e c t iv e  has been  l o s t .

E quity p r in c ip le s  may be m a n ife s te d , and thus 

in v e s t ig a te d ,  w ith in  a m a r ita l c o u p le 's  com m unication in  

s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  w ays. F ir s t ,  ev ery  in t e r a c t io n  occu rs i n  

a s p e c i f i c  c o n te x t  and can  be an alyzed  in  r e la t io n  to  th a t  

c o n te x t .  Assuming th a t  each  c o n tr ib u t io n  a member makes i s  

an in p u t to  a c o n v e r s a t io n , and th e r e fo r e ,  to  th e  r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p ,  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  p e r c e p t io n s ,o f  s p e c i f i c  o c c a s io n s  

o f  ta lk  betw een m a r ita l p a rtn ers  w i l l  y i e ld  in fo rm a tio n  

con cern in g  th e  e q u ity  o f  t h e ir  com m unication as w e ll  as adding  

in fo rm a tio n  con cern in g  th e  e q u ity  o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  

C o n v ersa tio n a l phenomena such as in te r r u p t io n  b eh av ior , 

le n g th  o f  c o n tr ib u t io n s , k in d s o f  t o p ic s  d is c u s s e d , means 

by which t o p ic s  are changed, b eh a v io ra l s t r a t e g ie s  and 

t a c t i c s  used to  g a in  and m ain ta in  th e  r ig h t  to  speak , a l l
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are in p u t s , and t h e r e f o r e , im pact upon th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  in  

which th ey  appear and upon th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  which the  

c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  a p a r t . Rather than  a s s e s s in g ,  a s  p rev iou s  

r esea rch  has done, th e  im pact o f  th e se  in p u ts  on v a r ia b le s  

such as r e la t io n a l  s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  r o le  s t r a in ,  r o le  d iscrep a n cy , 

r o le  c o n f l i c t ,  or  a t t i t u d e s  toward s e x , t h i s  r e se a r c h  empha­

s iz e s  th e  im pact o f  th e s e  in p u ts  i n  a c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  

sen se  upon th e c o n v e r sa t io n  in  which th ey  appear. A ll  o f  

th e se  in p u ts  may be p r o p o r t io n a lly  d if f e r e n t ia t e d  betw een  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  With i n t e r e s t  in  determ in ing th e  c o u p le 's  

p e r c e p tio n  o f  e q u ity  in  t h e ir  own r e la t io n s h ip ,  and assuming 

th a t  each b eh av ior has some meaning to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  

each p a r t ic ip a n t  was asked to  a s s e s s  th e  degree o f  e q u ity  

o f  c o n v e r s a t io n - s p e c i f ic  b eh av iors by in d ic a t in g  t h e ir  

f e e l in g  about them i n  th e  c o n te x t  o f  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  o f  

which th ey  were a p a r t . A l e v e l  o f  e q u ity  i s  d er iv ed  fo r  

each p a r t ic ip a n t  in  th e  stu d y . P a r t ic ip a n ts  are grouped in  

c e l l s  accord in g  to  e q u ity  l e v e l ,  and p a tter n s  from th e  

c o u p le s ' c o n v e r sa tio n  are  c o r r e la te d  w ith  th e  e q u ity  l e v e l .

C o n v erse ly , e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  are a ls o  m a n ifested  

com m unicatively  in  a r e la t io n s h ip  on a c o n te x t - fr e e  b a s is .  

G iven th e c e n tr a l  r o le  th a t  c o n v e r sa tio n  p la y s  in  an in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip ,  i t  may be assumed th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  i n  a 

g e n e r a l sen se  a tta c h  meaning to  and have f e e l in g s  about the  

d a y -to -d a y  com m unicative a c t i v i t i e s  which have become sub­

s ta n t ia te d  over th e  co u rse  o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  Item s such
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as le n g th  o f  c o n v e r s a t io n s , to p ic s  d is c u s s e d , who i n i t i a t e s  

c o n v e r sa t io n s , th e  a b i l i t y  to  in te r r u p t ,  and g e t t in g  o n e 's  

"say" in  co n v e rsa tio n s  a re  a ls o  in p u ts , and as su ch , t h e ir  

degree o f  e q u ita b le n e s s  may be a s se s se d  by th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s . 

Such item s are not c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c , and th us th e  im pact 

th a t  th ey  have can  be g e n e r a liz e d  to  th e  c o u p le 's  r e la t io n ­

s h ip , p rov id in g  a measure o f  c o n te x t - fr e e  com m unication  

e q u ity .  A l e v e l  o f  such e q u ity  i s  d er iv ed  fo r  each  p a r t i c i ­

pant in  th e  study w ith  which p a tter n s  from th e  co u p le s '  

c o n v e r sa tio n  are c o r r e la t e d .  To sum m arize, t h i s  study  

d e s c r ib e s  th e b eh a v io rs  m a n ifest in  m a r ita l c o u p le 's  con ­

v e r s a t io n s  and r e la t e s  them back to  t h e ir  p e rc ep tio n s  o f  

c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .

Because t h i s  r e se a r c h  i s  w ith o u t a s o l id  d e s c r ip t iv e  

h is t o r y ,  th e d e l in e a t io n  o f  a p r io r i  h y p o th eses  appears  

in a p p ro p r ia te . However, seven  resea rch  q u e s t io n s ,  which  

narrow th e  area o f  i n t e r e s t , are o f fe r e d  :

(1 )  What a re  th e p a tte rn s  o f  s tr u c tu r a l  and 
fu n c t io n a l  com m unication and to p ic -c h a n g e  
in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  betw een husbands and 
w ives?

(2 ) G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  s tr u c tu r a l
com m unication a p p ro p r ia te  to  each  le v e l?

(3 ) G iven  a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  fu n c t io n a l
com m unication a p p ro p r ia te  to  each  le v e l?

(4 ) G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  to p ic -ch a n g e
a p p ro p r ia te  to  each  le v e l?
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(5 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­
t io n  e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  
s tr u c tu r a l  com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  
each  le v e l?

(6 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  communica­
t io n  e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  
fu n c t io n a l  com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  
each  le v e l?

(7 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­
t io n  e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tte r n s  o f  
to p ic -c h a n g e  a p p ro p r ia te  to  each le v e l?

Method

These r e se a r c h  q u e st io n s  a re  in v e s t ig a te d  through  

both s e l f - r e p o r t  and b eh a v io ra l d a ta . C on versa tion  b eh av iors  

are s tu d ie d  through th re e  a n a ly t i c a l  system s : s tr u c tu r a l

(S a ck s, S c h e g lo f f ,  and J e f fe r s o n , 1978) ,  fu n c t io n a l ( S in c la ir  

and C oulthard , 1975) ,  and to n ic -c h a n g e  (C ooley  and A lb rech t, 

1980) .  The s tr u c tu r a l  system  in c lu d e s  c o n s tr u c ts  which a llo w  

fo r  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  t a lk  on i t s  s u r f a c e - l e v e l ,  fo c u s in g  upon 

phenomena such  as tu r n -seq u e n c in g , in te r r u p t io n  p a t te r n s ,  

and le n g th  o f  each  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  c o n tr ib u t io n s . C on stru cts  

o f  th e  fu n c t io n a l system  examine th e  nature and use o f  

language w ith in  th e  s tr u c tu r e . Each c o n tr ib u t io n  o f fe r e d  

by th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  has a fu n c t io n a l  r o le  w ith in  th e  o v e r a l l  

c o n v e r sa tio n  o f  which i t  i s  a p a r t .  The assign m en t o f  a 

fu n c t io n  to  a  c o n tr ib u t io n  i s  b e h a v io r a lly -b a se d  and i s  

determ ined through an  exam in ation  o f  th e  e f f e c t  o r  resp o n se  

th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  e l i c i t s  w ith in  th e  d isc o u r se  ap art from the  

in t e n t  or  g o a l - s t a t e  o f  i t s  u se r . An a n a ly s is  o f  to p ic -c h a n g e
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h ig h l ig h t s  what co u p les  t a lk  about in  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa tio n  

and fo c u se s  upon th e  d i f f e r e n t ia t io n  o f  c o n te n t  w ith in  th e  

c o n v e r sa t io n . T op ic-change p o in ts  are th o se  p la c e s  where 

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o c c u r s . What th e  co u p les  t a lk  about r e v e a ls  

th in g s  about how t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  develop ed  h i s t o r i c a l l y  

and p la c e s  a c o n te x tu a l aura around th e  s tr u c tu r e  and 

fu n c t io n  o f  t h e ir  t a lk .

The d ata  fo r  th e  s tu d y  were gath ered  in  two s e s s io n s  

fo r  each  c o u p le , i^t th e  f i r s t  s e s s io n ,  c o u p le s  com pleted  

in stru m en ts w ith  b io g r a p h ic a l in fo rm a tio n , a fo u r -ite m  

in stru m en t fo r  g lo b a l r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  (W a lster , W alster, 

and B er sch e id , 1978) ( s e e  Appendix D ), and an e ig h te e n -ite m  

in strum ent m easuring c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication e q u ity  

developed  by Krayer ( s e e  Appendix E ) .

At th e  second s e s s io n ,  each c o u p le 's  c o n v e r sa tio n  

was audio  and v id e o -ta p e  reco rd ed . C ouples were sea ted  on  

a s o fa  fa c in g  an in te r v ie w e r , microphones were p laced  around 

th e  neck o f  each  p a r t ic ip a n t ,  and a v id e o  camera was p laced  

s e v e r a l  f e e t  in  fr o n t  o f  them. The co u p les  were asked f iv e  

q u e s t io n s , each  o f  which d e a lt  w ith  t h e ir  g e n e ra l id ea s  

about t h e ir  m arriage and r e la t io n s h ip .  The c o n v er sa tio n s  

la s t e d  t h ir t y  t o  f o r ty  m in u tes.

F o llo w in g  t h e ir  c o n v e r s a tio n , each  co u p le  was 

sep arated  and s e n t  to  s e p a r a te  room s. W hile one p a r t ic ip a n t  

com pleted a s e v e n te e n - ite m  in stru m en t which measured c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u i t y , th e  o th er  p a r t ic ip a n t  was
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engaged in  a  to p ic  in te r v ie w . The p a r t ic ip a n ts  th en  changed 

r o le s  so th a t  each  member had an o p p o rtu n ity  to  com plete  

each ta s k . The c o n v e r sa tio n  data were tra n scr ib ed  l in e a r ly  

fo r  a n a ly s is  ( s e e  Appendix J fo r  an exam ple o f  a tr a n sc r ib e d  

c o n v e r s a t io n ) . F in a l ly ,  th e  th r e e  a n a ly t ic a l  system s  

employed in  th e  stu d y  were a p p lied  t o  th e  data fo r  th e  

purpose o f  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  re sea rch  q u e s t io n s .

S u b jec ts  were tw elve  C aucasian c o u p le s . A ll  co u p les  

were assu red  th e  h ig h e s t  l e v e l  o f  c o n f id e n t ia l i t y .  Only th e  

p r in c ip a l in v e s t ig a t o r s  o f  t h i s  p r o je c t  were a llow ed  to  v iew  

th e se  t a p e s , and in  th o se  ca se s  in  t h i s  rep o rt where a c tu a l  

q u o ta tio n s  from th e d ata  have been ex cerp ted  fo r  i l l u s t r a t i v e  

p u rp oses, names and e v en ts  which cou ld  p o s s ib ly  id e n t i f y  th e  

co u p les  have been changed or  o b l i t e r a t e d .  See Appendix B 

fo r  th e  o f f i c i a l  inform ed con sen t form req u ired  by th e  O ff ic e  

o f  R esearch A d m in istra tio n  a t  th e U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma 

which was g iv e n  to  each  co u p le .

The ch a p ters  which fo llo w  are summarized as fo llo w s ;  

Chapter I I  p rov id es a r a t io n a le  fo r  t h i s  study and a rev iew  

o f  th e  r e le v a n t  l i t e r a t u r e  from which th e  resea rch  q u e st io n s  

are d e r iv e d . Chapter I I I  d e t a i l s  th e  d e s ig n  and m ethodology  

by which th e  stu d y  i s  conducted . Chapter IV p re sen ts  th e  

r e s u l t s  o f  th e  data a n a ly s is .  Chapter V p rov id es an i n t e r ­

p r e ta t io n  o f  th e s e  r e s u l t s  and su g g e s ts  im p lic a t io n s  fo r  

com munication th eory  and rese a rc h .



CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

The p resen t ch a p ter  rev iew s th e  r e le v a n t  re sea rch  in  

each  o f  fo u r  area s  ; e q u ity  th e o r y , in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s , 

com m unicative in t e r a c t io n ,  and e q u ity  in  com m unication.

The r a t io n a le  which y ie ld s  th e r esea rch  q u e st io n s  o f  in t e r e s t  

i s  a l s o  provided under each s e c t io n .

Equity Theory 

E quity th eo ry  i s  a s o c io p s y c h o lo g ic a l th eo ry  con­

cerned w tih  s o c ia l  com parison p r o c e s se s . In  g e n e r a l,  th e  

th eo ry  d e a ls  w ith  an in d iv id u a l 's  f e e l in g s  and r e a c t io n s  

con cern in g  how he or  she i s  tr e a te d  compared to  th o se  around 

him o r  h er  in  a r e la t io n s h ip .  In  e s s e n c e , a p erson  may be 

sa id  to  be in  an e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip  when one p a r t ic ip a n t  

in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  p e r c e iv e s  th a t  what he or  she i s  g e t t in g  

ou t o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  f a i r  when compared w ith  what he 

o r  she has in v e s te d  r e la t iv e  to  an oth er p a r t ic ip a n t .  To 

th e  e x te n t  th a t  any p a r t ic ip a n t  i n  a r e la t io n s h ip s  (1 )  

o b ta in s  more or l e s s  from h is  o r  h er in t e r a c t io n  th an  any 

o th e r  p a r t ic ip a n t  w ith  eq u a l in p u ts  o r  (2 ) o b ta in s  equal

11
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outcom es from h i s  or h er  in t e r a c t io n  than any o th er  p a r t i c i ­

pant w ith  more or l e s s  in p u t s , th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  co n sid ered  

in e q u ita b le .^  The p r esen t s e c t io n  in c lu d e s  d is c u s s io n s  o f  : 

th e  p r o p o s it io n s  u n d erly in g  e q u ity  th e o r y , d e f in i t i o n a l  and 

com p u tation a l form u lae, and a re v ie w  o f  s c h o la r ly  l i t e r a t u r e .

The P r o p o s it io n s  U nderlying E quity  Theory

W a lste r , B ersch e id , and W alster  (1976) s e t  fo r th  fou r  

p r o p o s it io n s  co n cern in g  th e  n a tu re o f  and r a t io n a le  fo r  

e q u ity  th e o r y . These p r o p o s it io n s  r e c e iv e d  th e  h e a r t i e s t  

o f  endorsem ents from a prom inent e q u ity  t h e o r i s t s ,  J . S tacy  

Adams, who noted  th a t e q u ity  th eo ry  "may, in d eed , e v e n tu a lly  

r e s u l t  in  a com prehensive th eo ry  o f  s o c ia l  r e la t io n s h ip s "  and 

th a t  th e  W a lste r , e t .  a l . ,  fo r m u la tio n  o f  th e  th eory  " s tr ik e s  

us as h av in g  a w e ll  a r t ic u la t e d  s tr u c tu r e ,  b ein g  p arsim on iou sly  

e le g a n t ,  and h av in g  an in c r e a se d  p r e d ic t iv e  range" (Adams and 

Freedman, 1976, p. 4 4 ) .  Each o f  th e s e  p r o p o s it io n s  i s  

review ed  i n  tu r n .

(1 )  I n d iv id u a ls  w i l l  t r y  to  maximize t h e ir  outcomes 

(where outcom es eq u a l rewards minus c o s t s ) .  This p r o p o s it io n  

r e s t s  on th e  assu m ption  th a t  man i s  b a s ic a l ly  a s e l f i s h  

p erson  (W a ls ter , W a lster , and B e r sc h e id , 1 9 7 8 ). In  any 

r e la t io n s h ip ,  th e r e fo r e ,  a p a r t ic ip a n t  i s  exp ected  to  g e t  

th e  most ou t o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  th a t  he o r  sh e p o s s ib ly  can .

Outcomes are d e fin ed  as "the p o s i t iv e  and n e g a t iv e  

con seq uences th a t  a s c r u t in e e r  p e r c e iv e s  a p a r t ic ip a n t  has
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in cu rred  a s  a consequence o f  h i s  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  another"  

(W a lster , B ersch e id , and W a lster , 1976, p . 3 ) .  Rewards 

are p o s i t iv e  outcomes ; c o s t s  are n e g a tiv e  outcom es 

(Homans, 1961; W a lster , W a lster , and B e r sch e id , 1 9 7 8 ). A 

p a r t ic ip a n t 's  outcom es, t h e r e fo r e ,  are eq u a l t o  th e  rewards 

o b ta in ed  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  minus th e  c o s t s  in c u r r e d .

(2 )  (A) Groups can  maximize c o l l e c t i v e  reward by 

e v o lv in g  accep ted  system s f o r  e q u ita b ly  a p p o rtio n in g  

r e so u r c e s  among members. Thus, group members w i l l  e v o lv e  

such system s o f  e q u ity ,  and w i l l  a ttem p t to  in d u ce members 

to  a c ce p t and adhere to  th e s e  sy stem s. (B) Groups w i l l  

g e n e r a lly  reward members who t r e a t  o th e rs  e q u ita b ly ,  and 

g e n e r a lly  punish  ( in c r e a s e  th e  c o s t s  fo r )  members who t r e a t  

o th e rs  in e q u ita b ly .

Because p r o p o s it io n  (1 )  s u g g e s ts  th a t  an in d iv id u a l  

attem p ts t o  g e t  what he o r  she w a n ts , th e r e  must be some 

r e s t r a in t  p laced  on in d iv id u a ls  w ith in  a sy stem , or  th e  

system  w i l l  break down under th e  a ttem p ts a t  m o n o p o liza tio n . 

P r o p o s it io n  (2A) s u g g e s ts  a compromise w ith in  a system  by 

which r e so u r c e s  are a l lo c a te d  fo r  th e m axim ization  o f  c o l ­

l e c t i v e  outcome and th e  avo id an ce o f  u n p rod u ctive c o n f l i c t .

The e x te n t  to  which in d iv id u a ls  behave e q u ita b ly  

a cco rd in g  t o  p r o p o s it io n  (2A) req u irem en ts depends upon the  

degree to  which th e  system  i n  which th ey  o p er a te  makes 

e q u ita b le  b eh a v io r  p r o f i t a b le .  P r o p o s it io n  (2B ) su g g e s ts  

th a t  b oth  in d iv id u a ls  and c o l l e c t i v i t i e s  may maximize t h e ir



14

outcom es by rew arding p a r t ic ip a n ts  who t r e a t  o th e r s  e q u ita b ly  

and by p u n ish in g  th o se  who do n o t .

W alster and h er  c o lle a g u e s  (1 9 7 6 , 1978) su g g e st  th a t  

th e r e  are o c c a s io n s  where in d iv id u a ls  in  a r e la t io n s h ip  may 

be expected  to  behave in  ways not in  harmony w ith  th e se  

p r o p o s i t io n s . They n ote  in  a c o r o l la r y  p r o p o s it io n  th a t  "so 

lo n g  as in d iv id u a ls  p e rc e iv e  th ey  can  maximize t h e ir  o u t ­

comes by behaving in e q u ita b ly , th ey  w i l l  do so" (1 9 7 8 , p . 1 6 ) .  

Two reason s are g iv e n  fo r  t h is  proposed in e q u ita b le  b eh av ior;

(1 )  an in d iv id u a l may be c o n fid e n t  th a t  he or she can  

maximize h is  o r  h er  outcomes by behaving in e q u ita b ly  and (2 )  

an in d iv id u a l may w ish  to  t e s t  th e  system  in  ord er to  v e r i f y  

th a t  sa n c tio n s  a g a in s t  in e q u ity  a re  o p e r a t iv e .  "Only by 

t e s t in g  l im i t s  o c c a s io n a l ly  can one adapt to  a changing  

w orld . Thus, an in d iv id u a l can m aximize h is  t o t a l  outcomes 

i f  he t e s t s  e q u ity  norms now and then" (1976 , p . 5 ) .

(3 )  When in d iv id u a ls  f in d  th em se lv es  p a r t ic ip a t in g  

in  in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  th ey  become d is t r e s s e d .  The 

more in e q u ita b le  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  th e  more d i s t r e s s  th ey  

f e e l .  Homans (1 9 6 1 ) contends th a t  in d iv id u a ls  who p a r t i c i ­

p a te  in  in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip s  f e e l  d is t r e s s e d  r e g a r d le s s  

o f  whether th ey  a re  th e  b e n e f ic ia r ie s  or th e v ic t im s  o f  the  

in e q u ity .  G e n e r a lly , th o se  p erson s who a re  v ic t im s  f e e l  

d i s t r e s s  through anger ( c . f . ,  W a lster , B ersch e id , and W alster , 

1976; L e v e n th a l, W eiss, and Long, 1969) and th o se  persons  

who are b e n e f ic ia r ie s  f e e l  d is t r e s s e d  through g u i l t
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( c . f . ,  Adams and Rosenbaum, 1962; L ev en th a l, W eiss, and Long, 

1 9 6 9 ). In  a d d it io n , f in d in g s  from experim ents by L ev en th a l, 

W eiss, and Long (1969) and L eventh al and Bergman (1 9 6 9 )  

su g g e s t  th a t  as th e  l e v e l  o f  p erce iv ed  in e q u ity  in c r e a s e s ,  

th e  d i s t r e s s  f e l t  by in d iv id u a ls  a l s o  in c r e a s e s .

(4 )  I n d iv id u a ls  who d is c o v e r  th ey  are in  an in e q u i­

ta b le  r e la t io n s h ip  a ttem p t to  e l im in a te  t h e ir  d i s t r e s s  by 

r e s to r in g  e q u ity .  The g r e a te r  th e  in e q u ity  th a t  e x i s t s ,  

th e  more d i s t r e s s  th ey  f e e l ,  and th e  harder th ey  t r y  to  

r e s to r e  e q u ity .  I m p lic it  in  th e  p r o p o s it io n  i s  th e  n o t io n  

th a t  by r e s to r in g  e q u ity  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  in d iv id u a ls  

may reduce t h e ir  d i s t r e s s .  Adams (1963) su g g e sts  th a t  as  

th e  d i s t r e s s  in c r e a s e s ,  th e  p r o b a b il i ty  in c r e a se s  th a t  more 

than  one method by which d i s t r e s s  may be reduced w i l l  be 

u t i l i z e d .  Two g e n e r a l ways in  which e q u ity  may be r e s to r e d  

to  a r e la t io n s h ip  are a c tu a l and p sy c h o lo g ic a l (Adams, 1963; 

W a lster , B er sch e id , and W alster , 1976; W alster, W a lster , 

and B ersch e id , 1978; M iner, 19 8 0 ).

A ctual e q u ity  may be r e s to r e d  to  a r e la t io n s h ip  by 

low er in g  th e in p u ts  o r  c o n tr ib u t io n s  one makes to  a r e la t io n ­

sh ip  ( fo r  exam ple, r e fu s in g  to  have se x  on w e e k n ig h ts ) ,  

r a is in g  th e in p u ts  th a t  another p a r t ic ip a n t  must c o n tr ib u te  

to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  ( fo r  exam ple, w ashing th e d ish e s  so  

s lo p p i ly  th a t  th e  d ish e s  must be rewashed and th e  f lo o r  must 

be mopped) or  low erin g  th e outcom es th a t  another p erson  

r e c e iv e s  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  ( f o r  exam ple, damaging th e
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t e l e v i s i o n  s e t  so  th a t  l e s s  p le a su r e  tim e i s  a v a i la b le ) .

P sy c h o lo g ic a l e q u ity  may be r e s to r e d  to  a r e la t io n s h ip  

by changing o n e 's  p e r c e p tio n  o f  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  and o u t ­

comes in  a r e la t io n s h ip .  Hence, an in d iv id u a l may u n d e r e s t i­

mate or  m inim ize th e  im portance o f  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  made to  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  e x a g g era te  th e  outcom es r e c e iv e d  from th e  

r e la t io n s h ip ,  or  u n d erestim ate or  m inim ize th e  im portance o f  

th e  outcomes o th e r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  r e c e iv e  from  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .

The summary provided  by W a lster , W a lster , and 

B ersch eid  (1 978) o f  t h e ir  fou r  p r o p o s it io n s  i s  in s ig h t f u l :

E q u ity  t h e o r i s t s  concur th a t  men t r y  to  
maximize t h e ir  outcomes (P r o p o s it io n  I ) .
A group o f  in d iv id u a ls  can m axim ize t h e ir  
t o t a l  outcom es by d e v is in g  an e q u ita b le  
system  fo r  sh a r in g  r e s o u r c e s . Thus groups 
t r y  to  induce members to  behave e q u ita b ly ,  
i . e . ,  th ey  t r y  to  in su r e  th a t  a l l  p a r t i c i ­
pants r e c e iv e  eq u al r e l a t i v e  g a in s .  They 
can  do t h i s  in  o n ly  one way: by making i t
more p r o f it a b le  to  be "fa ir "  th a n  to  be 
g reed y . They reward members who behave 
e q u ita b ly  and punish members who behave 
in e q u ita b ly  (P r o p o s it io n  I I ) .  When s o c i a l i ­
zed in d iv id u a ls  f in d  th em se lv es  enmeshed in  
an in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip ,  th ey  ex p e r ien c e  
d i s t r e s s  (P r o p o s it io n  I I I ) .  They can , and do, 
reduce t h e ir  d i s t r e s s  e i t h e r  by r e s to r in g  
a c tu a l  e q u ity  or by r e s to r in g  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  
e q u ity  to  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  (P r o p o s it io n  
IV) (p . 1 9 ) .

D e f in i t io n a l  and C om putational Formulae

J . S tacy  Adams (1 9 6 3 , 1 9 6 5 ), proposed a sim ple  

form ula fo r  a s s e s s in g  e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip s .  A c o n d it io n  

o f  e q u ity  e x i s t s ,  when.
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where s u b s c r ip ts  A and B a re  two p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  a r e la t io n ­

sh ip , 0^ and Og are th e  outcom es r e c e iv e d  by th e  two p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  , and and Ig  are  th e  in p u ts  co n tr ib u ted  by th e  two 

p a r t ic ip a n t s .  W a lster , B e r sc h e id , and W alster (1976) su g g e st  

th a t  th e  form ula i s  l im ite d  in  a p p lic a t io n ,  n o t in g  th a t  " th is  

sim ple n o ta t io n  i s  adequate o n ly  so  lon g  as a l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

have p o s i t iv e  in p u ts . T his form ula i s  not s u i t a b le  i n  s o c ia l  

r e la t io n s  where inputsmmay be n e g a t iv e  as w e l l  as p o s it iv e "  

(p . 3 ) .

In  order to  a llo w  f o r  th e  im pact o f  n e g a t iv e  in p u ts ,  

W alster , B er sch e id , and W a lster  (1976) e s ta b l is h e d  a form ula  

by which a r e la t io n s h ip  may be a s se s se d  as e q u ita b le  or  

in e q u ita b le  ;

°A  '

( Kp ( PbP
In t h is  form ula , 0^ and Og r e f e r  to  th e  outcom es p a r t ic ip a n ts  

A and B r e c e iv e  from t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  Outcomes may be 

p o s i t iv e  or n e g a tiv e  and r e f e r  to  th e  consequences a p a r t i c i ­

pant p e r c e iv e s  he or she has in cu rred  as a r e s u l t  o f  b ein g  a 

member o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  P o s i t iv e  outcomes are  la b e le d  

rewards and n e g a t iv e  outcom es are  la b e le d  c o s t s .  O ne's t o t a l  

outcomes in  a r e la t io n s h ip  "are eq u a l to  th e  rew ards he 

o b ta in s  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  minus th e  c o s ts  h e  incurs"  

(W alster , B ersch e id , and W a lste r , 1 9 7 6 ).
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and Ig r e f e r  to  th e in p u ts  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  c o n t r i ­

bute to  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  Inputs may be a s s e t s  (which y ie ld  

rew ards) or  l i a b i l i t i e s  (which y ie ld  c o s t s ) .  | l ^ l  and | l g |  are  

th e  a b so lu te  v a lu e s  o f  th e se  in p u ts ,  which d isr eg a r d s  th e  

s ig n ,  j l j  must be g r e a te r  th an  z e r o .

The exp on en ts and Kg ta k e  a v a lu e  o f  +1 or - 1 ,  

depending upon th e  s ig n  o f  A and B 's in p u ts  and A and B 's  

g a in s ,  or outcom es minus in p u ts .  = s ig n  ( l^ )  x s ig n

(0^ - I ^ )J a n d  ^ g  = s ig n  ( i g )  x  s ig n  (Og - I g ) ] }  . When f i r s t  

p u b lish ed  (1 9 7 3 ), t h i s  W a lster , e t .  a l . ,  form ula om itted  th e se  

ex p o n en ts. The e f f e c t  o f  th e  exp on en ts i s  "sim ply to  change 

th e  way r e la t iv e  outcomes are computed: I f  K = +1 th en  we

have (0  I )  x  j l j  , but i f  K = -1 ,  th en  we have j l j  x  (0  - I ) .  

W ithout th e  exponent K, th e  form ula would y ie ld  m ean ingless  

r e s u l t s  when I ^ s  l e s s  th a iQ  0 and 0 - I  ^ s  g r e a te r  t h a ^

0 ,  or I Q . S  g r e a te r  tharQ 0  and 0  - I | i s  l e s s  thaiQ  0 "  

(W a lster , B er sch e id , and W alster , 1976, p . 4 ) .

T his form ula a llo w s  fo r  th e  c a lc u la t io n  o f  a p a r t i ­

c ip a n t 's  r e l a t i v e  g a in s  or lo s s e s  from a r e la t io n s h ip .

R e la t iv e  g a in s  or  lo s s e s  are c a lc u la te d  by su b tr a c t in g  a 

p a r t ic ip a n t 's  in p u ts  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  from t h e ir  outcomes 

from th e  r e la t io n s h ip  (0  - I ) .  I f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  outcomes 

eq u al h is  or h er  in p u ts  (0  = I ) ,  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  i s  b reak ing  

even; i f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  outcom es exceed  h i s  or  her in p u ts  

(0  [T.S g r e a te r  thaiQ I ) , th e  r e l a t i v e  g a in  i s  p o s i t iv e  and 

t lie  p a r t ic ip a n t  i s  g a in in g  a p r o f i t  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip .
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and i f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  outcomes f a l l  sh o rt o f  h i s  o r  h er  

in p u ts  (0  j j s  l e s s  tharQ  I ) ,  th e  r e l a t i v e  g a in  i s  n e g a tiv e  

and th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  i s  s u f fe r in g  a l o s s  from th e  r e la t io h s h ip .  

"Thus, the s ig n  and th e  magnitude o f  t h i s  measure ( r e l a t i v e  

g a in s )  in d ic a te s  how 'p r o f i t a b le '  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  has been  

to  each  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts"  (W a lster , B ersch eid , and W alster , 

1976, p . 4 ) .

In  s h o r t , th e  a ssessm en t o f  e q u ity  i s  based on th e

p er ce p tio n s  one has o f  a p a r t ic u la r  r e la t io n s h ip o  Such

p er ce p tio n s  are  h e ld  by both p a r t ic ip a n t s  in  a r e la t io n s h ip .

As w i l l  be se e n , th e  W a lster , e t ,  a l . ,  measures o f  r e la t io n a l

e q u ity  ( s e e  Appendix D) a llo w  fo r  measurements e i t h e r  by

one o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t ' s  a ssessm en ts  o f  th e  in p u ts  and

outcom es fo r  both  p a r t ic ip a n ts  or each  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts '

a ssessm en ts  o f  t h e ir  own in p u ts  and outcomes in  th e  
2

r e la t io n s h ip »

Review o f  L ite r a tu r e

Background 0 E quity  th eo ry  i s  an outgrow th o f  

human exchange th eo ry  developed  by Homans (1961)» Exchange, 

to  Homans, in v o lv e s  th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  two p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  where 

th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  each  r e in fo r c e s  o r  p u n ish es th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  

th e  o th e r , and where th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  each in f lu e n c e s  th e  

o th er  a c c o r d in g ly . H is prem ise i s  th a t  humans form and 

s u s t a in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip s  on th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  b e n e f i t s ,  

c o s t s ,  or rewards th a t  such r e la t io n s h ip s  are found or are
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exp ected  to  bring» Exchange, th e r e fo r e , in v o lv e s  r e c ip r o c a l  

in t e r a c t io n  f o r  th e purpose o f  g a in in g  mutual rew ard.

Thibaut and K e lle y  (1 9 5 9 ) d is c u s s  th e  im portance o f  

c o s t  and reward f a c to r s  in  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s .  They 

e s ta b l is h e d  an em phasis on th e  r e la t iv e  v a lu e  o f  o u ts id e  

a l t e r n a t iv e s  to  a r e la t io n s h ip  as compared w ith  th e  v a lu e  o f  

an e x i s t i n g  r e la t io n s h ip .  Such a c o n c e p tu a liz a t io n  p erm its  

in d iv id u a ls  t o  e v a lu a te  th e  worth o f  a r e la t io n s h ip  as a 

w hole and in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  a number o f  o th e r  p o s s ib le  

a f f i l i a t i o n s .

Traupmann (1978) argu es th a t  e q u ity  th e o ry  r e p r e se n ts  

a t h e o r e t i c a l  advance over th e  more g en era l exchange th e o r ie s  

such as th a t  c o n ce p tu a liz e d  by Homans (1961) in  fo u r  major 

a r e a s :  (1 )  in p u ts  and outcom es are d efin ed  where th ey  can

be o p e r a t io n a liz e d ;  (2 )  th e  c o n d it io n s  under which e q u ity  

or in e q u ity  w i l l  be p erce iv ed  are  more c le a r ly  s p e c if ie d  ;

(3 )  e q u ity  th eo ry  i s  more a p p lic a b le  to  on going r e la t io n s h ip s ,  

and (4 )  th e  a ssessm en t o f  e q u ity  or in e q u ity  may be made 

from o u ts id e  or from w ith in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .

S in ce  i t s  in tr o d u c t io n , dozens o f  s tu d ie s  have been  

conducted u t i l i z i n g  p r in c ip le s  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  in  s e v e r a l  

d i f f e r e n t  a r e a s . Summaries o f  major s tu d ie s  in  th e  area  o f  

b u s in e s s  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  e x p lo i t e r /v ic t im  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  and 

a l t r u i s t i c  r e la t io n s h ip s  are  p resen ted  h e r e . W hile l e s s  

r e se a r c h  has been  conducted in  th e  area  o f  e q u ity  and 

in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  th a n  in  any o th er  a r e a , t h i s  rev iew
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d em on strates th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  e q u ity  and la y s  a fo u n d a tio n  

f o r  th e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a p p ly in g  e q u ity  th eo ry  t o  in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s .

E quity  in  b u s in e ss  r e la t io n s h ip s . E arly  r e se a r c h  

in  e q u ity  d e a lt  w ith  em ployee com pensationo Adams and 

Rosenbaum (1962) in v e s t ig a te d  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  worker 

p r o d u c t iv ity  to  c o g n it iv e  d isso n a n c e  con cern ing wage in e q u ity .  

S u b jec ts  were s p l i t  in to  two eq u a l groups a f t e r  b e in g  h ired  

as in te r v ie w e r s  fo r  survey  market r e se a r c h . H a lf o f  th e  

s u b je c t s  were to ld  th e y  were u n q u a lif ie d , but would be 

h ired  anyway « H alf o f  th e  s u b je c t s  were paid on an h o u rly  

b a s is  w h ile  tlie  o th e r  h a l f  were paid  by th e  in te r v ie w . Con­

s i s t e n t  w ith  e q u ity  th eo ry  p r in c ip le s ,  th e  u n q u a lif ie d  group, 

where g u i l t  had been  induced , conducted more in te r v ie w s  than  

did th e  q u a l i f ie d  group in  an e f f o r t  to  j u s t i f y  t h e ir  in e q u i­

t a b le  outcom es. These outcom es, w ere, o f  c o u r se , r e c e iv in g  

eq u al pay w ith  th e  q u a l i f ie d  group . U n q u a lified  s u b je c ts  

produced l e s s  in te r v ie w s  th an  d id  th e  q u a l if ie d  s u b je c ts  

when paid  by th e  in te r v ie w .

In  an e f f o r t  to  a s s e s s  th e  q u a l i ty  o f  work p r o d u c t iv ity  

i n  e q u ita b le  and in e q u ita b le  c o n d it io n s ,  two fu r th e r  e x p e r i­

ments were conducted (Adams, 1963; Adams and J a cob sen , 1 9 6 4 ).  

The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  f i r s t  experim ent in v o lv ed  w ith  in t e r ­

v iew s show th a t  s u b je c ts  'dio were in e q u ita b ly  overpaid  

com pleted few er in te r v ie w s , but th e  ones th ey  d id  conduct 

were o f  h ig h er  q u a l i ty  than th o se  working under e q u ita b le
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payment0 The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  second exp erim en t, in v o lv ed  w ith  

p ro o frea d in g  g a l l e y s ,  in c lu d ed  job  s e c u r ity  as an a d d it io n a l  

v a r ia b le .  S ix  d i f f e r e n t  c o n d it io n s  v a ry in g  e q u ity ,  s e c u r i t y ,  

and amount o f  pay were e s ta b l i s h e d .  E qu ity  th eory  p r e d ic t s  

h ig h e r  q u a l i ty  but low er q u a n tity  work in  c o n d it io n s  vh ere  

in e q u ity  e x i s t s ,  r e g a r d le s s  o f  s e c u r i t y .  The in s e c u r i t y  

h y p o th e s is  su g g e s ts  h ig h e r  q u a lity  but low er q u a n tity  work 

in  c o n d it io n s  vhere in s e c u r i t y  e x i s t s ,  r e g a r d le s s  o f  e q u ity .  

The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  th a t  su b je c ts  who were in e q u ita b ly  

overpaid  produced l e s s  but h ig h er  q u a l i ty  work than  a l l  o th er  

s u b je c ts  who were paid  e q u ita b ly , r e g a r d le s s  o f  job  s e c u r i t y ,  

thus su p p o rtin g  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry .

O ther s tu d ie s  w hich have le n t  support to  e q u ity  

th eo ry  in  r e la t io n s h ip s  a re  Cook (1 9 6 9 ) , who found th a t  

s u b je c ts  who were in e q u ita b ly  overpaid  p erce iv ed  and performed 

t h e ir  ta sk  more fa v o r a b ly  th a n  e q u ita b ly  paid  s u b je c ts ;  

P r itc h a r d , D u n n ette , and Jorgen son  (1 9 7 2 ) , vrtio found th a t  

s u b je c ts  who were in e q u ita b ly  overpaid  performed b e t t e r  a t  

t h e ir  cask  w h ile  s u b je c ts  who were in e q u ita b ly  underpaid  

did n ot perform  as w e l l  a s  e q u ita b ly  paid  s u b j e c t s . Over- and 

underpaid s u b je c ts  a l s o  rep o rted  more d i s s a t i s f a c t io n ;  Evans 

and M olin ari (1970) i n  an in te r v ie w in g  p ie c e - r a te  stu d y  

found a trend  among in e q u ita b ly  u n q u a lif ie d  overpaid  

s u b je c ts  in  both  secu re  and in se c u r e  c o n d it io n s  to  produce 

h ig h er  work th an  e q u ita b ly  paid  q u a l i f ie d  s u b je c t s .  P r o d u c ti­

v i t y  was g r e a te r  among q u a l i f ie d  secu re  su b je c ts  th an  among
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u n q u a lif ie d  secu re  o n e s , whereas p r o d u c t iv ity  was g r e a te r  

among u n q u a lif ie d  in se c u r e  s u b je c ts  th an  among secu re  on es;  

L aw ler, K oplin , Young, and Fadem (1 9 6 8 ), in  a  th r e e  p er io d , 

tw o-hour per p eriod  in te r v ie w in g  p ie c e - r a te  s tu d y  found t h a t  

overp a id  s u b je c ts  produced low er q u a n tity  b u t h ig h e r  q u a li ty  

work than  e q u ita b ly  paid s u b je c ts  in  th e  i n i t i a l  period  

o n ly . The w r ite r s  argued th a t  as tim e p r o g r e sse d , th e  

u n q u a lif ie d  s u b je c t s '  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  t h e ir  q u a l i f i c a t io n s  

in c r e a s e d . Lawler and O'Gara (1967) in v e s t ig a te d  work 

a t t i t u d e s  a lon g  w ith  e f f e c t s  o f  in e q u ity  and p r o d u c t iv ity .  

In e q u ita b ly  underpaid s u b je c ts  produced more in te r v ie w s ,  

but o f  low er q u a l i t y ,  and p erce iv ed  t h e ir  ta s k  as more 

in t e r e s t in g  but l e s s  com plex, im p ortan t, and c h a lle n g in g
3

th an  e q u ita b ly  paid  s u b j e c t s .

E quity  in  e x p lo i t a t iv e  r e la t io n s h ip s . An e x p lo i t a t iv e  

r e la t io n s h ip  i s  d e f in e d  by W alster , W a lster , and B erscheid

(1 9 7 8 ) as  an exchange " in  which one p a r t ic ip a n t  ta k es  fa r  

more th an  he d e ser v e s  w h ile  h i s  h a p le ss  p a r tn er  g e t s  fa r  

le s s "  (p . 2 1 ) ,  An e x p lo i t e r  i s  a p erson  who perform s some 

a c t  which r e s u l t s  in  an e x c e s s  o f  h is  own r e l a t i v e  ga in s  

when compared w ith  th o se  o f  h i s  or h er  p a r tn e r , o r  th e  v ic t im  

i n  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  S e v e r a l s tu d ie s  have been  conducted  

in  t h i s  a r e a . F o llo w in g  th e  o r g a n iz a t io n a l p a tte r n s  o f  

W a lster , B er sch e id , and W alster  (1976) and W a lster , W alster , 

and B ersch eid  (1 9 7 8 ) , t h i s  s e c t io n  d e a ls  w ith  e x p lo i t e r
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r e a c t io n s ,  v ic t im  r e a c t io n s ,  and r e a c t io n s  from e x te r n a l  

a g en ts  and e n t i t i e s .

C o n s is te n t  w ith  th e th ir d  p r o p o s it io n  o f  e q u ity  

th e o r y , an e x p lo i t e r  (who r e c e iv e s  h ig h e r  outcomes than  

d eserv ed ) should  f e e l  d i s t r e s s .  The p r o p o s it io n  argues  

th a t  a s  th e  amount o f  in e q u ity  in c r e a s e s ,  th e  amount o f  

d i s t r e s s  in c r e a s e s ,  and th e  harder th e  in d iv id u a l w i l l  work 

t o  r e s to r e  e q u ity  ( c . f . .  Brock and B u ss, 1962; Lerner and 

Simmons, 1966; Lerner and Matthews, 1 9 6 7 ) . As noted  

e a r l i e r ,  such r e s to r a t io n  may be a c tu a l  o r  p s y c h o lo g ic a l .

A ctual e q u ity  i s  t y p ic a l ly  r e s to r e d  by an e x p lo i t e r  

through com pensation  (W alster , W alster , Abrahams, and Brown, 

1966; B ersch e id , W alster , and B arc lay , 1969) and l e s s  

t y p ic a l ly  through s e l f - d e p r iv a t io n ,  whereby an e x p lo i t e r  

may v o lu n ta r i ly  reduce h is  or  her r e l a t i v e  outcomes to  th e  

v ic t im 's  l e v e l .  Such a s tr a te g y ,  d e s p it e  support from  

S a rn o ff (1962) i s  r a r e ly  u sed , as " in  th e  v iew  o f  our 

assum ption  th a t  in d iv id u a ls  p r e fe r  to  m axim ize t h e ir  rewards 

whenever p o s s ib le  (P r o p o s it io n  I ) ,  we would ex p ect in d iv id u a ls  

t o  r e s to r e  e q u ity  by em ploying se lf-p u n ish m en t as a l a s t  

r e so r t"  (W a lster , W alster , and B er sch e id , 1978, p. 1 0 ) .

An e x p lo i t e r  may r e s to r e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  e q u ity  in  

th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  ways : d ero g a tin g  th e  v ic t im  (D avis and

J o n e s , 1 9 60), m in im izing th e  amount o f  harm he or she has  

done to  an oth er  person  (Brock and B u ss, 1 9 6 2 ) , and d enying  

any r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  th e a c t io n s  which have harmed an
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in d iv id u a l .  To accom plish  d e n ia l ,  th e  e x p lo i t e r  tr a n s fe r s  

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  th e  a c t io n  to  an other person  or to  

e x te r n a l c ircu m sta n ces . By so  d o in g , th e  r e la t io n s h ip  

w ith  th e  v ic t im  from th e  p e r c e p tio n  o f  th e  e x p lo i t e r  becomes 

an e q u ita b le  one.

Four means by v iiich  v ic t im s  (th o se  who r e c e iv e  

low er outcom es than d ese rv ed ) can r e s to r e  e q u ity  to  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  are as f o l lo w s :  th e  v ic t im  may (1 )  seek

r e s t i t u t i o n ,  (2 )  r e t a l i a t e  a g a in s t  th e  e x p lo i t e r ,  (3 )  fo r g iv e  

th e  e x p l o i t e r ,  or (4 )  j u s t i f y  th e  e x p lo i t a t io n .  The f i r s t  

th r e e  o p t io n s  are means by which v ic t im s  may r e s to r e  a c tu a l  

e q u ity ;  th e  f i n a l  o p tio n  i s  a means o f  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  

r e s to r a t io n .

F in a l ly ,  g iv e n  an in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip ,  r e a c t io n s  

by e x te r n a l so u rces such a s  f r ie n d s ,  b u s in e s se s  ( f o r  exam ple, 

w elfa re  a g e n c ie s  or  in su ra n ce  com p an ies), c o u r ts  o f  law , 

or s o c ie t y  in  g e n e r a l, are p r e v a le n t . W alster , B er sch e id , 

and W alster  (1976) argue th a t  " s o c ie ty  should be wary o f  

in tr o d u c in g  a com pensation procedure th a t  erod es in d iv id u a ls ’ 

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  r e s to r in g  e q u ity ,  thus weakening t h e ir  

adherence to  e q u ity  norms" (p . 2 2 ) .  Such a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  

p u b lic  com pensation  w i l l  red u ce an in d iv id u a l 's  m o tiv a tio n  

to  i n i t i a t e  h i s  or h er  own means o f  r e s to r in g  e q u ity  and 

thus shou ld  o n ly  be r e s o r te d  to  "when a ttem p ts to  induce  

th e  e x p lo i t e r  to  com pensate have fa ile d "  (p . 2 3 ) .

E q u ity  in  a l t r u i s t i c  r e la t io n s h ip s . W hile e x p lo i t a t iv e
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r e la t io n s h ip s  v iew  a p a r t ic ip a n t  \é io  r e c e iv e s  l e s s  r e l a t i v e  

g a in s  from a r e la t io n s h ip  a s  a  v ic t im , in  a l t r u i s t i c  r e l a t i o n ­

s h ip s ,  such a p erson  i s  la b e le d  a p h i la n th r o p is t , d e f in e d  as  

one who " g iv es  more to  h i s  f e l lo w  man than  h i s  f e l lo w  man 

i s  e n t i t l e d  to  o r  can e v e r  hope to  return"  (H a t f ie ld ,

W a lster , and P i l i a v i n ,  1978 , p« 1 2 7 ) , There i s  some ev id e n ce  

to  su g g e st  th a t  p h i la n th r o p is t s  sh o u ld , a t  minimum, have  

mixed f e e l i n g s  about making such s a c r i f i c e s .

Two c o n c lu s io n s  a re  c le a r  con cern in g  r e a c t io n s  to  

e q u ity  in  a l t r u i s t i c  r e la t io n s h ip s  ( c , f , ,  Homans, 1961; 

H a t f ie ld ,  W a lster , and P i l i a v i n ,  1978; W a lster , B er sch e id , 

and W a lster , 1 9 7 6 ), (1 )  When in e q u ity  in  a r e la t io n s h ip

i s  in t e n t io n a l ly  as opposed to  in a d v e r te n t ly  produced, 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  w i l l  ex p e r ie n c e  more d i s ­

t r e s s  and have s tr o n g e r  d e s ir e s  to  r e s to r e  e q u ity .  P r o p o s i­

t io n s  th r e e  and fo u r  o f  th e  th eo ry  su g g e s t  th a t  i f  an 

in d iv id u a l i s  found to  be i n  an in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip ,  

th e  in d iv id u a l w i l l  f e e l  d i s t r e s s  and seek  to  r e s to r e  a c tu a l  

or p sy c h o lo g ic a l e q u ity  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  An in d iv id u a l  

vdio f e e l s  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  c r e a t in g  in e q u ity  should  f e e l  

more d i s t r e s s  th an  an in d iv id u a l ,  who, through no f a u l t  o f  

h is  or h er  own, f in d s  him o r  h e r s e l f  i n  an in e q u ita b le  

r e la t io n s h ip  (W a lster , B e r sc h e id , and W a lster , 1 9 7 6 ), R esearch  

has in d ic a te d  th a t  when an in d iv id u a l i s  in t e n t io n a l ly  h e lp e d , 

th e  d e s ir e  to  r e c ip r o c a te  (and th ereb y  r e s to r e  e q u ity  t o  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip )  i s  h ig h er  th an  when th e  in d iv id u a l i s  h e lp ed
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in a d v e r te n t ly  ( c . f . , Goranson and B erkow ltz, 1966; Greenberg 

and F r isc h , 1 9 7 2 ).

(2 ) Undeserved h e lp  produces in e q u ity  in  a r e la t io n s h ip .  

More d is t r e s s  i s  produced and th e  need fo r  r e s to r a t io n  o f  

e q u ity  to  a r e la t io n s h ip  i s  g r e a te r  when th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

know th a t  a r e c ip ie n t  o f  h e lp  cannot or w i l l  not r e c ip r o c a te  

th e  h e lp . I f  one o f  th e p a r t ic ip a n t s  r e c e iv e s  h e lp  and a l l  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  know th a t  th e r e c ip ie n t  can and w i l l  r e c ip r o c a te ,  

any in e q u ity  produced in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  s h o r t - l iv e d  and 

low  in  producing d i s t r e s s .

Numerous s tu d ie s  support t h i s  second c o n c lu s io n . Morris 

and Rosen (1973) found ev id en ce  th a t  in d iv id u a ls  are more 

w i l l in g  to  a ccep t g i f t s  th a t  can  be repaid  th an  g i f t s  th a t  

can n ot. In  a d d it io n , th ey  found th a t  people are r e lu c ta n t  

to  ask fo r  h e lp  th a t  th ey  cannot repay. S im ila r  c o n c lu s io n s  

were rep orted  by Berkow ltz and Friedman (1967) and Greenberg 

and Shapiro (1 9 7 1 ) . In  a d d it io n ,  Gergen and Gergen (1971) 

dem onstrated th a t  in d iv id u a ls  p r e fe r  to  r e c e iv e  h e lp  th a t  can  

be r ec ip r o c a te d  as opposed to  h e lp  th a t cannot be r e c ip r o c a te d ,

In tim a te  R e la t io n sh ip s  

This s e c t io n  rev iew s: (1 )  d e f in i t io n s  o f  in tim a te

r e la t io n s h ip s ,  (2 )  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which d is t in g u is h  in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s  from ca su a l r e la t io n s h ip s  and c lo s e  fr ie n d s h ip s ,

(3 )  th e  r o le  o f  com m unication in  th e  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip ,  

and (4 ) th e  a p p lic a t io n  o f  e q u ity  to  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .
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D e f in it io n s

Each o f  th e  terras i n  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  needs to  be

d e fin e d  h e r e . B eginning w ith " R e la tio n sh ip ,"  th e d e f in i t io n

provided  by Thibaut and K e lle y  (1959) i s  in s ig h t f u l :

Two in d iv id u a ls  may be sa id  to  have formed 
a r e la t io n s h ip  when on rep ea ted  o cc a s io n s  
th ey  are observed  to  i n t e r a c t . By in te r a c t io n  
i t  i s  meant th a t  th ey  em it b eh a v io r  in  each  
o th e r s ' p r e se n c e , th ey  c r e a te  products fo r  each  
o th e r . In  ev er y  ca se  we would id e n t i f y  as an 
in s ta n c e  o f  in t e r a c t io n  th ere  i s  a t  l e a s t  th e  
p o ssib - l i t v  th a t  th e  a c t io n s  o f  each  person  
a f f e c t  th e  o th e r  (p . 10) (em phasis a d d ed ).

Sim ply p u t, in  in te r a c t io n s  betw een in d iv id u a ls ,  o f  which 

com m unication p la y s  an in t e g r a l  p a r t , th e  c o n v e r sa tio n a l  

a c t i v i t y  o f  one has an e f f e c t  upon an other w ith in  t h e ir  

r e la t io n s h ip .  The read er should  n ote  th a t  th e  Thibaut and 

K e lle y  d e f in i t i o n  o f  r e la t io n s h ip  does n o t account fo r  any 

q u a l i t a t iv e  d if f e r e n c e s  among ty p es  o f  r e la t io n s h ip s .  As 

w i l l  be argued ( c . f . ,  B erger and C a la b rese , 1977j M ille r  and 

S te in b e r g , 1 9 7 5 ), th ere  a re  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een r o le  r e la t io n ­

s h ip s ,  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s ,  and in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .

What, th en , i s  meant by " intim ate"  and how can in tim acy  

be a p p lied  to  r e la t io n s h ip s ?  C o n cep tu a liz in g  a d e f in i t io n  

i s  d i f f i c u l t .  H a tf ie ld , U tne, and Traupmann (1979) noted  

th a t  when a Supreme Court J u s t ic e  attem pted  to  d e f in e  

pornography, he cou ld  n o t, but argued th a t  he knew i t  when 

he saw i t .  "Most o f  us would second h is  s ta tem en t w ith  

regard to  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s "  (pp. 1 0 6 -1 0 7 ). In
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d escen d in g  o rd er  o f  u sa g e , th e  American H er ita g e  D ic tio n a r y

(1 9 7 9 ) , p ro v id es  th e  fo llo w in g  components fo r  a d e f in i t io n

o f  ’in tim a te"  ;

(1 )  marked by c lo s e  a cq u a in ta n ce , a s s o c ia t io n ,  
o r  f a m i l ia r i t y .  (2 )  p e r ta in in g  to  or in d ic a t iv e  
o f  o n e 's  d e e p e s t  n a tu re . (3 )  e s s e n t ia l ;  in n e r ­
m ost; (4 )  c h a r a c te r iz e d  by in fo r m a lity  and 
p r iv a c y . (5 )  very  p erso n a l;  p r iv a te ;  s e c r e t .

Acknowledging th a t  " in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  a re  v a r ied  and 

com plex," W a lster , W a lster , and B ersch eid  (1978) d e fin e d  an 

in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip  a s  one betw een "lo v in g  persons whose 

l i v e s  a re  d eep ly  in ter tw in ed "  (p . 146)» W hile such r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  may be betw een  b e s t  f r i e n d s , l o v e r s , s p o u s e s , or  

p aren ts and c h ild r e n , th e  fo cu s  o f  th e  p r e se n t  study i s  on 

m a rita l dyad s, many o f  which s a t i s f y  W a lster , W alster , and 

B e r sc h e id 's  d e f in i t i o n .

C h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  In tim a te  R e la t io n sh ip s

B a s ic a l ly  th e  same sev en  major c h a r a c t e r i s t ic s  which  

d is t in g u is h  an in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip  from a c a su a l r e la t io n ­

sh ip  and c lo s e  fr ie n d s h ip s  are l i s t e d  by H a t f ie ld ,  Utne, and 

Traupmann (1 9 7 9 ) , W a lster , W a lster , and B ersch e id  (1 9 7 8 ) ,  

and Traupmann (1 9 7 8 ) . Supplem ental r e se a rc h  and ev id en ce  

i s  added to  th e s e  sev en  c h a r a c t e r i s t ic s  f o r  t h i s  s e c t io n ,

( I j  As a r e la t io n s h ip  approaches in tim a c y , th e  

in t e n s i t y  o f  l ik in g  b etw een  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in c r e a s e s .  As 

H a tf ie ld ,  U tne, and Traupmann arg u e , " i f  an in t im a te  r e la t io n ­

sh ip  i s  to  rem ain in t im a te ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  must b a s ic a l ly  l ik e
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o r  lo v e  each other"  (1 9 7 9 , p. 1 0 7 ).

(2 )  As a r e la t io n s h ip  approaches in tim a cy , th e  depth  

and breadth o f  in fo rm a tio n  exchange in c r e a s e s .  Numerous 

so u rces  document th e  n o t io n  th a t  th e r e  are  com m unication  

co n te n t d i f f e r e n c e s  in  in t im a te  r e la t io n s  as opposed to  

c a su a l r e la t io n s  (Altm an and T a y lo r , 1973; Huesmann and 

L ev in g er , 1 9 7 6 ) . Some t o p ic s  which are  l i k e l y  to  s u r fa c e  in  

an in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip  a re  in fo rm a tio n  about c o l le a g u e s ,  

sex u a l prob lem s, id io s y n c r a s ie s , and p erso n a l s tr e n g th s  and 

w eak n esses. In  a d d it io n , th e s e  same sc h o la r s  su g g e st  th a t  as 

in d iv id u a ls  become more in t im a te  w ith  one a n oth er , th e y  both  

ex p ect and g iv e  more in fo r m a tio n .

(3 )  As a r e la t io n s h ip  approaches in tim a cy , th e  

len g th  o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  exp ected  to  in c r e a s e .  Whereas 

c a su a l r e la t io n s h ip s  a re  u s u a lly  sh o r t-te rm  in  endurance, 

in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  a re  both  exp ected  to  and g e n e r a l ly  do 

l a s t  lo n g e r . As a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s ,  e q u ity  t h e o r is t s  su g g e s t  

th a t  (a )  th e  p e r c e p t io n  o f  e q u ity  in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  becomes 

more d i f f i c u l t  t o  c a lc u la t e  and (b ) in d iv id u a ls '  to le r a n c e  

f o r  p erceived  in e q u ity  i s  h ig h e r  due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  i s  ex p ected  to  endure and so in e q u it ie s  w i l l  be 

counterbalanced  by e q u i t i e s  ( H a t f ie ld ,  U tne, and Traupmann, 

1 9 7 9 ).

(4 )  As a  r e la t io n s h ip  approaches in tim a cy , th e  v a lu e  

o f  th e  r e so u r c e s  exchanged betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in c r e a s e s .  

This i s  tru e  w hether th e  fo cu s  i s  on rewards or  punishm ents
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one g a in s  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  As one becomes more 

in tim a te  w ith  a n oth er , th e  rewards one r e c e iv e s  from th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  tak e  on h ig h e r  s ig n i f ic a n c e  as does th e  p a in  

o r h u rt one may r e c e iv e  from b ein g  in v o lv ed  in  i t .

(5 )  As a r e la t io n s h ip  approaches in tim a cy , th e  

v a r ie ty  i n  th e  r e so u r c es  exchanged betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

in c r e a s e s .  One o f  th e  most fr e q u e n tly  c i t e d  works i n  support  

o f  t h i s  n o t io n  i s  th e  t h e o r e t ic  p o s i t io n  advanced by Foa 

(Foa, 1971; Foa and Foa, 1 9 7 4 ), which p o s i t s  a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

o f  r e so u r c e s  ( lo v e ,  s e r v i c e s ,  good s, s t a t u s ,  in fo rm a tio n , 

and money) which vary a lo n g  th e  d im ensions o f  p a r t ic u la r ism  

and c o n c r e te n e s s . P a r t ic u la r ism  v a r ie s  acco rd in g  to  th e  

e x te n t  to  which th e  v a lu e  o f  a reso u rce  i s  determ ined by 

th e  p erson  who c o n tr ib u te s  i t .  Gold o r  o th e r  sca rce  reso u rces  

may be v a lu a b le  r e g a r d le s s  o f  who g iv e s  i t .  Hence, th o se  

item s are  exam ples o f  n o n p a r t ic u la r is t ic  r e so u r c e s . Con­

v e r s e ly ,  th e  v a lu e  o f  th e  a t t e n t io n  th a t  one g iv e s  to  another  

person i s  h ig h ly  dependent upon th e p erson  who g iv e s  th e  

a t t e n t io n .  Hence, a t t e n t io n  i s  an exam ple o f  a p a r t i c u la r i s t i c  

r e s o u r c e .

C oncreteness r e f e r s  to  th e  means by which th e  reso u rce  

i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l ly  e x p r e s se d . R esources may be ex p ressed  

both ta n g ib ly  (b ecau se th ey  may be h e ld  or  v iew ed ) and 

sy m b o lic a lly  (b ecau se th e y  are  v e r b a l, such as in fo r m a tio n ) .  

Such a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  im p ortan t. P a r t ic ip a n ts  in  ca su a l  

r e la t io n s h ip s  g e n e r a lly  exchange a l im ite d  number o f  r e so u rc es



3 2

and t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  does n ot endure lo n g  enough to  engage

i n  a com p lica ted  exch an ge. T h ere fo re , th o se  r eso u rces  which

are  exchanged are  h ig h ly  n o n p a r t ic u la r is t ic  and co n c re te

(money, g o o d s, and in fo r m a tio n ) .

In  an in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip ,  which does endure lo n g

enough to  exchange p a r t ic u la r ,  c o m p lica ted , and sym bolic

r e s o u r c e s , th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s  w i l l  g e n e r a l ly  exchange re so u r ce s

from a l l  s i x  c a t e g o r ie s .  The im pact o f  t h i s  upon th e se

in d iv id u a ls '  p e r c e p t io n s  o f  e q u ity  i s  c l e a r ly  s ta te d  by

W alster and h er  a s s o c ia t e s  (1 9 7 8 );

C asuals a re  exchanging r e so u r c e s  o f  s e t  v a lu e ;  
th u s , i t  i s  f a i r l y  ea sy  to  c a lc u la te  e q u ity .  
In tim a te s  exchange th e s e  s e t  v a lu e  com m odities, 
p lu s a p o tp o u rr i o f  ambiguous v a lu e  com m odities.
I t  i s  no wonder, th en , th a t  in t im a te s  may f in d  
th e  c a lc u la t io n  o f  e q u ity / in e q u it y  a mind- 
b o g g lin g  ta sk  (p , 1 5 1 ) ,

(6 )  As r e la t io n s h ip s  move to  l e v e l s  o f  in tim a cy ,  

th e  k in d s o r  ty p es  o f  r e so u r ce s  w hich are exchanged vary  

g r e a t ly .  In  c a su a l r e la t io n s h ip s ,  th e  r e so u r ce s  which are  

exchanged are o f  a h ig h ly  s im ila r  n a tu r e . This i s  la r g e ly  due 

to  th e  l im ite d  number o f  c o n te x ts  i n  which such exchanges  

o ccu r . In  in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  th e  k in d s o f  r e so u r ce s  

which are  exchanged c r o s s  "type" l i n e s ,  and th u s , may be o f  

a h ig h ly  d is s im i la r  n a tu r e . The v a r ie t y  o f  exchanged  

r e so u r ce s  i s  la r g e ly  due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  in tim a te  r e la t io n ­

s h ip s  and th e  r e so u r c e s  which are exchanged w ith in  them occur  

i n  a wide v a r ie t y  o f  c o n te x ts .  N e g o t ia t in g  in p u ts  fo r
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exchange " is  what much o f  g e t t in g  acquain ted  i s  a l l  about"

(W a lster , W a lster , and B er sch e id , 1978, p . 1 5 2 ) o In a

ca su a l r e la t io n s h ip ,

i t  i s  ea sy  enough to  know th a t a round o f  b eer  
on Monday n ig h t  eq u a ls  a round on Tuesday. I t  i s  
fa r  more d i f f i c u l t  to  d ec id e  i f  d in n er  a t  an 
ex p en s iv e  r e s ta u r a n t  on Monday b a la n ces  out  
th r e e  n ig h ts  o f  n e g le c t  due to  a heavy work load  
(W alster , W a lster , and B er sch e id , 1978, p. 1 5 2 ) .

(7 )  As r e la t io n s h ip s  move to  an in t im a te  l e v e l ,  th e  

a n a ly t ic a l  u n it  becomes "we" in s te a d  o f  "you" and "me."

Wilmot (1 9 7 9 ) documents th e  n o tio n  th a t  m a r ita l dyads o f t e n  

p r e se n t a u n ited  f r o n t .  Such a fr o n t  i s  o f t e n  fu n c t io n a l  

( i . e . ,  f o r  an o u ts id e  p erso n  to  s e l l  a p roduct to  one p a rtn er  

in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith o u t th e  con sen t o f  th e  o th er  p a rtn er  

i s  o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t )  as w e l l  as expected  ( i . e . ,  as people  

b e g in  to  s e e  members o f  an in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip  to g e th e r  a t  

c e r t a in  a f f a i r s  and fu n c t io n s ,  th ey  come to  e x p e c t  them to  be 

to g e th e r  and w i l l  q u e s t io n  why th ey  are se p a r a te d , should  

such o c c a s io n s  o c c u r ) . As a r e s u l t ,  th e  p a r tn e r s  in  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  d e f in e  th em se lv es  as a ta n g ib le  u n i t ,  not as  

in d iv id u a ls  who in te r a c t  w ith  o th e r s .  Such a u n it  i s  c l e a r ly  

c o n v en tio n a l as w e l l .  C ouples are exp ected  by s o c ie ty  to  

p r esen t th em selv es  a s  "we." The im p lic a t io n  o f  t h i s  fo r  

e q u ity  i s  c le a r :  a r e se a r c h e r  must id e n t i f y  th e  in te r a c t io n

in  term s o f  whether th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  are r e la t in g  to  one 

an oth er  a s  in d iv id u a ls  o r  a s  a co u p le . The in p u ts  co n tr ib u ted  

may be a s in g u la r  or a j o in t  e f f o r t ;  th e  outcom es rec e iv e d
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may b elon g  to  one o f  th e  members or  to  th e  co u p le  j o i n t l y .

In  term s o f  c o n v e r sa tio n , a p a r t ic ip a n t  may be sp eak in g  fo r  

him or h e r s e l f  o n ly  o r  fo r  th e  co u p le  as a u n i t .  The resp o n ses  

th a t  a c o n tr ib u t io n  e l i c i t s  may r e f l e c t  upon e i t h e r  th e  in d i ­

v id u a l in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  or  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  in  g e n e r a l ,  

ap a rt from e i t h e r  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  s in g u la r ly .  In  th e  

p r e se n t r e s e a r c h , such an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  in t e r a c t io n  

i s  n o t a p p l ic a b le , in  th a t  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s , and n ot th e  

in v e s t ig a t o r ,  d eterm ine th e  l e v e l  o f  e q u ity / in e q u ity  o p e r a t iv e  

i n  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .

Communication in  In tim a te  R e la t io n sh ip s

W hile th e  p reced in g  s e c t io n  has d e ta ile d  th e  c h a r a c te r i­

s t i c s  which d i s t in g u is h  c a su a l r e la t io n s h ip s  from in t im a te  

o n e s , th e  e x a c t  r o le  th a t  com m unication p la y s  i n  an in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip  has n ot b een  s p e c i f i e d .  This s e c t io n  rev iew s  

th e  r e le v a n t  r e se a r c h  on com m unication in  in tim a te  r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  and th e  d evelop m enta l p e r s p e c t iv e s  o f  in t im a te  r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  .

Nature o f  com m unication. There are tr a c e s  o f  communi­

c a t io n  r e se a r ch  i n  numerous works on in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .

In  com m unication, Bochner (1976) review ed l i t e r a t u r e  from  

d i s c i p l i n e s  o th e r  th an  com m unication in v o lv ed  w ith  f a m i l ia l  

in t e r a c t io n .  W hile h i s  rev iew  s p e c i f i e s  a rea s  fo r  fu tu r e  

r e sea rc h  i n  term s o f  c e r t a in  b eh a v io rs  to  stu d y  and methods 

by which to  s tu d y  them, B och n er's r ev iew  em phasizes th e
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fa m ily  as an in t a c t  u n it  w ith o u t s p e c ify in g  th e  r o le  o f  th e  

in tim a te  m a r ita l dyad w ith in  i t .  S im ila r ly ,  W ilm ot's t r e a t ­

ment o f  d yad ic  com m unication (1979) em phasizes th e  n o tio n  

o f  th e  in itm a te  dyad as a fu n c t io n a l  u n it  p r e se n tin g  a 

u n ited  f r o n t ,  but f a i l s  to  d e t a i l  any com m unication d if f e r e n c e s  

betw een m a r ita l dyads and o th e r s .

Perhaps th e  most developed  work in  communication  

l i t e r a t u r e  con cern in g  in t im a te s  was o u t lin e d  by P h i l l ip s  and 

M etzger ( 1 9 7 6 ) .  Ink ing a r h e t o r ic a l  approach to  t h e ir  s tu d y , 

th ey  argue th a t  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  are e s s e n t i a l l y  

bargaining exchanges and th e  com munication which ta k es  p la c e  

w ith  such r e la t io n s h ip s  i s  both  p u rp osive and undertaken  

w ith  th e  in t e n t  o f  exchange. They c o n tr a s t  t h e ir  r h e t o r ic a l  

v iew p o in t w ith  p e r s p e c t iv e s  from p sy ch o lo g y , s o c io lo g y , and 

p sy c h ia tr y  by c o n str u c t in g  p r o p o s it io n s  con cern in g  in t e r ­

p erson a l com m unication. Two o f  the most im portant p r o p o si­

t io n s  are concerned w ith  so u rces  o f  o n e 's  need fo r  in te r p e r ­

so n a l r e la t io n s  ( th a t  th e  d r iv e  fo r  in tim a cy  i s  cen tered  in  

in d iv id u a l p e r c e p tio n  o f  problems th a t  need to  be so lv e d )  

and in te r p e r so n a l c h o ic e s  by which one p r e se n ts  o n e s e lf  

( th a t  in tim a cy  can be managed by e x e r t in g  th e  w i l l  to  d ev e lo p  

s k i l l s  a t  r e la t io n s h ip s ) .  I n t e r e s t in g ly ,  th e s e  w r ite r s  use  

in te r p e r so n a l and in tim a te  i n  p r a c t ic a l ly  synonymous and 

in terch a n g a b le  ways.

F in a l ly ,  two works have p laced  th e  r o le  o f  communica­

t io n  in  a c e n tr a l  p o s i t io n  w ith in  th e  m a r ita l dyad. Raush,
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B arry, M artel, and Swain (1 974) d is c u s s  th e im pact o f

com m unication on c o n f l i c t  w ith in  a m arriage. Im p ortan tly ,

t h e ir  t h e o r e t ic  p o s i t io n  s u g g e s ts  th a t  th e product o f  th e

in t e r a c t io n  i s  l e s s  im portant than  th e  p ro cess  by which i t

i s  su s ta in e d  :

The outcome i t s e l f  - -  who wins and who lo s e s  
in  a s p e c i f i c  in terch a n g e  - -  i s  o f t e n  o f  minor 
im portance. What cou n ts fo r  th e  fu tu r e  i s  what 
g e ts  sa id  or  i s  u n sa id , by whom and to  whom, 
when and in  what way (p . 2 ) .

Thomas (1977)  examined m a r ita l com m unication from a 

d ec isio n -m a k in g  p e r s p e c t iv e .  He focu sed  h is  r e se a r c h  

d i r e c t l y  on th e r o le  o f  v e r b a l b eh a v io r . H is t h e o r e t ic  

assum ptions about com m unication p rov id e fo r  t a lk  as a 

window by which m a r ita l r e la t io n s  may be a n a ly zed , su g g e st in g  

th a t  i t  " r e f le c t s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and s tr e n g th s  i n  th e  m arriage 

and in  o th er  areas o f  l i f e ,  and s e t s  th e  s ta g e  fo r  fu tu re  

m a r ita l s a t i s f a c t i o n  or  d iscord "  (p . 1 ) .  Ind eed , Thomas 

s u g g e s ts  th a t  p r a c t i t io n e r s  in te r e s t e d  in  in te r v e n t io n  

s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  m a r ita l dyads w i l l  f in d  t h e ir  ta sk  e a s ie r  

provided  th a t th ey  have "a co n ce p tio n  o f  th e  b e h a v io ra l  

e v e n ts  th a t com prise m a r ita l com munication and some o f  i t s  

p r in c ip a l  c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  (p . 1 ) .  Hence, p a tte r n s  o f  

com m unication in  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  can i n  f a c t  r e v e a l , 

a t  l e a s t  on a t h e o r e t ic  l e v e l ,  in t e r e s t in g  th in g s  about th e  

n atu re  o f  th e se  r e la t io n s h ip s .

Developm ental p e r s p e c t iv e s . The developm ent o f  an 

in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip  from an in te r p e r so n a l one i s  dependent
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upon th e  developm ent o f  an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip  from  

an im personal one a s  a p r e r e q u is i t e .  Two major p e r s p e c t iv e s  

may be found in  com m unication l i t e r a t u r e  which d ea l w ith  th e  

developm ent o f  an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip .  These p e r sp e c ­

t i v e s  are e x p lic a te d  by M ille r  and S te in b erg  (1975)  and 

B erger and C alabrese ( 1 9 7 7) .

M ille r  and S te in b erg  (1975)  d is t in g u is h  betw een two 

ty p e s  o f  r e la t io n s h ip s  : im personal and in te r p e r s o n a l . The

ty p e  o f  r e la t io n s h ip  under a n a ly s is  i s  d efin ed  through th e  

k in d s o f  p r e d ic t io n s  th a t  one makes w ith  th e  p erson  communica­

te d  w ith . I f  th e  p r e d ic t io n s  a re  made on a s o c io lo g ic a l  or  

c u ltu r a l  b a s i s ,  th e  com m unication i s  im personal ( o r ,  in  o th e r  

w ords, r o le  com m unication). I f ,  how ever, th e  p r e d ic t io n s  are  

made on a p sy c h o lo g ic a l b a s is ,  th e  com m unication i s  in te r p e r ­

so n a l (o r , in  o th er  w ords, com m unication b etw een -p eo p le ) .

As r e la t io n s h ip s  move from im personal to  in t e r p e r s o n a l , 

th e  M ille r  and S te in b er g  p e r s p e c t iv e  su g g e sts  th a t  th er e  are  

d if f e r e n c e s  in  th e  com m unication th a t  ta k e s  p la c e .  F ir s t ,  

th e  l e v e l  on which th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  know each o th e r  ch an ges.

In  im personal r e la t io n s h ip s ,  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  know each o th e r  

on a d e s c r ip t iv e  l e v e l .  As such , th e y  may id e n t i f y  one 

a n o th er  among o th e r s .  F u rth er, th e y  know each o th e r  on a 

p r e d ic t iv e  l e v e l .  T his knowledge e n a b le s  them to  make 

s p e c u la t io n s  about each o th e r s ' fu tu r e  b eh a v io r . However, 

when in d iv id u a ls  move to  an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip ,  th e  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  move to  an ex p la n a to ry  l e v e l .  They th en  f e e l
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th a t  th ey  are  p r iv y  to  th e  reason s why th e  o th er  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

a c t  a s  th ey  do.

Second, th e  r u le s  th a t o p era te  to  govern th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  ch an ge. R ules govern both  procedure and 

c o n ten t o f  com m unication in  r e la t io n s h ip s .  In  im personal 

r e la t io n s h ip s , p roced u res fo r  in t e r a c t io n  are la r g e ly  

determ ined by th e  s o c ie t y  or  c u ltu r e  i n  which th e  r e la t io n ­

sh ip  ta k es  p la c e . The co n ten t o f  th e  in te r a c t io n ,  th e r e fo r e ,  

i s  predom inately  dem ographic and s u p e r f i c ia l ,  and l im ite d  

in  th e  degree to  w hich s e l f - d i s c lo s u r e  ta k es  p la c e .  When 

one moves to  an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip ,  th e  r u le s  fo r  

in t e r a c t io n  are o f t e n  n e g o tia te d  betw een  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and 

th e  r u le s  which r e s u l t  are  not n e c e s s a r i ly  harmonious w ith  

th o se  which are s o c i a l l y  or  c u l t u r a l ly  d e f in e d . F u rth er, 

th e  co n te n t o f  th e  t a lk  changes to  a h ig h ly  d i s c lo s in g ,  

s e l f - r e v e a l in g  n a tu r e , where th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d is c u s s  to p ic s  

which may not be s o c i a l l y  a c c e p ta b le  o u ts id e  o f  t h e ir  d efin ed  

r e la t io n s h ip .

Berger and C a lab rese  (1977) developed  a th e o ry  o f  

in te r p e r so n a l com m unication which fo c u se s  on i n i t i a l  i n t e r ­

a c t io n ,  which th ey  la b e l  as th e  e n tr y  p h ase. T h eir  th eo ry  i s  

la b e le d  a develop m enta l one and i s  p resen ted  in  a x io m a tic  form . 

T h eir  b a s ic  p o s i t io n  i s  th a t  com m unication fu n c t io n s  to  reduce  

u n c e r ta in ty  in  th e  e a r ly  s ta g e s  o f  in te r p e r so n a l in t e r a c t io n .  

The au thors produced sev en  axioms con cern in g  th e  n atu re  o f  

com m unication during th e  en try  phase; (1 )  u n c e r ta in ty
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d e c r e a se s  a s  com m unication in c r e a s e s ;  (2 )  u n c e r ta in ty  

d e c r e a se s  a s  nonverbal a f f i l i a t i v e  e x p r e s s iv e n e s s  in c r e a s e s ;

(3 )  a s  u n c e r ta in ty  d e c r e a s e s ,  in fo r m a tio n -se e k in g  behavio’r  

d e c r e a se s ;  (4 )  as u n c e r ta in ty  d e c r e a s e s , l e v e l s  o f  in tim a cy  

in c r e a s e ;  (5 )  as u n c e r ta in ty  d e c r e a s e s , r e c ip r o c i t y  r a te s  fo r  

sh a r in g  in fo rm a tio n  d e c r e a se ;  (6 )  a s  s im i la r i t y  between p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  in c r e a s e s , u n c e r ta in ty  d e c r e a s e s , and (7 )  as u n cer­

t a in t y  d e c r e a s e s , l e v e l s  o f  l ik in g  in c r e a s e .  The read er  

should  n o te  th a t  th e  B erger and C alabrese fo rm u la tio n  i s . ,  

n o t based on a  stu d y  o f  in te r p e r s o n a l com m unication, but 

r a th e r , i s  a th eo ry  th a t  was developed  from  e x i s t in g  l i t e r a t u r e .

Both o f  th e se  p e r s p e c t iv e s  do w e ll  i n  d i f f e r e n t ia t in g  

a r o le  or  a ca su a l r e la t io n s h ip  from an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n ­

sh ip  i n  term s o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  com m unication. What i s  n ot  

s p e c if ie d  from th e se  works are  th e  q u a l i t a t iv e  d if f e r e n c e s  

betw een in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  and in t im a te  r e la t io n ­

s h ip s .  W ithout doubt, how ever, b e fo r e  a r e la t io n s h ip  advances  

to  in tim a c y , th e  s ta g e s  su g g e sted  by th e s e  two p e r s p e c t iv e s  

must have been  m et. D ev e lo p m en ta lly , im p erson al r e la t io n s h ip s  

move in t o  in te r p e r s o n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  p r io r  to  t h e ir  emergence 

in to  an in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip .  N e c e s s a r ily  th en , requirem ents  

fo r  an in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip  msut be met and th e se  

req u irem en ts th us p reced e th e  emergence o f  an in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip .

One d i s t r e s s in g  p o in t  about th e  s t a t e  o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  

in  in t im a te  com m unication i s  th a t  c le a r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  are  not
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made betw een in te r p e r s o n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  and in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s .  For exam ple, P h i l l ip s  and M etzger (1976)  

u se th e  two term s in te r c h a n g a b ly . Here two arguments are  

p o s ite d :  (1 )  n o t a l l  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  d ev e lo p

in to  in tim a te  on es and (2 )  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  have  

q u a l i t a t iv e  d i f f e r e n c e s  from in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s .

Each o f  th e se  argum ents i s  d e a lt  w ith  in  tu rn .

An in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip  e x i s t s  when each p erson  

in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  r e a c t s  w ith  each  o th e r  p erson  as an  

in d iv id u a l .  The p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  th e n , 

know each  o th er  a s  p erson s and communicate a c c o r d in g ly ,  

as p r e v io u s ly  s p e c i f i e d .  In  no way, how ever, do a l l  i n t e r ­

p erson a l r e la t io n s h ip s  d ev e lo p  to  th e  s ta g e  where th e  p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  are com m unicating as " lo v in g  persons whose l i v e s  are  

d eep ly  in te r tw in e d ," That i s ,  one p erso n  may be in  an in t e r ­

p erson a l r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  an other p erso n  but not n e c e s s a r i ly  

in  any in tim a te  s e n s e .  One may know an other in te r p e r s o n a lly  

by l ik in g  and n o t lo v in g ,  one may know an other in te r p e r s o n a lly  

by b e in g  a t tr a c te d  to  him o r  her \f ith o u t  f e e l in g  any a f f e c t io n ,  

or one may know a n o th er  in te r p e r s o n a l ly  w ith o u t ev er  a f f e c t in g  

th e  o t h e r 's  l i f e .

There a re  th r e e  major q u a l i t a t iv e  d if f e r e n c e s  advanced 

here th a t  d is t in g u is h  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s  from in tim a te  

o n es . F ir s t ,  j u s t  as s e l f - d i s c l o s i n g  comments in c r e a s e  a s a 

r e la t io n s h ip  moves from im personal t o  in te r p e r s o n a l,  so  th e  

number o f  th e se  comments a ls o  in c r e a s e s  a s  a r e la t io n s h ip
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moves to  in tim a te  from in te r p e r so n a l»  Second, j u s t  as th e  

k h o ^  o f  to p ic s  th a t  are a c c e p ta b le  fo r  c o n v e r sa tio n  in c r e a se  

as a r e la t io n s h ip  moves from im personal to  in te r p e r s o n a l,  so  

does th e  number o f  th e se  t o p ic s  in c r e a s e  a s a r e la t io n s h ip  

moves from in te r p e r so n a l to  intim acy» Even more t o p ic s  have 

r e le v a n t  co n ten t to  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  making them p o s s ib le  

s u b je c ts  fo r  d isc u ss io n »  F in a l ly ,  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  , based on l i k i n g , a re  la r g e ly  in te r a c t io n s  vÆiich are  

a t t r a c t io n -o r ie n te d  » P eop le  g e t  to  know o th e r s  as peop le  

b ecau se th ey  are f e e l  a t tr a c te d  to  them» In  an in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip ,  which i s  based on lo v in g ,  in te r a c t io n s  are  

la r g e ly  a f fe c t io n -o r ie n te d »  The n o t io n  o f  how one ap p eals to  

an other goes beyond a t t r a c t io n  in to  areas o f  d isp la y in g  

gen u in e ca re  and a f f e c t io n  fo r  th e  other»

E quity  in  In tim ate  R e la t io n sh ip s

L ess e q u ity  re se a rc h  has b een  conducted in  in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s  than  in  any o th e r  a r e a . Due to  i t s  s ig n if ic a n c e  

in  th e  p resen t s tu d y , th e  stu d y  o f  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  in  

e q u ity  resea rch  i s  g iv e n  c a r e fu l  c o n s id e r a t io n  here»

C ontroversy e x i s t s  i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  reg a rd in g  th e  

a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  to  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s »

Such d eb ate  i s  la r g e ly  on a t h e o r e t ic a l  le v e l»  Indeed, as  

Traupmann (1978) argued i n  th e  in tr o d u c t io n  t o  h er  in te r v ie w  

work in  e q u ity  and in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  "no one has ev er  

determ ined w hether or not p r in c ip le s  o f  exchange gu id e th e
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in t e r a c t io n s  o f  lo v e r s ,  m arried c o u p le s , o r  p aren ts and 

ch ild ren "  (p . 6 , em phasis ad d ed ). W a lster , W alster , and 

Traupmann (1 9 7 8 ) noted th a t  " su p p osed ly , e q u ity  i s  a g e n e r a l . 

th eo ry  vdiich a p p lie s  to  a l l  human r e l a t i o n s .  Y et, th e  th eo ry  

h as never b een  t e s t e d  in  d ee p ly  in t im a te  s e t t in g s "  (p p .

8 2 -9 2 ) ,

S e v e r a l t h e o r i s t s  r e j e c t  th e  n o t io n  th a t  e q u ity  

c o n s id e r a t io n s  p la y  a r o le  i n  in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .  In  

g e n e r a l,  such t h e o r i s t s  advance th e  p o s i t io n  th a t  in t im a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s  a r e  s p e c ia l  enough so th a t  th e y  are n ot " su b jec t  

to  th e  same market p r in c ip le s  which gu id e  such  c r a s s  exchanges  

as th o se  on W all S tre e t"  (Traupmann, 1978, p . 1 3 ) . Rubin 

(1973) a rg u es , f o r  exam ple, " in  c lo s e  r e la t io n s h ip s  one 

becomes d e c r e a s in g ly  concerned w ith  what he can  g e t  from  

th e  o th e r  p erso n  and in c r e a s in g ly  concerned w ith  what he can  

do fo r  th e  o th er"  (p . 8 7 , em phasis h i s ) .

On th e  o th e r  hand, o th e r  t h e o r i s t s  h ave advocated  th e

r o le  o f  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  i n  in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  P a tte r so n

(1971) b e l ie v e s  th a t :

th e r e  i s  an odd kind o f  e q u ity  v h ich  h o ld s  when 
p e o p le  in t e r a c t  w ith  each o th e r . In  e f f e c t ,  we 
g e t  what we g iv e ,  both  in  amount and in  k in d .
Each o f  us seems to  have h i s  own bookkeeping  
sy stem  fo r  lo v e ,  and fo r  p a in . Over tim e , th e  
books are  ba lan ced  (p . 2 6 ) .

From p r o p o s it io n  th r e e  o f  e q u ity  th e o r y  ( s e e  page 1 4 ) ,  

in t im a te  c o u p le s  who a re  in  an e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip  should  

f e e l  l e s s  d i s t r e s s  th an  should  co u p les  xdio f in d  th em selv es  in
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an in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip » Some ev id en ce  su g g e s ts  th a t  

in d iv id u a ls  in  e q u ita b le  m arriages are more c o n te n t th an  th o se  

in  in e q u ita b le  o n e s . B e r sc h e id , W a lster , and B oh rn sted t (1973)  

conducted a c o r r e la t io n a l  s tu d y  vÆiich sampled 2 ,0 0 0  o f  62 ,000  

returned  1 0 9 -ite m  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  a sk in g  how happy and s a t i s ­

f ie d  in d iv id u a ls  were in  t h e ir  p re se n t r e la t io n s h ip  and how 

c e r t a in  th e y  were th a t  th e y  would be w ith  t h e ir  p a r tn er  te n  

yea rs  from  th a t  t im e . They concluded  th a t  " in d iv id u a ls  who 

are  matched w ith  e q u a lly  d e s ir a b le  p a rtn ers  a re  h a p p ie r , more 

s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip ,  and more c o n f id e n t  th a t  i t  

w i l l  l a s t . . . t h a n  resp o n d en ts  vÆio are mismatched" (p . 1 3 0 ) .

In  a d d it io n , Traupmann (1978) conducted e x te n s iv e  

in te r v ie w s  w ith  124 co u p le s  reg a rd in g  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  e q u ity  

in  t h e ir  m arriage. She found t h a t ,  compared to  in e q u ita b le  

c o u p le s , e q u ita b le  co u p les  were (1 )  h a p p ier , more c o n te n t ,  

l e s s  an g ry , and l e s s  g u i l t y ,  (2 )  more s a t i s f i e d  w ith  t h e ir  

m arriage, and (3 )  more l i k e l y  to  p e r c e iv e  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  

as s t a b le .

As w ith  th e  o th er  a rea s  review ed  in  t h i s  s e c t io n ,  

and c o n s is t e n t  w ith  p r o p o s it io n  fo u r  o f  th e  th e o r y , in d iv id u a ls  

in  in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip s  f e e l  d i s t r e s s  and a ttem p t to  

r e s to r e  e q u ity  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  W a lster , Traupmann, and 

W alster (1 9 7 8 ) n o te  th a t  c o u p le s  can r e s to r e  a c tu a l e q u ity  in  

a number o f  w ays. G e n e ra lly , th e  d ep r iv ed  p a rtn er  may demand 

more o f  th e  o v e r b e n e fite d  p a rtn er; th e  o v e r b e n e f ite d  p a rtn er  

may be q u ite  w i l l in g  to  a g ree  to  such demands. Some o f  th e se
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ways a re :  d im in ish in g  p h y s ic a l appearance, en gagin g  in

c o n v e r sa tio n  when one f e e l s  l i k e  ta lk in g  and a b s ta in in g  from

i t  when one does n o t ,  r e fr a in in g  from r e a ssu r in g  th e  o th er

p a rtn er  th a t  he o r  she i s  i n  lo v e ,  and f a i l i n g  to  make th e

p a r tn e r 's  sex  l i f e  f u l f i l l i n g .  The co u p le  may, o f  co u r se ,

r e s to r e  p sy c h o lo g ic a l e q u ity  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  by co n v in c in g

th em se lv es  th a t  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  f a i r .  Many c o u p le s ,

W alster  and her a s s o c ia t e s  argu e,

when co n fro n ted  w ith  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  b a lan ce  
o f  t h e ir  m arriage has changed, f in d  i t  e a s i e s t  
to  r e s to r e  p sy c h o lo g ic a l e q u ity  to  t h e i r  r e la t io n ­
sh ip  and to  co n v in ce  th em se lv es  th a t  th e s e  changes 
are n o t r e a l  ch an ges, o r  th a t  th ey  are  n o t r e a l ly
v ery  im portant (1978 , p . 1 8 4 ) .

F in a l ly ,  o f  c o u r se , th e  co u p le  may " lea v e  th e  f ie ld "  and

term in a te  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .

Two o th er  major s tu d ie s  concerned w ith  e q u ity  and 

in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  have been con d u cted . W a lster , 

Traupmann, and W a lster  (1 978) in  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  r o le  o f  

e q u ity  in  e x tr a m a r ita l s e x u a l i t y ,  h y p o th es iz ed  th a t :  (1 )  a

s e x u a lly  deprived  p a rtn er  may demand e x tr a m a r ita l freedom  

where th e  o v e r b e n e fite d  p a rtn er  may n o t ,  and th u s , w i l l  

u t i l i z e  se x  as a  means to  r e s to r e  e q u ity ,  (2 )  a  d ep r iv ed

p a rtn er  may f in d  e x tr a m a r ita l sex  an in v i t in g  and lo w -r is k

p r o p o s it io n  w h ile  an o v e r b e n e fite d  p a rtn er  would have grave  

r e s e r v a t io n s  about such a f f a i r s ,  and (3 )  g iv e n  th a t  a deprived  

p a rtn er  wants what he o r  she d e s e r v e s , i f  a person  f e e l s  

d ep rived  in  a r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  h is  o r  h er m arriage p a r tn er ,
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he or  sh e  i s  l i k e l y  to  seek  an e x tr a m a r ita l r e la t io n s h ip  to  

com pensate. These w r ite r s  conducted a survey  stu d y , and th e  

r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  support f o r  a l l  th ree  h y p o th ese s .

W a lster , W alster , and Traupmann (1978) s tu d ied  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  betw een e q u ity  and te n d e n c ie s  f o r  p rem arita l 

s e x . T h eir h yp oth eses were th a t  u n d erb en efited  men would 

demand th a t  t h e ir  p a rtn ers  go fa r th e r  s e x u a lly  and th a t  

u n d erb en efited  women would demand th a t  t h e ir  p artn ers  

w a it  u n t i l  th ey  were ready fo r  s e x . The au th ors p red ic ted  

th a t  e q u ity  and se x  would in te r a c t  in  making th e se  

r e la t io n s h ip s .  The authors* h yp oth eses were n o t confirm ed, 

in  th a t  e q u ita b le  co u p les  were found to  be th e  most in t im a te .  

There i s  some ev id en ce  th a t  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  o p era te  in  th e  

s e l e c t i o n  o f  a  p artn er  fo r  an in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip .  As 

W alster  and h er  a s s o c ia t e s  have argued, "the more e q u ita b le  

a rom antic r e la t io n s h ip  i s ,  th e  more l i k e l y  i t  i s  to  

p ro g ress  to  marriage" (p . 1 6 5 ).

As o f  t h i s  w r it in g , no s tu d ie s  are  a v a i la b le  vh ich  

have d i r e c t l y  in v e s t ig a te d  th e  r o le  o f  e q u ity  i n  th e  p ro cess  

o f  s e le c t in g  an in tim a te  p a r tn er . Y et, c e r t a in  resea rch  

does p o in t  to  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  in  th e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  a m ate,

W a lster , Arnson, Abrahams, and Rottman (1966) t e s t e d  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een l ik in g  and p h y s ic a l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  

among c o l le g e  s tu d e n ts  a t  a dance whose p a r tn ers  were matched 

through a com puter. The w r ite r s  h y p o th es ized  th a t  th o se  

s tu d e n ts  who were matched w ith  a p artn er  o f  eq u al p h y s ic a l



4 6

a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  would in d ic a te  a g r e a te r  d egree o f  l ik in g  fo r  

each o th e r  than would stu d e n ts  whose d a te s  were s u p e r io r  o r  

in f e r io r  i n  a t t r a c t iv e n e s s .  The h y p o th e s is  was n ot confirm ed , 

as a l l  s u b je c ts  ex p ressed  a l ik in g  fo r  th e  most a t t r a c t iv e  . 

d a te s . S im ila r  r e s u l t s  were found in  a fo llo w -u p  stu d y  by 

B e r sc h e id , Dion, W a lste r , and W a lster  (1 9 7 1 ). Im p o rta n tly , 

Morse, R e is ,  and Gruzen (1973) found th a t  as th e  in t e r a c t io n  

between co u p les  in c r e a s e d , e q u ity  c o n s id e r a t io n s  became more 

im p o rta n t.

O ther r e se a r c h  in  t h is  area  which has h in te d  th a t  th e  

o p e r a tio n  o f  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  i s  im p ortan t in  th e  developm ent 

o f  in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  whereby in d iv id u a ls  seek  p artn ers  

w ith  comparable a s s e t s ,  i s  in  m ental h e a lth  (M u rstein , 1967) 

and p h y s ic a l h e a lth  (S p u h ler , 1 9 6 8 ). In  a d d it io n , th e  

r e se a r ch  by B er sch e id , W alster, and B oh rn stedt (1 9 7 3 ) in d i ­

c a te s  th a t  j u s t  as p h y s ic a l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  can be used to  

a t t r a c t  a p h y s ic a l ly  a t t r a c t iv e  m ate , so  can i t  be used to  

a t t r a c t  a mate w ith  o th er  a t t r ib u t e s .

The read er should  note th a t  in  no ca se  has communica­

t io n  in  g e n e ra l o r  co n v e r sa tio n  b eh a v io r  in  p a r t ic u la r  been  

examined in  terms o f  i t s  correspondence w ith  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s .  

Such an o m iss io n  i s  s u r p r is in g , g iv e n  th e  prom inence o f  com­

m u nication  b eh avior in  a t  l e a s t  one in tim a te  r e la t io n ,  

married co u p les  ( c . f . ,  Raush, B arry, H e r te l ,  and Swain, 1 9 7 4 ).

In  sh o r t , r e se a r c h  in to  e q u ity  in  in tim a te  r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  i n  g e n e r a l,  and com m unication e q u ity  in  p a r t ic u la r ,  i s  

not e x t e n s iv e ,  but what resea rch  th e r e  i s  in d ic a te s  th a t
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e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  are  o p e r a t iv e  in  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .  

Communication has been  shown to  p la y  a c e n tr a l  r o le  w ith in  

such r e la t io n s h ip s  which in d ic a te s  th a t  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  

c o n v e r sa tio n  w ith in  m a r ita l dyads should prove r e v e a lin g .

The l i t e r a t u r e  on c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  review ed in  th e  fo llo w in g  

s e c t io n .

S tu d ie s  in  Communicative I n te r a c t io n  

P rev iou s r esea rch  in to  com m unicative in te r a c t io n  has  

u t i l i z e d  d i f f e r e n t  system s by and assum ptions under which th e  

data  have been  a n a ly zed . Three sy s te m s , which a t  a minimum, 

acknowledge both th e  co n ten t o f  com m unication and th e  i n t e r ­

a c t io n  found th e r e in  as c o n s tr u c ts  are d e a l t  w ith  h e r e . The 

em phasis here i s  on th e  assu m ption s and o p e r a t io n a l iz a t io n  o f  

th e se  system s and not w ith  r e sea r ch  th a t has u t i l i z e d  them.

I n te r a c t io n  P rocess A n a ly s is

A popular means f o r  cod in g  com m unicative in te r a c t io n  

i s  th e  in te r a c t io n  p ro cess  a n a ly s is  developed  by B a les (1 9 5 0 ).  

Most o f  t h i s  r e se a rc h  has been  concerned w ith  cod in g  i n t e r ­

a c t io n  in  th e  sm all group s e t t i n g  ( c . f . ,  Lashbrook, 1 975), 

a lth ou gh  some attem p t has been  made to  ap p ly  th e  B ales  

system  to  fa m ily  in t e r a c t io n  (W axier and M ish ler , 1965;

W inter and F e r r e ir a , 1 9 6 7 ).

The B a les system  i s  co n stru c ted  o f  ta sk  and socio% 

em otion a l c a te g o r ie s  by which p a r t ic ip a n t s '  tu rn s o r  c o n tr ib u ­

t io n s  are c l a s s i f i e d .  A ju d g e , th e i upon h ea r in g  a
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c o n tr ib u t io n  by a p a r t ic ip a n t ,  f in d s  a ca teg o ry  s u i t a b le  fo r  

th e  c o n tr ib u t io n . Three major problem s have been found in  

th e  a p p l ic a t io n  o f  t h is  a n a ly s is .

F i r s t ,  th e re  i s  a g e n er a l la c k  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y  fo r

a s s ig n in g  c a te g o r ie s  to  c o n tr ib u t io n s  a c ro ss  co d ers . As

W inter and F e r r e ira  (1967) noted;

Even w ith  presum ably adequate traijjing^ o f  r a t e r s ,  
n e ith e r  we nor Waxier or  M ish ler [ l9 6 ^  have been  
a b le  to  a ch iev e  r e a ssu r in g  r e l i a b i l i t y  l e v e l s .
The major d i f f i c u l t y  seems to  be th a t  th e  c a t e ­
g o r ie s  are  m u ltid im en sio n a l i n  meaning, and th e  
r a te r s  are req u ired  to  c l a s s i f y  th e  item s on th e  
b a s is  o f  h ig h er  order in fe r e n c e s  (pp. 1 7 0 -1 7 1 ).

An ev en  la r g e r  problem was o u t lin e d  by Kendon 

(1 9 7 5 ), who p e r s u a s iv e ly  argued th a t  th e  assignm ent o f  b eh av ior  

to  a c a te g o r y  in  the B a les  system  i s  n ot an a ssessm en t o f  

b eh a v io r , but r a th e r , a judgment o f  th e  in te n t  or e f f o r t  

behind th e  b eh a v io r . That i s ,  when one marks a c o n tr ib u t io n  

as "harm onizing," th e  judgment i s  not made on th e  b a s is  o f  

w hether th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  a c t u a l ly  fu n c tio n ed  to  produce 

harmony w ith in  th e  s e t t in g  in  which i t  was u t te r e d . In s te a d ,  

th e  judgment i s  made on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  ju d g e 's  e s t im a t io n  

o f  what th e  speaker was tr y in g  to  do w ith  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n .

T his judgment r e p r e se n ts  an assessm en t o f  th e  sp e a k e r 's  

in t e n t .  T a lk , th en , i s  not primary d ata  in  th e B a les  system .

F in a l ly ,  because freq u en cy  cou n ts o f  occu rren ces  are  

made w ith in  c a te g o r ie s ,  th e r e  cannot be an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  

p a tte r n s  o f  com m unication. For exam ple, vdien speaker A i s  

coded as having  te n  turns in  one ca teg o ry  and s ix  in  a n o th er .
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th ere  i s  no in form ation  about how th e  tu rn s occurred  nor 

w ith  what c a te g o r ie s  th ey  are bounded a t  th e  tim e o f  t h e ir  

productiono In sh o r t, any e x i s t in g  p a ttern s  are l o s t  due to  

th e f a c t  t h a t  any a n a ly s is  o f  th e  tu rn s i s  com pleted a f t e r  

th ey  a re  counted and lumped to g e th e r  in to  a corp u s.

PR0ANA5

Developed by W illiam  B. Lashbrook in  1968, PR0ANA5 

i s  a computer program which a n a ly z e s  th e  in te r a c t io n  p a tter n s  

in  sm all grou p s. A n etw ork -typ e approach, th e  system  r e q u ir e s  

f i v e  or  s i x  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who must in t e r a c t  fo r  t h ir t y  m in u tes. 

An a n a ly s is  w ith  r e s u lt s  i s  conducted fo r  each te n  m inute 

p e r io d .

As in  th e  B ales system , tra in e d  o b serv ers  ch a rt th e  

in t e r a c t io n  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s . U nlike B a le s , th e  i n t e r ­

a c t io n s  a re  not d iv id ed  in to  c o n te n t  c a t e g o r ie s ,  b u t r a th e r ,  

are charted  from i n i t i a t o r  to  r e c ip ie n t .  The o n ly  c o n ten t  

judgments which are made are  betw een "patterned" and "non­

patterned"  in te r a c t io n s .  A c o n tr ib u t io n  i s  n on -p attern ed  

i f  i t  i s  judged to  be ir r e le v a n t  to  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  a t  hand, 

exceed s f o r t y - f iv e  seconds in  le n g th , o r  i f  th e  speaker  

changes t o p ic s .

U n lik e th e  B a les  system , problem s w ith  o b ta in in g  a 

high  d egree o f  in t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  are minimal (Lashbrook, 

1968). However, th e  problem o f  a n a ly z in g  p a tte r n s  o f  

in t e r a c t io n  rem ain. The freq u en cy  cou n ts are broken down



50

by sp eak er I con ten t i s  d ichotom ous, not m u lt iv a r ia te ,  and 

th e  d ata  a re  lumped in to  a corpus f o r  each  p a r t ic ip a n t ,  

which does not a llo w  fo r  th e  study o f  s tr u c tu r a l  or  co n ten t  

p a tte r n s . Here a l s o ,  th e  t a lk  i s  n ot th e  fo cu s o f  a n a ly s is  

as prim ary data; flo w  o f  in t e r a c t io n  i s  th e  primary i n t e r e s t .  

F u rth er, due to  th e number o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  th a t are r e q u ir ed ,  

th e  system  seems n on -ad ap tab le to  th e  in te r a c t io n  o f  th e  

m a rita l dyad »

R e la t io n a l Communication

One o f  th e most p op u lar , r e c e n t , and a p p lic a b le  means 

o f  a s s e s s in g  co n v e r sa tio n a l in t e r a c t io n  i s  through an a n a ly s is  

o f  r e la t io n a l  com m unication. R e la t io n a l com m unication i s  

d efin ed  through th o se  a s p e c ts  o f  m essages which d e f in e  or  

r e d e f in e  r e la t io n s h ip s  (M illa r  and R ogers, 1 9 76). The 

d e f in i t io n  o f  "message" in  t h is  typ e  o f  r e sea rch  has remained 

h ig h ly  am biguous. R e la t io n a l com m unication s tu d ie s  have  

employed a l l  o f  the fo llo w in g  as message a n a ly t ic a l  u n it s ;  

" act,"  " tu r n ," " sta tem en t,"  and'!sim pie sen ten ce"  ( E l l i s ,  e t .  

a l . ,  undated ; F ish er , 1980; L u s t ig , 1 9 8 0 ). This s e c t io n  

d e a ls  w ith  th e  fo llo w in g  a rea s  o f  r e la t io n a l  com m unication:

(1 ) u n d er ly in g  assu m p tion s, (2 )  means o f  cod ing and measure­

ment, and (3 )  an a ssessm en t o f  i t s  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  to  t h i s  

r e s e a r c h .

A ssum ptions. The o r ig in s  o f  r e la t io n a l  com m unication  

are g e n e r a l ly  traced  back to  B ateson  (1 9 3 5 , 1958, 1972)
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(P a rk s , 1977; 'F ish er , 1 9 8 0 ), who fo cu sed  on th e  r e p o r t  and 

th e  command a s p e c ts  o f  lan gu age. R eport a sp e c ts  o f  language  

a re  concerned w ith  c o n te n t;  command a s p e c ts  are  concerned  

w ith  r e la t io n s h ip s .  The command o r  r e la t io n a l  components 

o f  m essages r e f e r  to  th e  ways in  vdiich d e f in i t io n s  o f  r e la t io n ­

sh ip s  a re  develop ed  and m aintained o v er  t im e . They are  

view ed a s  a b s tr a c t io n s  from th e  r e p o r t  o r  command components 

b ecau se th e y  are based on an in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  r e p o r t  

or c o n te n t  com ponent. To B ateson , a sym m etrical r e la t io n s h ip  , 

o ccu rs when a s s e r t io n s  o f  dominance a re  matched w ith  resp o n ses  

o f  dom inance. A complementary r e la t io n s h ip  o ccu rs  when 

an a s s e r t io n  o f  dominance i s  matched w ith  resp o n ses  o f  

a ccep ta n ce  or su b m iss io n .

G e n e r a lly , m essages have been  t y p i f ie d  in  one o f  two 

system s; in d iv id u a lly -p r o d u c ed  o r  jo in t ly -p r o d u c e d . Those 

m essages c o n ta in in g  in d iv id u a l ly  produced r e la t io n a l  dimen­

s io n s  a re  o f  th r e e  ty p e s :  (1 ) One-up - a m essage which a s s e r t s

a r e la t io n a l  d e f in i t i o n  by the so u rce; (2 )  One-down -  a 

m essage w hich a c c e p ts  o r  a cq u ie se s  to  a r e la t io n a l  d e f in i t i o n  

as i n i t i a t e d  by a n o th e r , and (3 )  O ne-A cross - a m essage which 

a v o id s  a ccep ta n ce  o r  a s s e r t io n  o f  a r e la t io n a l  d e f in i t i o n .

Parks (1977) argu es p e r s u a s iv e ly  th a t  r e la t io n a l  

d e f in i t io n s  may n ot be sim ply reco g n ized  as th e product o f  

s in g le  in d iv id u a ls .  R ather, such d e f in i t i o n s  " rep resen t some 

j o in t  q u a l i ty  or  product o f  th e  on goin g  com m unication among 

th e  p a r tic ip a n ts"  (p . 3 7 4 ) . Such an a n a ly s is :
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r e q u ir e s  a fo cu s  on th e r e la t io n s h ip  betw een  
m essa g es . . 0 .The u n it  o f  a n a ly s is  becomes the  
exchange or i n t e r a c t . . . . The exchange as a w h o le , 
r a th e r  th an  s in g le  m essages, c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  
b a s ic  u n it  o f  a n a ly s is  f o r  r e la t io n a l  communica­
t io n  (p . 3 7 4 ) 0

Parks argu es th a t  o n ly  by exam ining th e  r e la t io n s h ip s  among 

m essage ty p e s  can  one reach  a r e la t io n a l  l e v e l  o f  a n a ly s is .

To a c h ie v e  t h i s  g o a l ,  Parks e s ta b lis h e d  a ty p o lo g y  o f  s i x  

k in d s o f  m essages. Each s e t  has a m essage i n i t i a t e d  by one 

person  and a  resp o n se  m essage i n i t i a t e d  by th e  o th e r . The 

m essages a re  as f o l lo w s :  (1 )  c o m p e tit iv e  symmetry - two

one-up m essages; (2 )  su b m iss iv e  symmetry - two one-down  

m essages; (3 )  n e u tr a liz e d  symmetry - two o n e -a c r o ss  m essages;

(4 )  com plem entarity  - a com bination  o f  one-up  and one-down  

m essages; (5 )  tra n sito ry -d o m in a n t - n e u tr a l m essages coupled  

w ith  one-up m essages, and (6 )  tr a n s ito r y -s u b m is s iv e  - n e u tr a l  

m essages cou p led  w ith  one-down m essages.

M easurement. C on troversy  e x i s t s  reg a rd in g  th e  

a p p l i c a b i l i t y ,  r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  o f  v a r io u s  means by 

which r e la t io n a l  com m unication i s  measured and coded . The 

problem i s  o f  such s e v e r i t y  t h a t  0*D o n n e ll-T r u j i l lo  (1980) 

argues th a t  "before s c h o la r s  in  t h i s  a rea  o f  r e la t io n a l  

com m unication re se a rc h  can dem onstrate th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e ir  

f in d in g s ,  th o se  d is c r e p a n c ie s  must be reso lv ed "  (p . 1 5 ) .  

S ev era l o f  th e s e  cod in g  system s are rev iew ed  i n  tu rn .

Puck and F o lg er  (1 9 7 6 ) co n stru c ted  a cod ing scheme 

r e s t r ic t e d  to  r e q u e s ts  and r e sp o n se s . They assume th e  a c t
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o f  making a  re q u e st  im p lie s  an a ttem p t to  d e f in e  a p a r t ic u la r  

typ e  o f  r e la t io n s h ip .  F ish er  (1980) n o te s  th a t.b e c a u se  th e  

c a te g o r ie s  in  t h i s  system  are d i f f e r e n t  fo r  r e q u e s ts  and 

resp o n ses and b ecau se  th e  system  cannot be construed  in to  

sym m etrical and complementary r e la t io n s h ip s ,  the system  

should not be r e l ie d  upon.

Two o f  th e  system s which have fr e q u e n tly  been  employed 

are th o se  o f  Rogers and Farace (1 9 7 5 ) and E l l i s ,  F ish e r ,  

D reck se l, Hoch, and Werbel (u n d a ted ). Numerous s im i l a r i t i e s  

e x i s t  betw een th e  sy ste m s . Both sy stem s: (1 ) have compa­

r a b le  c o n tr o l d i r e c t io n s ,  (2 ) d e f in e  com plementary p a tte rn s  

as any one-up m essage (dom inance) fo llo w e d  by one-down 

m essages ( su b m is s io n ) , and sym m etrical p a tte rn s  as paired  

m essages w ith  th e  same c o n tr o l d ir e c t io n ,  and (3 )  v iew  th e  

coded a c t  a s  a re sp o n se  to  a p rev io u s  m essage and as a s tim u lu s  

fo r  a subsequent m essage.

There a r e , how ever, c r i t i c a l  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een th e se  

two system s ( c . f . ,  F is h e r , 1980; O 'D o n n e ll-T r u j i l lo , 1 9 8 0 ). 

S ev era l o f  th e se  d i f f e r e n c e s  are  rep o rted  h e r e . F i r s t ,  th e  

R ogers-F arace system  i d e n t i f i e s  th r e e  ty p e s  o f  m essages: 

on e-u p , one-down, and o n e -a c r o s s . The E l l i s ,  e t .  a l . ,  system  

a llo w s fo r  d i s t in c t io n s  betw een one-up  and one-down a c t s  

depending upon th e  in t e n s i t y  o f  th e  a c t .  Second, th e  i n t e r ­

p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  o n e -a c r o ss  c a te g o ry  i s  d i f f e r e n t .  The 

R ogers-F arace system  v iew s such an a c t  a s  n e u tr a l;  n e ith e r
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an attem pt to  c o n tr o l another o r  subm it to  a n o th e r 's  c o n tr o l.  

The E l l i s ,  e t .  a l . ,  system  su g g e s ts  th a t  th is  c a te g o r y  i s  one 

o f  eq u iv a le n c e , an attem p t to  id e n t i f y  w ith  an oth er on  a 

mutual b a s i s .  T h ird , th e  means by which m essages th a t  extend  

c a te g o r ie s  are  d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  i s  a ls o  d i f f e r e n t .  The R ogers- 

Farace system  cod es a l l  e x te n s io n s  as o n e -a cro ss  m essages.

The E l l i s ,  e t .  a l . ,  system  breaks e x te n s io n s  down in to  

"asserted  id e a t io n a l"  and " elaborate"  ty p e s . F in a l ly ,  th e  

c o n tr o l a sp e c t  o f  q u e s t io n s  d i f f e r s  in  th e se  two sy stem s.

In  th e  R ogers-F arace system , u n le s s  a q u e stio n  su p p orts  or  

exten d s a p rev iou s m essage, i t  i s  coded o n e -a c r o ss . The 

E l l i s ,  e t .  a l . ,  system  breaks down q u e stio n s  in to  th o se  

which seek  in fo rm a tio n  o r  o p in io n s , th o se  which seek  c l a r i t y ,  

and th o se  which change a to p ic  o r  d isco n firm  a p rev io u s  

m essage.

F ish e r  (1980) n o te s  th e  im pact o f  th e se  d if f e r e n c e s  

in  o p e r a tio n a l d e f in i t i o n  by s ta t in g  th a t  " r e su lts  ob ta in ed  

from u sin g  one o f  th e  system s cannot be compared w ith  r e s u lt s  

ob ta in ed  from u sin g  th e o th e r  system" (p . 1 5 ) . O 'D on n ell-  

T r u j i l lo  (1980) t e s t e d  both  system s on the same body o f  

d a ta . He found th a t  th e  two system s d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  d i s t r i ­

buted c o n tr o l a ss ig n m e n ts . F u rth er, in  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  

in ter -sch em e agreem ent betw een system s on an a c t -b y -a c t  

b a s is ,  o n ly  53 p ercen t o f  th e  a c t s  were coded i d e n t i c a l l y .

A p p l ic a b i l i t y . Shortcom ings e x i s t  in  r e la t io n a l  

communication re sea rc h  which p reclu d e th e  a p p lic a t io n  o f
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th e s e  sy stem s to  th e  p resen t study» These shortcom ings a re  

deep er th a n  problem s in  th e ways in  which r e la t io n a l  communi­

c a t io n  c o n s tr u c t s  have been  o p e r a t io n a liz e d »  Indeed, th e  

assu m p tion s vdiich u n d erly  r e la t io n a l  com m unication system s  

su g g e s t  th a t  much d i f f i c u l t y  would have been  met i f  th e  

r e se a r c h  q u e s t io n s  o f  in t e r e s t  h ere  had been  pursued by th e s e  

sy s te m s .

F i r s t ,  l i k e  th e  two p r e v io u s ly  d isc u sse d  sy stem s, a

r e se a r c h e r  working w ith  r e la t io n a l  com m unication system s

must ju d ge th e  in t e n t  behind th e  ta lk »  E l l i s  (1978) makes

t h i s  c le a r  in  h i s  d e f in i t i o n  o f  th e  c o n tr o l d im ension  o f

r e la t io n a l  com m unication:

M essages have been  c l a s s i f i e d  accord in g  to  when 
an in te r a c ta n t  a s s e r t s  r e la t io n a l  c o n tr o l (o n e-  
up) and seek s to  dom inate th e  d e f in i t i o n  o f  th e  
r e la t io n s h ip ,  or  when a m essage a c c e p ts  c o n tr o l  
from a n oth er  (one-dow n) and r e le g a t e s  th e  i n d i ­
v id u a l to  a su b m iss iv e  p o s i t io n  in  th e  r e la t io n ­
sh ip » .» »  Q n e - a c r o s ^  s ig n a ls  an u n w illin g n e s s  
to  a c c e p t  e i t h e r  r e la t io n a l  d e f in i t i o n  (p . 185) 
(em phasis add ed ).

In  e s s e n c e ,  g iv e n  a p ie c e  o f  d a ta , th e  in v e s t ig a t o r  must

c a te g o r iz e  th e  t a lk  on th e  b a s is  o f  what th e  speaker in ten d ed

o r  was t r y in g  to  accom p lish  w ith  th e c o n tr ib u tio n »  The

problem  h e r e  i s  t h a t  th e se  sy stem s c la im  to  code b e h a v io r s ,

b u t in s t e a d , a c t u a l ly  code a sse ssm en ts  o f  in t e n t  and g o a l-

s ta t e s »  Judgments o f  in te n t  and in te r n a l  m o tiv a tio n s  a re  n ot

prim ary l e v e l s  o f  a n a ly s i s ,  b u t r a th e r , are  s e c o n d - le v e l

a b s tr a c t io n s  from b eh aviors»  By u t i l i z i n g  system s based on

th e s e  judgm ents, one does n ot know th e  b a s is  on which a
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judgment i s  made. As a r e s u l t ,  any v a l i d i t y  check on th e  

meaning th a t  one w ish es to  a t ta c h  to  th e  b eh a v io r  i s  d i f f i ­

c u l t  to  ap p ly  i n  th a t  one cannot go back to  th e  b eh a v io r  in  

ord er to  v a l id a t e  th e  a tta ch ed  m eaning.

S econ d , w h ile  r e la t io n a l  com m unication s tu d ie s  have  

d e a lt  w ith  p a tte r n s  o f  in t e r a c t io n  betw een p a r t ic ip a n t s , th e  

t a lk  i s  n o t u t i l i z e d  as prim ary d a ta . The b a s is  o f  r e la t io n a l  

com m unication i s  n o t th e  ty p e  o f  t a lk ,  b u t r a th e r , th e  ty p e  o f  

c a te g o r y  in t o  which th e  t a lk  has been  tran sform ed . T a lk , th e n , 

i s  transform ed in to  a number o f  a p r io r i  c a t e g o r ie s ,  th e  

number o f  which depends upon th e  sy stem . The a n a ly s is  i s  n ot  

performed on th e  t a lk  i t s e l f ,  b u t i s  performed on one l e v e l  

o f  a b s tr a c t io n  removed from th e  prim ary d a ta , th e  c a te g o r ie s  

in to  w hich th e  t a lk  has been  c l a s s i f i e d .  As has b een  n o ted , 

t a lk  i s  c o n s id ered  prim ary d a ta  in  th e  p r esen t r e s e a r c h .

An in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  how th e  t a lk  o f  husbands and w iv es  i n  a 

j o in t  p r e s e n ta t io n  fu n c tio n s  can  r e v e a l im portant th in g s  about 

th e  n atu re o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  As su ch , any a n a ly s is  which 

r e l i e s  s o l e l y  on  s e c o n d - le v e l  c a te g o r ie s  fo r  d a ta  becomes 

i n s u f f i c i e n t  i n  th a t  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s  n e ith e r  t a lk  in  nor a re  

aware o f  th e  la b e l s  which in v e s t ig a t o r s  have p laced  upon t h e ir  

c o n t r ib u t io n s ,

F in a l ly ,  how th e  t a lk  fu n c t io n s  w ith in  th e  d a ta  i n  

r e la t io n a l  com m unication r e se a r c h  i s  u n c le a r . W hile such  

re sea r c h  r e s u l t s  in  in d iv id u a l a ssessm en ts  such as "dominant"
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and " su b m iss iv e ," th e se  a sse ssm e n ts  are  not made on th e  

b a s is  o f  how th e  ta lk  fu n c t io n s ,  or  i s  used, in  th e  d is c o u r s e .  

Only p a tte r n s  o f  in t e r a c t io n , w ith out r e fe r e n c e  to  th e  

fu n c tio n  o f  th e  ta lk  which c o n s t i t u te s  th e  in te r a c t io n ,  

may be in v e s t ig a te d  through r e la t io n a l  com munication system s.

A fu n c t io n a l p e r s p e c t iv e  in v e s t ig a t e s ,  apart from th e  in te n t  

behind th e  t a lk ,  th e  e f f e c t  th a t  o n e 's  p a r t ic u la r  c o n tr ib u t io n  

had in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  as judged by th e  ta lk  o f  another  

which fo llo w s  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n . The r o le  th a t  language  

p la y s  in  a c o u p le 's  r e la t io n s h ip  may be more f u l l y  i n v e s t i ­

gated  through th e  a n a ly s is  o f  t a lk  as primary d a ta .

The read er should  n ote  th a t  in  no s tu d ie s  u t i l i z i n g  

th e se  th r e e  system s review ed  up to  t h i s  p o in t has ta lk  been  

used as th e  primary d a ta . Each study has u t i l i z e d  c o n s tr u c ts  

or c a te g o r ie s  which in f e r  from th e  ta lk  to  d e r iv e  t h e ir  

primary d a ta .

R esearch in  C o n v ersa tio n a l A n a ly s is

F ou n d ation . F o llo w in g  th e  t r a d it io n  o f  ethnom ethodo- 

lo g y , t h i s  resea rch  b eg in s  w ith  th e  understanding th a t  th e  

a c t i v i t y  o f  ta lk  i s  an on going c o n s tr u c t io n  o f  r e a l i t y  as 

w e ll  as a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  how th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  c u r r e n t ly  

understand th a t  r e a l i t y .  At a minimum, r e a l i t y  r e f e r s  to  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts '  understand ing o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  and how 

t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  r e la t e s  to  th e  s i t u a t io n  (p u b lic  or  

p r iv a te )  in  which th e t a lk  o c c u r s . Thus, th e  r o le  o f  ta lk
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i s  co n sid ered  c e n tr a l  i n  the c o n s tr u c t io n  and r e f l e c t i o n  o f  

an in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip .

The way each  p artn er r e la t e s  to  th e  o th e r  through  

t h e ir  t a lk  i s  p a rt o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  A side  

from th e  r o le  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t ,  th e  r o le  o f  th e  t a lk  i t s e l f  

i s  c e n t r a l .  "An u ttera n ce  not o n ly  d e l iv e r s  some p a r t ic u la r  

in fo r m a tio n , i t  a l s o  c r e a te s  a world in  which in fo rm a tio n  

i t s e l f  can appear" (Mehan and Wood, 1975, p. 1 2 ) . For 

in s ta n c e ,  t a lk  which i s  r e f l e c t i v e  o f  su p p o rtiv e  b eh av ior  

c r e a te s  an environm ent in  which su p p o r tiv e  ta lk  may occu r . 

"The o f f e r in g  o f  a su p p o rtiv e  u tte r a n c e  in  a c o n v e r sa tio n  

stan d s n o t o n ly  as an in s ta n c e  o f  su p p o rt, but h e lp s  to  

( r e )d e f in e  th e r e la t io n s h ip  as a su p p o r tiv e  on e, c r e a t in g  

room fo r  i t s e l f  and o th er  su p p o rtiv e  u ttera n ces"  (C ooley and 

A lb rech t, 1980, p . 2 ) .  Or, th e  in tr o d u c t io n  o f  c r i t i c a l  

t a lk  by one p a r t ic ip a n t  d e f in e s  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  as one in  

which such c r i t i c i s m s  may o ccu r . U ttera n ces such  as " hello"  

i n i t i a t e  an atm osphere in  which g r e e t in g  b eh av ior becomes 

a p p r o p r ia te . Thus, space i s  c r ea ted  i n  which i t  i s  p o s s ib le  

f o r  an oth er speaker to  re tu rn  th e  g r e e t in g .  "A g r e e t in g  

c r e a te s  'room' f o r  i t s e l f "  (Mehan and Wood, 1975, p . 1 3 ) .  

F in a l ly ,  i f  one p a r t ic ip a n t  (a  n on -sp eak er) s u c c e s s f u l ly  

in te r r u p ts  a cu rren t speaker, n o t o n ly  does th e  non-speaker  

g a in  th e  f lo o r  and i s ,  th e r e fo r e , a b le  to  t a lk ,  but a l s o ,  th e  

r e a l i t y  o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  a t  th a t  moment i s  d e fin ed  as one 

in  which in te r r u p t io n s  may o ccu r . I f ,  however, such an
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attem pted in te r r u p t io n  i s  u n su c c e s s fu l,  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  

r e la t io n s h ip  i s  d e fin ed  d i f f e r e n t l y .  "In t h i s  manner, ev ery  

in t e r a c t io n  betw een the members o f  a r e la t io n s h ip  c o n t in u a lly  

c o n tr ib u te s  to  th e  d e f in i t i o n  o f  th e  r e la t io n s h ip "  (C ooley  

and A lb re ch t, 1980, p. 2 ) .

Husbands and w ives j o i n t l y  produce a s e t  o f  ta lk  

which r e f l e c t s  who th ey  a re  and what t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  

a l l  ab ou t. Each p a r t ic ip a n t  in  th e  c o n v e r s a t io n  p a r t ic ip a te s  

as a c r e a to r  and a  judge o f  what i s  b e in g  c r e a te d . One 

p a r t ic ip a n t  t a l k s , th e  o th e r  may tak e th e  f lo o r  to  expand 

upon a p o in t  or d is a g r e e , to g e th e r  th ey  may a g ree  or d isa g r e e  

on th e  r e le v a n c e , accu racy , or  a p p ro p r ia ten ess  o f  a c o n t r i ­

b u tio n , com p lete  th e  p o in t ,  and i n i t i a t e  some o th e r  to p ic  o f  

im portance to  t h e ir  l i v e s  fo r  d is c u s s io n .  T his j o in t  produc­

t io n  o f  t a lk  crea ted  by m a r ita l p a rtn ers  r e f l e c t s  a rea so n a b ly  

s ta b le  r e la t io n a l  system  w hich has d evelop ed  from day to  day 

over th e  co u rse  o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  T his t a lk  becom es, 

th e r e fo r e , ap p ro p ria te  d a ta  fo r  an exa m in a tio n  o f  t h e ir  

r e la t io n s h ip .  In  th e  c r e a t io n  o f  t a lk  as an unrehearsed  

j o in t  p u b lic  p r e s e n ta t io n , m a r ita l p a r tn ers  r e v e a l  th e  

co n ten t s ta t u s  o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  How th e  co u p les  

s tr u c tu r e  t h e ir  t a lk  i s  a unique window by v iiich  one may 

a s s e s s  th e  nature o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  The k in d s o f  t o p ic s  

th ey  d is c u s s  in d ic a te  th e  h is t o r y  o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  and 

provid e a c o n te x t  from which sen se  may be made o f  th e  

s tr u c tu r e  o f  th e  t a lk .
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Talk i s  c o n t e x t - s e n s i t i v e .  Talk o n ly  o ccu rs w ith in  

th e  realm  o f  a s o c ia l  c o n te x t  and o n ly  through r e fe r e n c e  to  

th a t  c o n te x t  can s e n se  be made o f  i t .  Any c o n tr ib u t io n  

w ith in  a c o n v e r sa tio n  which an in v e s t ig a t o r  la b e ls  as 

"dominant" or "subm issive"  may be a cc u r a te  o n ly  w ith in  th e  

c o n te x t  o f  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  in  which th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  o c c u r s .  

To remove such a c o n tr ib u t io n  from i t s  c o n te x t  i s  to  change 

th e  r o le  th a t  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  p la y s  a s  a p a rt o f  th e  r e a l i t y  

co n stru c ted  by th e  in t e r a c t a n t s .  As w i l l  be s e e n , th e  

assign m ent o f  c a t e g o r ie s  fo r  th e  purpose o f  cod ing  t a lk  a s  

data  in  t h i s  r e se a r c h  i s  made on a fu n c t io n a l  and b e h a v io r a l  

b a s is  w ith  t o t a l  r e fe r e n c e  to  th e  c o n te x t  i n  which th e  t a lk  

a p p ea rs .

This r e se a r ch  u t i l i z e s  t a lk  as primary d ata  fo r  

a n a ly s is .  F o llo w in g  a d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  background fo r  such  

an approach, th e  t h e o r e t ic a l  b a s is  fo r  each o f  th e se  a n a ly t ic  

system s which are  used i s  d isc u s se d  i n  d e t a i l  in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  

Three system s by vÆiich t a lk  as prim ary d ata  i s  analyzed  i n  

th e  p resen t stu d y  a re  exp lored  i n  d e t a i l  in  t h i s  s e c t io n .

These system s a re  la b e le d  s t r u c t u r a l ,  fu n c t io n a l ,  and t o p ic -  

change. In o v erv iew , th e  s tr u c tu r a l  a n a ly s is  in v e s t ig a t e s  

s u r f a c e - le v e l  t a lk  w ith  an em phasis on seq u en cin g  o f  tu rn s  

which are  a l lo c a te d  betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s  and th e  p a t te r n s  

o f  in te r r u p t io n s  betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s  to  g a in  a tu rn  to  

t a lk .  The fu n c t io n a l  a n a ly s is  em phasizes th e  use o f  la n gu age  

w ith in  th e  s tr u c tu r e .  Q u estion s are asked con cern in g  how
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each c o n tr ib u t io n  or  tu rn  f i t s  in to  th e  la r g e r  c o n v e rsa tio n  

o f  which th e  turns a re  com ponents. How th e language i s  

used i n  a co n v er sa tio n  apart, from th e  in te n t  o f  a speaker  

i s  th e  fo c u s  o f  s tu d y . The a n a ly s is  o f  to p ic -c h a n g e  r e fe r s  

to  what co u p les  t a lk  about in  t h e ir  j o in t  p r e s e n ta t io n  and 

fo c u s e s  on a d i f f e r e n t ia t io n  o f  th e  co n te n t w ith in  th e  

c o n v e r s a tio n .

The em phasis o f  t h i s  a n a ly s is  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  focused  

on th e  in te r a c t io n  betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  F ish e r  and 

Hawes (1 9 7 1 ) d is t in g u is h  betw een  in t e r a c t  and a c t  a s  u n its  

o f  a n a ly s i s .  N oting th a t  s tu d ie s  o f  a c t s  have predominanted  

com m unication r e se a r c h , th e y  ad vocate  th e  ad op tion  o f  

i n t e r a c t ,  which c o n s is t s  o f  a c t  p lu s resp o n se  or a c t  p lu s  

a c t ,  a s  an a n a ly t ic a l  u n it .  Schen k ein  (1978) em phasized  

th a t  w h ile  " co n v ersa tio n  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  an in t e r a c t io n a l  

a c t i v i t y . . .th e  in te r a c t io n a l  b a s is  o f  many o f  th e  th in g s  

p eo p le  do i s  taken  fo r  granted  t y p ic a l l y  and r a r e ly  g iv e n  

r ig o r o u s  s o c io lo g ic a l  form u lation "  (p . 3 ) .  C o n v ersa tio n , 

a s view ed in  t h i s  a n a ly s i s ,  i s  n o t an a c t ,  but a com plex 

m atrix  o f  a c t s ,  h ie r a r c h ic a l ly  and s e q u e n t ia l ly  s tru c tu red  

in to  in t e r a c t s .  Each a c t ,  however d e f in e d , th a t  may com prise  

a u n it  o f. c o n v er sa tio n  i s  bounded on a l l  s id e s  by o th e r  a c ts  

w ith  th e  e x c e p tio n  o f  th o se  a c t s  which i n i t i a t e  or conclude  

a c o n v e r sa tio n .

Talk  has been shown to  be in h e r e n t ly  s tr u c tu r e d .

Much e f f o r t  has been expended to  determ ine th e  n ature o f  such
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s tr u c tu r e  as w e l l  as th e  r u le s  by v h ich  i t  i s  p attern ed  

( c . f . ,  Donohue, Hawes, and Mabee, 1981; A lb rech t and C ooley , 

1980; N o fs in g e r , 1975; S tec h , 1975; S te c h , 1979; S ch en k ein , 

1 9 7 8 ). W hile t h i s  resea rch  co u ld  b eg in  w ith  an a n a ly s is  o f  

e i t h e r  th e  in fe r r e d  in te r n a l  s t a t e s  and m o tiv a tio n s  le a d in g  

t o  th e  judgm ents o f  th e  in t e n t  behind th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  or  

w ith  th e  su b s ta n t iv e  co n ten t o f  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s ,  i t  

in s te a d  b eg in s  w ith  an ex a m in a tio n  o f  th e  s u r f a c e - le v e l  

s tr u c tu r e  o f  th e  in te r a c t io n .

The s tr u c tu r e  o f  t a lk  may be examined on s e v e r a l  

d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s ,  such as gram m atica l, p h o n o lo g ic a l, fu n c t io n a l ,  

o r  seq uencin g  o f  speaker exch an ge. This re sea rch  i s  la r g e ly  

concerned w ith  s tr u c tu r e  in  term s o f  th e  means by which  

speakers a l l o c a t e  tu rn s to  speak w ith  one a n o th e r . Such an 

e f f o r t  i s  im portant b ecause th e  p a tte r n s  by which m a r ita l 

co u p les  s tr u c tu r e  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa t io n s  have been  shown to  

be c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  r e l a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  (A lb rech t and C oo ley , 

1 9 8 0 ). The s tr u c tu r e  o f  th e  t a lk  both  a llo w s  a re se a r c h e r  

t o  examine th e  in te r a c t io n  w ith  t a lk  as prim ary d ata  as w e ll  

a s  a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  the r e la t io n s h ip  i t s e l f .

U t i l i z in g  data from f i v e  sm a ll group s t u d ie s ,  S tech  

(1975) d iv id ed  s tr u c tu r e  in to  two p a r ts :  d is t r ib u t io n a l

and s e q u e n t ia l .  D is tr ib u t io n a l  s tr u c tu r e  r e f e r s  to  how 

o f t e n  a l l  c a te g o r ie s  in to  which c o n tr ib u t io n s  are coded 

occu r w ith  eq u a l freq u en cy . S e q u e n tia l s tr u c tu r e  r e f e r s  to  

th e  p r e d ic t a b i l i t y  o f  s t r in g s  o f  a c t s .  S tech  found a
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rea so n a b le  d egree o f  d i s t r ib u t io n a l  s tr u c tu r e , a llo w in g  fo r  

some p r e d ic t a b i l i t y ,  and argued th a t  th e h ig h e s t  l e v e l s  o f  

se q u e n t ia l s tr u c tu r e  were found between p erson s e n a c tin g  

c le a r -c u t  su p e r io r -su b o r d in a te  r o l e s .  In  a l a t e r  stu d y ,

S tech  (1979) attem pted to  v e r i f y  s ix t e e n  h y p o th eses  con cer­

ning th e probable lo c a t io n s  o f  fo u r  ta lk  a c t s  ( s ta te m e n ts ,  

q u e s t io n s , agreem en ts, d isa g reem en ts) in  tu rn s  and sequences  

o f  in te r a c t io n .  A ll  h y p o th eses  were supported i n  th e  s tu d y , 

though some a t  m arginal or  low  power l e v e l s .  S tech  

concluded th a t  "a f a i r l y  s im p le  s e t  o f  r u le s  p erm its  a 

ra th er  com plete means fo r  a s s e s s in g  turns and seq uences in  

th re e  d iv e r s e  s o c ia l  s e t t in g s "  (p . 169).

A lb rech t and C ooley (1 9 8 0 ) stu d ied  e ig h te e n  married 

cou p les who were measured on p ercep tio n s  o f  r o le  d iscre p a n cy  

in  an e f f o r t  to  in v e s t ig a t e  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een the  

s tr u c tu r e  o f  t h e ir  com m unication and in d iv id u a l p er ce p tio n s  

o f  t h e ir  r o l e .  U t i l i z in g  c o n s tr u c ts  such as tu r n s , in t e r ­

r u p tio n s , s im u ltan eou s sp e ech , and s u p p e r t iv e -unsu p p ertiv e  

t a lk ,  A lb rech t and C ooley found th a t  co u p les  w ith  members 

o f  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  p erce iv ed  r o le  d iscre p a n cy  d if f e r e d  

in  th e  n ature o f  t h e ir  in t e r a c t io n  p a tter n s  d u rin g  a spon­

taneous c o n v e r sa t io n . F u rth er , th ey  found th a t  dominance 

p a ttern s  (c o n tr o l  o f  th e  f l o o r )  d if fe r e d  betw een  in d iv id u a ls  

w ith  h igh  and low p e rc ep tio n s  o f  r o le  d isc r e p a n c y . High r o le  

d iscre p a n t in d iv id u a ls  did n o t have an e f f e c t  on t h e ir  

p a r tn e r 's  in t e r a c t io n  t im e . But low d isc r e p a n t in d iv id u a ls



6 4

were found to  have such  an e f f e c t .

F in a l ly ,  N o fs in g er  (1975) exp lored  th e  means by which  

in d iv id u a ls  g a in  c o n tr o l  o f  th e  f lo o r  in  ord er to  t a lk .  

U t i l i z in g  a c o n s tr u c t  c a l le d  th e  "demand t ic k e t ,"  d efin ed  

as " those u tte r a n c e s  vrfiich seem to  r e f e r  to  some u n id e n ti­

f i e d  s ta tem en t ( e . g . ,  'g u ess  what' o r  'yuh know so m eth in g ? ') , 

and th o se  which use a name or t i t l e  as  a summons ( e . g . ,  'Jo  

Anne?' or 'Mommy?')" (p . 2 ) ,  N o fsin g er  exp lored  th e  r u le s  

which c o n s t i t u t e  th e  same. He e x tr a c te d  f iv e  such r u le s  

argu in g  th a t  th ey  a re  p art o f  th e  model o f  "shared s o c ia l  

knowledge which p a r t ic ip a n ts  t a c i t l y  p o ss e s s  o f  what k inds  

o f  u tte ra n c es  count a s  %^ich com m unicative a c ts  under what 

circu m stan ces"  (p . 9 ) ,

C o n v ersa tio n a l a n a ly s is  may tak e  e i t h e r  s e q u e n t ia l

or  h ie r a r c h ic a l  form s. S ev era l s tu d ie s  review ed in  t h is

s e c t io n  em phasize th e  s e q u e n t ia l nature o f  com m unication

in t e r a c t io n .  S ch en k ein  (1978) argued th a t  th e  d isc o v e r y  o f

sequence in  c o n v e r s a t io n  i s  predom inant :

S in ce  c o n v e r sa tio n  proceeds a s  speakers arrange  
t h e ir  p a r t ic ip a t io n  through d e l i c a t e ly  o r c h e s tr a ­
ted  seq u en ces o f  u tte r a n c e s , our s tu d ie s  are  
n e c e s s a r i ly  preoccupied  w ith  th e  s e q u e n t ia l  
em ergence o f  co n v ersa tio n ; th e  o r d e r l in e s s  o f  
c o n v e r s a t io n a l sequences i s  q u ite  s p e c ta c u la r ,  
and th e s e  s tu d ie s  e x h ib it  th a t  o r d e r l in e s s  in  
unprecedented d e t a i l  (p . 3 ) .

S e q u e n tia l a n a ly s e s ,  due to  t h e ir  in h eren t l in e a r  

n a tu r e , a re  a n e c e s sa r y  p art o f  th e  stu d y  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n .  

However, an e x c lu s iv e  r e l ia n c e  on s e q u e n t ia l  m odels w i l l  n ot
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ca p tu re  th e  t o t a l  p ic tu r e  o f  c o n v e r s a t io n a l I n te r a c t io n .

IVhile th e  s e q u e n t ia l  models can  d ea l w ith  l in e a r  in te r a c t  

(F ish e r  and Hawes, 19 71) ,  o n ly  th e  a d d it io n  o f  h ie r a r c h ic a l  

models can  d e a l w ith  "while" q u e s t io n s  in  c o n v e r sa tio n a l d a ta , 

th us a llo w in g  f o r  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  p a tte r n s  o f  in te r a c t io n .

For exam ple, a s e q u e n t ia l  m odel, r e ly in g  h e a v i ly  on l in e a r  

a n a ly s i s ,  answ ers q u e s t io n s  such as "what p reced es  and 

fo llo w s  o ccu rren ces  o f  X?" A l in e a r  model cannot d ea l w ith  

"while" q u e s t io n s  such as " g iv en  X, # ia t  i s  co n cu rren tly  

happening w ith  A, B, and C?" H ie r a r c h ic a l m odels s tr u c tu r e  

th e  in t e r a c t io n  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s  in  such a way th a t  one 

may a n a ly ze  c o n v e r s a t io n a l u n it s  as th ey  occu r s im u lta n e o u s ly .

A stu d y  which fo cu sed  on c o n v e r sa tio n  in  a th e r a p e u tic  

s e t t in g  was conducted by Labov and Fanshel ( 1 9 7 7 ) .  Their 

ca se  stu d y  em phasized th a t  "sequencing ip  c o n v e r sa t io n  tak es  

p la c e  betw een  a c t io n s  which may be f a r  removed from th e  words 

a s l i t e r a l l y  spoken , both  i n  tim e and in  d egree o f  a b straction "  

(p . 6 ) .  To Labov and F a n sh e l, c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  n o t e x c lu s iv e ly  

s e q u e n t ia l ,  but i s  ordered  both  v e r t i c a l l y  and h o r iz o n ta l ly .  

T heir g o a l in  con d u ctin g  th e  r e s e a r c h , in  a d d it io n  to  e x p l ic a ­

t in g  b oth  th e s e  v e r t i c a l  and h o r iz o n ta l  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  was 

to  d is c o v e r  th e  r u le s  o p e r a t iv e  in  c o n v e r sa t io n . There are  

two ty p es  o f  r u le s  in  t h e ir  sy stem . Type I r u le s  a re  primes 

fo r  o th e r s  and in c lu d e  r u le s  such as th o se  fo r  r e q u e s ts  and 

in fo rm a tio n . Type I I  r u le s  t e l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  v h a t to  do w ith  

th e  r e q u e s ts ,  and o f  c o u r se , a re  dependent upon th e  Type I
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r u l e s .

Labov and Fanshel p o s ite d  th r ee  b a s ic  assum ptions in  

t h e ir  stu d y : (1 )  th a t  c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  s itu a te d  a c t i v i t y

and an a n a ly s is  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  must b eg in  in  th e  s i t u a t io n  

where i t  i s  found ; (2 )  th a t  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  has  

a h igh  d egree  o f  t e x t  o r ie n t a t io n  and th u s th e  a n a ly s t  must 

account f o r  th e  e n t ir e t y  o f  th e  d a ta , and (3 )  c e r t a in  ty p es  

o f  speech  e v e n ts  are  d is t in g u is h a b le  from o th er  ty p e s  o f  

speech e v e n t s .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e ir  work cen tered  upon th e  

in t e r a c t io n  w ith in  a th e r a p e u tic  in te r v ie w  vdiich th e y  d i s ­

t in g u ish e d  from o th er  k in d s o f  in te r v ie w s . The a n a ly t ic a l  

u n its  employed in  t h e ir  system  are th e  e p is o d e , a la r g e ,  

t o p ic a l ly  d eterm in ed , th e m a t ic a lly -c o h e s iv e  u n it ,  and th e  

a c t , where seq uencin g  in  c o n v e r sa tio n  ta k es  p la c e . IVhile 

t h e ir  stu d y  shows a tremendous amount o f  e f f o r t  in  term s o f  

a n a ly z in g  c o n v e r sa tio n a l d a ta , e x a c t ly  how one would app ly  

and u t i l i z e  t h e ir  system  i s  l e s s  th an  c le a r .

Two a n a ly t ic a l  system s which d ea l w ith  th e  problems 

d isc u ssed  in  p rev iou s a n a ly se s  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  have r e c e n t ly  

been combined w ith  an a n a ly s is  o f  to p ic -ch a n g e  betw een  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  (A lb rech t and C ooley , 1980; C ooley and A lb rech t,  

19 8 0 ). Acknowledging th e  r o le  o f  co n ten t in  r e v e a lin g  th e  

h is t o r y  and developm ent o f  a c o u p le ’ s r e la t io n s h ip ,  C ooley  

and A lb rech t argue th a t  such c o n ten t p rov id es a c o n te x t  fo r  

th e  s tr u c tu r e  and fu n c t io n  o f  t h e ir  t a lk .  Only by r e fe r e n c e  

to  th e  c o n te x t ,  th ey  arg u e , can se n se  be made o u t o f  th e  

s tr u c tu r e  and fu n c tio n  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n . Hie t h e o r e t ic a l
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assum ptions o f  each o f  th e s e  th re e  system s î s t r u c t u r a l , 

fu n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e , are d isc u sse d  in  tu rn  in  th e  

fo llo w in g  section sD

S tru ctu re  o f  tu rn  t a k in g . The system  fo r  s tr u c tu r a l  

a n a ly s is  employed by A lb rech t and C ooley (1980) and Cooley 

and A lb rech t (1980) was crea ted  by S ack s, S c h e g lo f f ,  and 

J e f fe r s o n  (1 9 7 8 ). Such an a n a ly s is  r e v e a ls  th e  b eh a v io ra l 

t a c t i c s  by \d iich  language i s  used in  tu rn -seq u en c in g  or 

s p e a k e r -a lt e r n a t io n , which Sacks and h is  c o l le a g u e s  argue 

i s  p a ttern ed  and d e s c r ib a b le  by an ordered s e t  o f  r u le s .  

T a c t ic s  h ere do not r e f e r  to  in te n t io n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  which 

emanate from th e  p r e d is p o s it io n s  o f  th e  sp eak er , but r a th e r ,  

to  th e  f lo w  o f  in t e r a c t io n  betw een p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  terms o f  

how th e y  p resen t th em selv es  in  t h e ir  j o in t  e f f o r t  a t  producing  

ta lk o

An a n a ly s is  o f  th e  s tr u c tu r e  o f  t a lk  does n o t  

examine o n ly  ru le -g o v ern ed  tu rn  a l lo c a t io n ,  though using th e  

S ack s, e t .  a l . ,  system  p la c e s  em phasis upon i s s u e s  such as  

who speaks when, how lo n g  one sp eak s, and how one g iv e s  up 

th e  f lo o r  when h is  or  h er  tu rn  i s  o v e r . W hile th e y  are n ot  

p a rt o f  th e  Sacks, e t .  a l . ,  system  c o n s tr u c t s ,  one may a ls o  

a n a ly ze  th e  p a ttern s  o f  in te r r u p t io n s , as w e ll  as  th e  c o n tr o l  

o f  t o p ic s  by th e p a r t ic ip a n t s .

In  t h i s  study an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  s tr u c tu r e  o f  co n v ersa ­

t io n  a c h ie v e s  two g o a ls .  F i r s t ,  i t  p ro v id es  u n its  ( in  th e  

S ack s, e t .  a l . ,  system  the u n it  i s  a tu r n ) w ith in  which th e
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f u n c t io n a l  and to p ic -c h a n g e  system s ( to  be d escr ib e d  l a t e r )  

may be a n a ly zed . Second, p a tte r n s  o f  s tr u c tu r e  may be i d e n t i ­

f i e d  by th e  exa m in a tio n  o f  r e g u la r i t ie s  o f  occu rren ce  o f  th e  

system  c o n s tr u c t s .

Sacks and h is  c o l le a g u e s  d e f in e  a sp e a k e r 's  tu r n  as  

a l l  th e  v e r b a l m a te r ia l bounded by e i t h e r  s i l e n c e  or  an oth er  

sp e a k e r 's  t a lk ,  A tu rn  i s  bounded by s i l e n c e  on one s id e ,  

a t  l e a s t ,  i f  i t  i s  th e  i n i t i a l  or  f in a l  tu rn  in  a c o n v e r s a tio n .  

A c o n v e r sa t io n , th e y  argu e, i s  a s o c ia l l y  organ ized  a c t i v i t y .  

The p resen ce  o f  tu r n s , th en , " su g g ests  an economy, w ith  tu rn s  

f o r  som ething b e in g  v a lu e d , and w ith  means fo r  a l lo c a t in g  

them a f f e c t in g  t h e ir  r e l a t i v e  d is tr ib u t io n "  (1978 , p . 8 ) .

S ack s, e tc  a l . ,  were in te r e s t e d  in  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  

means by which c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  adapted to  or  co n str a in e d  by 

th e  tu r n -ta k in g  system  o p e r a t iv e  w ith in  i t .  As a r e s u l t ,  

th e y  deem phasized th e  a p p lic a t io n  or consequences o f  tu rn -  

ta k in g . R ather, t h e ir  fo cu s was on o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  tu rn -  

ta k in g , change o f  sp e a k e rs , v a r ia n ce  in  tu rn  s i z e  and tu rn  

o r d e r , and th e  v a r io u s  tech n iq u es  a v a i la b le  f o r  a l lo c a t in g  

t u r n s .

N otin g  th a t  c o n v e r sa t io n  i s  alw ays s i t u a t e d , and

th e r e fo r e ,  i s  found in  some s p e c i f i c  c ircu m stan ces fo r

i t s  p a r t ic ip a n t s , th ey  argued :

R easons begn to  appear fo r  ta k in g  s e r io u s ly  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  a c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  tu rn -  
ta k in g  o r g a n iz a t io n  fo r  c o n v e r sa tio n  cou ld  be 
d evelop ed  th a t  would have th e  im portant tw in  
f e a tu r e s  o f  b ein g  c o n te x t - fr e e  and a ls o
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cap ab le  o f  e x tra o rd in a ry  c o n te x t  s e n s i t i v i t y  
(p . 9 ) 0

A. c o n v e r s a t io n  in c lu d e s  c e r t a in  ordered s i t u a t io n a l ly - t r a n s -

cendent phenomena w hich shou ld  not r e q u ir e  a s p e c i f i c  r e fe r e n c e

to  s i t u a t io n s  or c o n te x te  Hence, th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  tu rn -

ta k in g  h as th e  p o t e n t ia l  f o r  g en era l a b s tr a c tn e s s  and

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  p a r t ic u la r iz a t io n :

T urn-tak ing  seemed a b a s ic  form o f  o r g a n iz a t io n  
i n  t h i s  s e n se  o f  b a s ic ,  th a t  i t  would be in v a r ia n t  
t o  p a r t ie s  such th a t  w hatever v a r ia t io n s  th e  
p a r t ie s  brought to  bear in  th e  c o n v e r s a tio n  would 
be accom odated w ith ou t change in  th e  sy stem , and 
th a t  i t  cou ld  be s e l e c t i v e l y  and l o c a l l y  a f fe c te d  
by such s o c ia l  a s p e c ts  o f  c o n t e x t . D e p ic t io n  o f  
an o r g a n iz a t io n  fo r  tu r n -ta k in g  should  f i t  th e  
f a c t s  o f  v a r i a b i l i t y  by v ir t u e  o f  a d e s ig n  th a t  
allow ed  i t  to  be c o n t e x t - s e n s i t iv e ,  b u t should  
be c a s t  in  a manner th a t  r e q u ir e s  no r e fe r e n c e  
to  any p a r t ic u la r  c o n te x t ,  and n o n e th e le s s  cap­
tu r e s  th e  most im portant g e n e r a l p r o p e r t ie s  o f  
c o n v e r sa tio n  (p . 1 0 ) «

The tu r n -ta k in g  system  th ey  ad vocate  has two a d d it io n a l  

components : tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n its  and tu rn  r e le v a n c e

p la c e s  0 Turn c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n its  (TCU's) are  what turns  

are made o f .  TCU's may ta k e  one o f  s e v e r a l  form s: se n te n ­

t i a l ,  c la u s a l ,  p h r a sa l, or  l e x i c a l .  Turns may be com prised  

o f  one o r  more TCU’ s and r e g u la r ly  a l t e r n a t e  a t  p o in ts  

betw een TCU’ s (p . 1 2 ) .  These p o in ts  o f  tu rn  a l t e r n a t io n  

are c a l le d  tu rn  r e le v a n c e  p la c e s  (TRP’ s ) ,  which a re  p la c e s  in  

c o n v e r sa t io n  \ ih e r e  tu rn s  may, but n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  w i l l  b e , 

tak en  by an oth er speaker (p . 1 3 ) , H ence, a tu rn  may w e ll  

c o n ta in  s e v e r a l  p o t e n t ia l ,  but unused, tu r n  r e le v a n c e  

p la c e s ,  p la c e s  where tu rn s may end.
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In  Sacks' (1978) tu r n -ta k in g  system , th e  fo llo w in g  

s e t  o f  ordered r u le s  o p er a te . Ih e se  r u le s  a re  p a r t o f  th e  

knowledge con cern in g  in te r a c t io n  shared by p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  

a c o n v e r s a tio n . Ihe r u le s ,  th e n , are c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  

system , r a th e r  than  o f  the in d iv id u a ls .  For any tu r n , a t  

a tu rn  r e le v a n c e  p la c e , g iv en  a speaker A, and a n on -sp eak er , 

B;

(1 )  A s e le c t s  B to  sp eak , o r ,
(2 )  B s e le c t s  to  ta k e  a tu rn , o r ,
(3 )  n e ith e r  (1 )  nor (2 )  o c c u r s , so  A s e l e c t s  

to  co n tin u e (p . 1 3 ) ,

These r u le s ,  and th e  ways th a t  th e  r u le s  are m ain ta in ed , are

used as a b a s is  by which Sacks' tu r n -ta k in g  system  i s  u t i l i z e d

to  a n a ly ze  n a tu ra l c o n v e r sa tio n .

An im portant fe a tu r e  o f  th e  r u le s  d e l in e a te d  by 

Sacks and h i s  c o l le a g u e s  i s  th e  n o t io n  th a t  th e  r u le s  are  

both c o n t e x t - s e n s i t iv e  and c o n t e x t - f r e e .  E vidence th a t  th e  

r u le s  are in ten d ed  to  be c o n t e x t - f r e e  i s  shown by th e  f a c t  

th a t  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  tu r n -ta k in g  does n ot p ro v id e  fo r  an 

e x a c t  s p e c i f i c a t io n  o f  th e  ways in  which tu rn  a l lo c a t io n s  are  

accom p lish ed . However, th e re  i s  some ev id en ce  in  t h e ir  

d e l in e a t io n  o f  system  fe a tu r e s  th a t  does shed l i g h t  on th e se  

r u le s - in -o p e r a t io n .

The f i r s t  r u le  i s  invoked by a sk in g  q u e s t io n s ,  

d ir e c t ly  a d d ressin g  another p erso n , and through n on -verb a l 

c u e s . Should a speaker (A) n o t in vok e any o f  th e s e  m ethods, 

h e o r  she i s  assumed to  have n o t s e le c t e d  th e  f i r s t  r u le ,  and
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i f  th e  n on -sp eak er (B) w ish es  to  tak e a  tu rn , th e  second r u le  

comes in to  p la y . G en era lly , th e  second r u le  i s  invoked by (B) 

speak in g  b e fo r e  (A) d o es . That i s ,  B i s  th e  f i r s t  to  speak  

a t  th e  tu r n  r e le v a n ce  p la c e  o r  B invokes c e r ta in  n on -verb al 

c u e s . I f  (B) does not u t i l i z e  th e  second r u le ,  th en  th e  

th ir d  r u le  becomes a p p lic a b le .  Ihe rea d er  should  n o te , 

how ever, th a t  (A) may extend  a  tu rn  a c r o ss  tu rn  re le v a n ce  

p la c e s  lA ere  (B) might o th e r w ise  invoke th e  second r u le .  

Included  among th e  means f o r  doing t h i s  are  n on -verb a l 

b eh a v io rs  which in d ic a te  th e  d e s ir e  to  co n tin u e  ta lk in g  a f t e r  

th e  TRP has o ccu rred , in to n a t io n  p a t te r n s , and f i l l e d  p a u se s , 

such as "uh," and c e r t a in  ep im e ssa g es .

H iere i s  a ls o  ev id en ce  th a t  th e se  r u le s  are h ig h ly  

s e n s i t iv e  to  th e  p a r t ic u la r  r e la t io n a l  and s o c ia l  co n tex t  

in  vÆiich th e y  o p e r a te . " R e la tio n a l fa c to r s  which have been  

n e g o t ia te d  by th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  govern what tech n iq u es  w i l l  be 

used to  in vok e th e se  th r e e  r u l e s ,  how o f te n  th ey  can be used , 

and perhaps even  \dien" (C ooley  and A lb rech t, 1980, p . 6 ) .  

Hence, th e  t a c t i c s  and s t r a t e g i e s  by w hich p a r t ic ip a n ts  

b e h a v io r a lly  u t i l i z e  th e se  r u le s  in  m ain ta in in g  and a l lo c a t in g  

tu rn s  w i l l  vary from r e la t io n s h ip  to  r e la t io n s h ip  and from  

c o n te x t  to  c o n te x t  w ith in  th e  boundaries o f  s o c ia l l y  

a c c e p ta b le  and d efin ed  norms.

In  a d d it io n , th e  fo llo w in g  assum ptions are made 

con cern in g  th e  o p e r a tio n  o f  tu rn s in  th e  system : (1 ) tu rn

s i z e  v a r ie s ;  (2 )  co n ten t fo r  tu rn s i s  n o t s p e c i f ie d  in
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advance; (3 )  c o n v e r sa tio n  can be co n tin u o u s or  d isc o n tin u o u s;

(4 )  tu rn s are  h ig h ly  organ ized  in  a s e r i e s :

tu rn s r e g u la r ly  have a th r e e -p a r t  s tr u c tu r e :  a
p a rt w hich a d d resses  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  a tu rn  t o  a 
p r io r , a p art in v o lv ed  w ith  what i s  occu p yin g  th e  
tu rn , and a p a rt which a d d r esse s  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  
th e  tu rn  to  a su cceed in g  o n e . Ih e se  p a r ts  
r e g u la r ly  occu r in  th a t  o r d e r , an o b v io u s ly  
r a t io n a l  o rd er in g  fo r  an o r g a n iz a t io n  th a t  
la tc h e s  a tu rn  to  th e  tu rn s on  e i t h e r  s id e  o f  
i t  (p . 3 6 ) ,

and (5 )  r e p a ir  mechanisms e x i s t  f o r  d e a lin g  w ith  tu r n -ta k in g  

e r r o r s  and v i o l a t i o n s .

F u n ction s o f  t a l k . Ih e  fu n c t io n a l  system  used i n  th e  

C ooley  and A lb rech t (1980) and A lb rech t and C ooley (1 9 8 0 )  

s tu d ie s  was d esign ed  by S in c la ir  and C oulthard (1975) f o r  

use in  th e  stu d y  o f  c la ssro o m  in t e r a c t io n .  The stu d y  o f  

fu n c t io n  in  d is c o u r s e  em phasizes a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  "how each  

p a r t ic ip a n t ' s  c o n tr ib u t io n  f i t s  in to  th e  j o in t  c r e a t io n  o f  

what i s  ta lk e d  a b o u t" (^Cooley and A lb r e c h t , 1980, p . 3 ) .

T h eir fu n c t io n a l  approach u t i l i z e s  a s e t  o f  ca teg o ry  la b e l s  

vAiich a llo w  th e  in v e s t ig a t o r  to  d e s c r ib e  how each c o n tr ib u ­

t io n  or  tu rn  made by a p a r t ic ip a n t  f i t s  in t o  th e s tr u c tu r e  

o f  th e  la r g e r  c o n v e r sa tio n  o f  which th e  tu rn s a re  com ponents. 

Some tu rn s fu n c t io n  to  e l i c i t  l i s t e n e r  resp o n ses  w h ile  o th e r  

tu rn s fu n c t io n  e x p r e s s ly  to  in h ib i t  them; o th e r  tu rn s r e tu r n  

th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  t o  a s u b je c t  which occu rred  a t  an e a r l i e r  

p o in t  in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n ;  s t i l l  o th e r s  a re  m eta-com m unicative  

i n  th a t  th e y  t a lk  about th e  t a lk  th a t  i s  o cc u r r in g .^

The fu n c tio n  o f  t a lk  r e f e r s  to  th e  use o f  lan gu age
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w ith in  th e  s tr u c tu r e .  C o n v ersa tio n s , S in c la ir  and C oulthard  

argu e, "are everyday exam ples o f  th e  f a c t  th a t  s e v e r a l  p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  can j o in t l y  produce co h eren t te x ts "  (1975 , p . 2 ) .

Each c o n tr ib u t io n  to  a c o n v e r sa tio n  n ot o n ly  a f f e c t s  th e  

tu r n -ta k in g  s tr u c tu r e  or th e  su r fa c e  l e v e l  o f  a c o n v e r sa tio n ,  

but a l s o ,  each c o n tr ib u t io n  p la y s  a fu n c t io n a l  r o le  w ith in  

th e  c o n v e r sa tio n .

S ev era l p o in ts  about th e  S in c la ir  and C oulthard  

fu n c t io n a l system  are  in  o rd er . F i r s t ,  fu n c tio n s  are n o t  

n e c e s s a r i ly  r ev ea le d  by th e  gram m atical s tr u c tu r e  o f  a 

c o n tr ib u t io n . For in s ta n c e ,  a l i s t e n e r  resp o n se  may be  

e l i c i t e d  by gram m atical forms o th e r  than  a q u e s t io n , as th e  

fo llo w in g  i l l u s t r a t i o n  in d ic a te s *

(A) Your b ir th d a y  i s  to d a y , ( sa id  w ith  l e v e l  
in to n a t io n )

(B) Y es, i t  i s .

Or, a gram m atical q u e s t io n  may fu n c t io n  a s  a command. For 

exam ple,

(A) I s n ' t  t h i s  th e  tim e fo r  you to  s t a r t  on  
your homework?

(B) (g o es  and does homework)

Second, a c r i t i c a l  m eth o d o lo g ica l p o in t  in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  

fu n c t io n a l t a lk  in  a c o n v e r sa t io n  i s  th e  requirem ent th a t  th e  

a n a ly s is  be conducted s o l e l y  on  th e  b a s is  o f  how th e  lan gu age  

fu n c tio n s  in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  r e g a r d le s s  o f  how th e  speaker  

in te n d s  f o r  th e  t a lk  to  fu n c t io n  or v h a t th e speaker hopes  

to  accom p lish  w ith  th e  t a lk .  This fu n c t io n a l  a n a ly s is
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r e q u ir e s  an answer t o  th e  q u e s t io n  " in  vh at way i s  each c o n t r i ­

b u t io n  used in  th e d isco u rse? "  "Use" i s  determ ined b eh av ior-  

a l l y  by exam ining th e  resp o n se  th a t  a p a r t ic u la r  c o n tr ib u t io n  

evok es from a l i s t e n e r o  For in s ta n c e ,  in  th e  f i r s t  i l l u s t r a ­

t io n  ab ove, A*s c o n tr ib u t io n  fu n c t io n s  as an e l i c i t a t i o n  

b eca u se  i t  evokes an answer from speaker B. In  th e  second  

i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  A*s c o n tr ib u t io n  must be a ss ig n e d  to  some 

com m and-like category, s in c e  i t  evokes a b eh a v io r a l resp o n se , 

r a th e r  th an  in fo rm a tio n . Had speaker B responded "Yes, i t  

is"  o r  "No, I 'v e  g o t  t h ir t y  m inutes y e t ,"  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  

would have to  be a ss ig n e d  to  a d i f f e r e n t  c a te g o r y . The 

a ssign m en t o f  fu n c t io n s ,  th e n , i s  done b e h a v io r a l ly . F unctions  

a re  determ ined not by a judgment o f  how th e  speaker in tended  

a c o n tr ib u t io n  to  fu n c t io n ,  but r a th e r , how th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  

was a c t u a l ly  used by th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  d is c o u r s e . In  

s h o r t ,  th e  S in c la ir  and C oulthard system  o f  fu n c t io n a l  

a n a ly s is  i s  focused  upon "the l e v e l  o f  th e  fu n c t io n  o f  a 

p a r t ic u la r  u tte r a n c e , in  a p a r t ic u la r  s o c ia l  s i t u a t io n  and a t  

a p a r t ic u la r  p la ce  i n  a seq u en ce , as  a s p e c i f i c  c o n tr ib u t io n  

to  a  d ev e lo p in g  d isco u rse"  (1 9 7 5 , p . 1 3 ) .

The S in c la ir  and Coulthard system  was d eveloped  f o r  a 

stu d y  o f  classroom  in t e r a c t io n .  I n t e r e s t in g ly ,  in  t h e ir  

sea rch  fo r  th e  fu n c t io n  o f  u tte r a n c e s  w ith in  th e  s tr u c tu r e  o f  

d is c o u r s e ,  th ey  noted th a t  " co n v ersa tio n  was perhaps the most 

s o p h is t ic a te d  and l e a s t  o v e r t ly  ru le -g o v ern ed  form o f  spoken  

d isc o u r s e  and th e r e fo r e  a lm ost c e r t a in ly  n o t th e  b e s t  p la ce  to
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begin" ( p .4 ) .  Hence,

We decid ed  i t  would be more p ro d u ctiv e  to  b eg in  
a g a in  w ith  a more sim p le  type o f  spoken d is c o u r s e ,  
one which has much more o v e r t  s tr u c tu r e , where one 
p a r t ic ip a n t  has acknowledged r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  th e  
d ir e c t io n  o f  th e  d is c o u r s e , fo r  d e c id in g  who s h a l l  
speak Wien, and f o r  in tro d u c in g  and end ing t o p ic s
( p o  6 ) 0

S in c la ir  and Coulthard o u t lin e d  th r ee  problems in h e re n t

in  th e a n a ly s is  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  th a t  makes i t s  s tu d y  d i f f i c u l t

fo r  adapting to  a fu n c t io n a l system . F ir s t ,  th ey  n o te  th a t

changes o f  t o p ic  in  a c o n v e r sa t io n  are  u n p re d ic ta b le .

P a r t ic ip a n ts  are  o f  equal s ta tu s  and have equal 
r ig h t s  to  determ ine th e  t o p ic .  Thus, W iile  one 
speaker can u s u a lly  c o n tr o l th e  d ir e c t io n  o f  th e  
d isc o u r se  as lo n g  as he i s  a c t u a l ly  ta lk in g ,  a 
su cceed in g  sp eak er who i s  bored , bemused, or has  
som ething o n ly  p a r t ly  r e le v a n t  th a t  he wants to  
c o n tr ib u te ,  can change th e  to p ic  co m p le te ly  
(p . 4 ) .

Second, th ey  n o te  th a t  sp eak ers fr e q u e n tly  s id e s t e p  and 

argue w ith  q u e s t io n s  r a th e r  th a n  answ ering them "thus 

in tro d u c in g  a d ig r e s s io n  or  a  com plete change o f  d i r e c t i o n . . . .  

Such p a r t ic ip a n t  e q u a li ty  in tr o d u c e s  added co m p lica tio n s  w ith  

which we d id  n o t f e e l  ready to  deal" (p . 5 ) .  T hird , p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  o f te n  m isunderstand each  o th er  due to  am bigu ity  and 

fr e q u e n tly , " e x p lo it  th e  am b igu ity  and pretend to  have m is­

understood" (p . 5 ) .

I t  i s  tru e  th a t  th e se  th r e e  phenomena do fr e q u e n tly  

occur in  c o n v e r sa t io n . Y et, th ey  should n o t be co n sid ered  

problems fo r  a fu n c t io n a l a n a ly s is  b ecau se: (1 ) S in c la ir  and

Coulthard n ever in d ic a te  how a fu n c t io n a l a n a ly s is  w i l l  be
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n e g a t iv e ly  a f fe c te d  g iv e n  any o f  th e se  problem s. There i s  no 

s p e c i f i c  in d ic a t io n  how an a n a ly s is  th a t  i s  conducted f u n c t io ­

n a l ly  w i l l  be e i t h e r  in f e r io r  or in a c c u r a te  should th e se  

phenomena o ccu r . In d eed , one may e q u a lly  assume u n t i l  i t  i s  

dem onstrated to  be f a l s e  th a t  th e  system  i s  ro b u st in  regard  

to  problems in  c o n v e r s a t io n a l a n a ly s is ;  (2 )  Much o f  what 

S in c la ir  and C oulthard la b e l  as problems are  a c tu a lly  d a ta  

th a t  can be analyzed  from t h e ir  own fu n c t io n a l  system . For 

in s ta n c e , a change o f  t o p ic  may be accom plished  through or  

c o r r e la te d  w ith  a v a r ie t y  o f  fu n c t io n a l c a t e g o r ie s .  That 

in d iv id u a ls  s id e s t e p  or  argue w ith  q u e s t io n s  r a th e r  than  

d ir e c t ly  answer them i s  an e x c e l le n t  exam ple o f  how th e  

"response" fu n c tio n s  d i f f e r e n t ly  in  a v a r ie t y  o f  c o n te x ts  ;

(3 )  The mere f a c t  th a t  speakers in te r p r e t  and use language  

d i f f e r e n t ly  in  d i f f e r e n t  c o n te x ts  i s  ev id en c e  th a t  language  

i s  d e sc r ib a b le  by fu n c t io n . F u n ction  i s  d e f in e d  by th e  ways 

in  which th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  i s  j o in t l y  used by th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

and as th e r e  are  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  u se , th e r e  are d i f f e r e n c e s  in  

fu n c t io n s , and (4 )  R ules in  s o c ia l  in t e r a c t io n ,  o f  which  

c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  a p a r t , are r a r e ly  o v e r t .  Indeed, one does  

not know, g iv e n  th a t  speaker A i s  fo llo w in g  r u le  X, vrfiat th e  

r e p e r to ir e  o f  r u le s  a re  from which r u le  X was s e l e c t e d . Y e t , 

as Cooley and A lb rech t (1980) s u g g e s t ,  th e  em phasis o f  th e  

S in c la ir  and Coulthard system  i s  on th e  fu n c t io n  o f  a 

c o n tr ib u t io n  "in  th e  c o n s tr u c t io n  o f  th e  t a lk  which th e  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  are p r o d u c in g .. .  .^ s su m in g  thaiQ  members o f  th e se
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c o n v e r sa tio n s  have an in vestm en t in  p a r t i c ip a t in g . . .th e n  the  

p a tter n s  o f  c o n tr ib u t io n s  which th ey  e x h ib it  can  be used as 

d ata  fo r  in fe r e n c e s  about how th ey  s e e  th em selves in  th e  

ev e n t;  th a t  i s  to  s a y ,  what t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  is"  (p . 1 0 ) .

T o p ic-ch a n g e . In  a d d it io n  to  a s tr u c tu r a l  and

fu n c t io n a l d e f in i t i o n ,  each c o n tr ib u t io n  has su b sta n c e .

That i s ,  th e r e  i s  a c o n te n t component to  each c o n tr ib u t io n

a p a r t ic ip a n t  makes to  th e  d is c o u r s e . A ccording to  C ooley

and A lb rech t (1 9 8 0 ) ,

U su a lly  in  a t a lk  o f  any le n g th  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  
w i l l  t a lk  about s e v e r a l  th in g s .  We w i l l  c a l l  
th e s e  p a ssa g e s , or c o n te n t a r e a s , t o p ic s .  They 
a re  e x tr a o r d in a r i ly  d i f f i c u l t  to  d e f in e  in  any 
r ig o r o u s  way. S t i l l ,  o b se rv ers  o f  a co n v ersa ­
t io n  a re  a b le  to  r e c o g n iz e  th e to p ic s  th a t  are
ta lk e d  about and la b e l  most o f  them w ith  some
d eg ree  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y .  This f a c t  i s  dem onstrated  
over and over in  t e s t s  vÆiich examine comprehen­
s io n  o f  o r a l  or w r it te n  m a te r ia l , where th e r e  
a re  q u e s t io n s  which r e q u ir e  th e  exam inee to  
summarize or a s s ig n  a t i t l e  to  w r it te n  or  o r a l ly  
p resen ted  m a te r ia l. Such q u e s t io n s  t e s t  ou t  
i n t u i t i v e  a b i l i t i e s  to  r e c o g n iz e  t o p ic s  (pp . 
10- 11 ).

In d eed , th e  s tr u c tu r e s  o f  t a lk  have been shown to  be d ir e c t ly  

r e la te d  to  th e  s u b je c t  m atter b e in g  ta lk ed  about (E rv in -T rip p ,

1 9 6 4 ), In  ord er to  make f u l l  s e n se  o f  th e  v a r ia t io n  in

s tr u c tu r a l  and fu n c t io n a l  p a t te r n s ,  one must conduct an  

a n a ly s is  o f  th e  t o p ic s  vÆiich th e s e  p a tte r n s  range o v e r . In  

a d d it io n , th e  management o f  th e  c o n te n t o f  a c o n v e r sa t io n  i s  

as much a m atter o f  j o in t  n e g o t ia t io n  as i s  th e  management o f  

f lo o r  t im e . Thus, i t  can be used to  understand th e  r e la t io n ­

sh ip  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .
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C on troversy  e x i s t s  reg a rd in g  e x a c t ly  how to p ic s  a re

determ ined and d i f f e r e n t ia t e d .  In  t h e ir  work on id e n t i f y in g

spoken and w r it t e n  p a s s a g e s , H a llid a y  and Hasan focu s on th e

t e x t  as  "any p a ssa g e , spoken o r  w r it te n , o f  vrtiatever le n g th ,

th a t  does form a u n ified , vh ole"  (1973 , p . 1 ) .  T ex ts , to

H a llid a y  and Hasan, a re  u n its  o f  la n g u a g e -in -u se  v^ ich  a re

n e ith e r  gram m atical u n its  nor d e fin ed  by s i z e .  R ather, a

t e x t  i s  a sem an tic  u n it  \d iich  p o s s e s s e s  c o h e s io n , which

o ccu rs  where th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  some elem ent 
i n  th e  d is c o u r s e  i s  dependent on t h a t  o f  an oth er. 
The one p resu p p oses th e  o th e r , i n  th e  sen se  th a t  
i t  cannot be e f f e c t i v e l y  decoded e x c e p t  by 
r e c o u r se  to  i t .  When t h i s  happens, a r e la t io n  
o f  c o h e s io n  i s  s e t  up, and th e  two e lem en ts , 
th e  p resu pp osin g  and th e p resupposed , are  
th ereb y  a t  l e a s t  p o t e n t ia l ly  in te g r a te d  in to  
a t e x t  (p . 4 ) .

A t o p ic ,  th e n , to  H a llid a y  and Hasan, p o s s e s s e s  c o h e s io n .

Where th e  in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  any item  i n  th e  d isc o u r se

r e q u ir e s  making r e fe r e n c e  t o  some o th e r  item  i n  th e  d is c o u r s e ,

c o h e s io n  may be sa id  to  e x i s t .  One major c h a r a c t e r i s t ic ,

t h e r e f o r e , i s  :

t h a t  th e  seq uence o f  th e  se n te n c e s  cannot be 
d istu r b e d  w ith o u t d e s tr o y in g  or r a d ic a l ly  
a l t e r in g  th e  m eaning. A t e x t  has meaning as a 
t e x t ,  w hereas a p a ssa g e  c o n s is t in g  o f  more th an  
one t e x t  has no meaning as a w hole ; i t  i s  s im p ly  
th e  sum o f  i t s  p a r t s .  W ith in  a t e x t  th e  meaning 
o f  each  se n ten ce  depends on i t s  environm ent, 
in c lu d in g  i t s  c o h e s iv e  r e la t io n s  w ith  o th er  
s e n te n c e s .  When we c o n s id e r  c o h e s io n , th e r e fo r e ,  
we a re  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e l i n g u i s t i c  means 
whereby a t e x t  i s  enabled  to  fu n c t io n  as a 
s in g le  m ean ingfu l u n it  (p p . 2 8 -3 0 ) .

Problem s m th  th e  H a llid a y  and Hasan fo rm u la tio n  o f
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c o h e s io n  a re  d isc u sse d  by C ooley (1 9 7 9 ). He n o te s  th a t  th e  

degree o f  c o h e s io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  a cro ss  long s t r e t c h e s  o f  

d is c o u r s e . V a r ia t io n s  in  c o h e s io n , he a rg u es , c o in c id e  w ith  

p o r tio n s  o f  d isc o u r se  which can  be reco g n ized  as t o p ic s .  A 

t o p ic ,  as C ooley and A lb rech t (1980) have d e f in e d  i t ,  i s  

"a s t r e t c h  o f  t a lk  which has a g r e a te r  degree o f  co h esio n  

than  th a t  which e x i s t s  betw een i t  and an a d ja c e n t s tr e tc h  

o f  ta lk "  (p . 1 2 ) . Topic change p o in ts  are  p la c e s  in  

d isc o u r se  vrfiere a peaker moves from one c o n te n t  area  to  

a n o th er . A t o p ic  may be sa id  to  have changed, when, g iv en  

two s p e c if ie d  s e t s  o f  c o n tr ib u t io n s , th er e  i s  a low  degree  

o f  c o h e s io n  betw een th e  two s e t s  and a h igh  d eg ree  o f  

co h e s io n  w ith in  each  s e t .  In  summary, to p ic s  a re  cen tered  

around s u b je c ts  which are  i n t u i t i v e l y  ea sy  to  r e c o g n iz e  

but hard to  mark w ith  any o b je c t iv e  r ig o r .  C oh esion , which 

c o e x is t s  w ith  t o p ic s ,  i s  a means o f  su p p ly in g  t h i s  o b je c t iv e  

r ig o r .  In  order to  re co g n iz e  a to p ic  th en , c o h e s io n  may be 

examined i f  th e  t o p ic  cannot be id e n t i f i e d  i n t u i t i v e l y .

Evidence e x i s t s  to  su g g e s t  th a t  to p ic -c h a n g e  p la y s an  

im portant r o le  in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  co n v er sa tio n  as w e l l  as b e in g  

c le a r ly  t ie d  to  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  and fu n c t io n a l system s d escr ib ed  

e a r l i e r .  C ooley and A lb rech t (1980) n ote th a t  o n e -h a lf  o f  

th e  t o p ic  changes in  t h e ir  d ata  were i n i t i a t e d  by th e  speaker  

who ended th e  p rev io u s  t o p ic .  F u rth er, th ey  found a stro n g  

in t e r a c t io n  betw een tu rn s and to p ic s  and noted th a t  seem ingly  

unrehearsed t o p ic s  gen erated  a la r g e r  number o f  in i. u p tio n s .
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They concluded th a t  "from t h is  i n s i g h t . . . th e  n o tio n  o f  t o p ic  

i s  e s s e n t ia l  to  an u n derstand ing o f  t u r n - t a k in g . . . .T hese d a ta  

s tr o n g ly  s u g g e s t  th a t  th e  c o n s tr u c t  o f  t o p ic  must be in c lu d ed  

i n  any th eory  o f  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  co n v ersa tio n "  (pp. 2 0 -2 1 ) .

E q u ity  in  Communication

F o llow in g  e q u ity  th e o r y , p r in c ip le s  o f  com munication  

e q u ity  propose th a t  th e  q u a l i ty  and q u a n tity  o f  th e  ta lk  a 

member c o n tr ib u te s  t o  c o n v er sa tio n s  w ith  an oth er member are  

co n sid ered  in p u ts  to  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  As su ch , t h i s  t a lk  

may be ev a lu a ted  a g a in s t  p erce iv ed  c o n v e r sa t io n a l outcomes 

( f o r  in s ta n c e , how th e  o th er  member responds to  th a t  t a lk  

ow whether or n ot g o a ls  are a c h ie v e d ) . Communication e q u ity ,  

th e n , in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h , i s  s e e n  as an e x te n s io n  and s p e c i f i c a ­

t io n  o f  th e  g e n e r a l th eory  o f  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  review ed  

e a r l i e r .

Assuming th a t  e q u ity  p r in c ip le s  o p er a te  in  in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s ,  one b eh a v io ra l in p u t o r  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  a 

c o u p le 's  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  th e  amount and kind o f  com m unication  

betw een th e  two p a r t ic ip a n t s .  Indeed, com m unication has b een  

shown to  be a major determ inant o f  a m arried c o u p le 's  s a t i s ­

f a c t io n  w ith  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  ( c . f . ,  B agarozzi and A t i la n o , 

1 9 8 0 ). N otw ith stan d in g  t h is  f a c t ,  e x a c t ly  how p ercep tio n s  o f  

e q u ity  are c o r r e la te d  w ith  b eh a v io rs  from a c o n v er sa tio n  

betw een p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  a m a r ita l dyad i s  n o t c le a r ,  s in c e  no 

one has in v e s t ig a te d  i t .
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The major assum ption  u n d erly in g  th e  p resen t re sea rch  

i s  th a t  th e  s tr u c tu r e , fu n c t io n ,  and co n te n t o f  a cou p le*s  

t a lk  p r o v id e s  a unique fo cu s  f o r  v iew in g  a c o u p le 's  r e l a t i o n ­

s h ip , T a lk , and not th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who i n i t i a t e  th e  t a lk ,  

i s  in v e s t ig a te d  here a s  a prim ary means by vh ich  sta tem en ts  

may be made about th e  n ature o f  a c o u p le 's  r e la t io n s h ip .

One o f  th e  fa c to r s  in v o lv e d  in  such a r e la t io n s h ip  i s  th e  

p a r t ic ip a n t s '  p er ce p tio n s  o f  com m unication e q u ity  from a 

c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  s e n s e . As w i l l  be f u l l y  

o u t lin e d  in  Chapter I I I ,  each  p a r t ic ip a n t  was asked to  

r e a c t ,  a p o s t e r i o r i , to  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  t a lk  in  vAiich 

he or sh e  was a p a r t ic ip a n t  in  a c o n v e r sa tio n  w ith  h i s  or  

h er m a r ita l p a rtn er . F u rth er, each p a r t ic ip a n t  was asked  

t o  a s s e s s  com m unication e q u ity  in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  from a 

g e n e r a l ,  c o n te x t - fr e e  s e n se .

There are two d i f f e r e n t  ways to  in v e s t ig a t e  p ercep ­

t io n s  o f  e q u ity  in  com m unication in  lo n g -term  in t im a te  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip s ,  The f i r s t  i s  c o n t e x t - f r e e ,  in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  

c o tç j le s ' p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  e q u ity  in  t h e ir  g e n e r a l d a y -to -d a y  

com m unication b eh a v io r . The second i s  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c , 

in  w hich t h e ir  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  e q u ity  i n  r e la t io n  to  a  

s p e c i f i c  c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  in v e s t ig a t e d .  The c o n t e x t - fr e e  

q u e s t io n s  in v o lv e  o n e 's  f e e l i n g s  about how each  p a rtn er  u ses  

com m unication as an in p u t and how he or  she v iew s th e  im pact 

o f  th a t  com m unication upon t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  H ence, i s s u e s  

such a s  one p artn er more fr e q u e n t ly  i n i t i a t i n g  or n ever b ein g
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a b le  to  i n i t i a t e  a  c o n v e r s a t io n , f e e l in g  th a t  most co n v ersa ­

t io n s  are  tru n ca ted  or  e x tr a o r d in a r i ly  le n g th y , or  f in d in g  

th a t  c e r t a in  t o p ic s  a re  d i f f i c u l t  to  co n v erse  about b ecau se  

o f  a la c k  o f  knowledge or e x p e r t is e  in  th e  su b je c t  m a tter , 

becomes im p ortan t.

In  c o n tr a s t  to  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  v iew , th e  c o n te x t -  

s p e c i f i c  v iew  o f  e q u ity  i n  com m unication lo o k s  d i r e c t l y  a t  

th e  members' f e e l in g s  about a s p e c i f i c  c o n v e r s a tio n . The 

s p e c i f i c  v iew  i s  s i t u a t io n a l  and con text-b ou n d  (M ish le r , 1 9 79). 

These p e r c e p tio n s  are  d ir e c te d  toward s p e c i f i c  b eh a v io rs  th a t  

o p era te  i n  th e  c o n v e r s a t io n . Hence, f e e l in g s  and r e a c t io n s  

con cern in g  i s s u e s  such as how tu rn s to  speak were a l lo c a t e d ,  

how and under what c ircu m sta n ces  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  engaged  

th em selv es  in  or d isen gaged  th em selv es  from argum ents, 

w hether one p a r t ic ip a n t  was fr e q u e n t ly  in te r r u p te d  o r  unable  

to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  th e  o th e r , or how one p a r t ic ip a n t  

changed a to p ic  o r  s u s ta in e d  an e x i s t in g  t o p ic ,  become 

im p ortan t.

E th n o m eth o d o lo g ica lly  sp ea k in g , in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  

c o n t e x t - f r e e  d im ension  o f  com m unication e q u ity  can be view ed  

as b r in g in g  to  l i g h t  th e  g e n e r a l r e a l i t y  w ith in  which th e  

c o u p les  o p era te  c o n v e r s a t io n a l ly ,  and in v e s t ig a t in g  th e  

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  d im en sion  can be view ed as unconvering th e  

ongoing manner i n  which such a r e a l i t y  i s  c o n s tr u c te d .

N e ith er  o f  th e se  d im en sion s has y e t  been examined in  any 

d e t a i l .
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In  summary, fundam ental to  t h i s  s tu d y  i s  th e  n o tio n  

th a t  com m unication, as  m a n ife s t  in  m a r ita l c o u p le s ' co n v ersa ­

t io n ,  i s  view ed as an in p u t to  th e  s ta tu s  o f  a c o u p le 's  

r e la t io n s h ip .  Ihe em phasis o f  t h is  s tu d y , how ever, i s  n ot  

upon th e  im pact or outcome th a t  com m unication has upon 

s e le c te d  v a r ia b le s  (su ch  as m a r ita l s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  r o le  

d iscrep a n cy , and r o le  s t r a i n ) .  R ather, th e  fo cu s o f  t h is  

resea rch  i s  to  d e s c r ip t iv e ly  in v e s t ig a t e  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n a l  

b eh av iors which are p re se n t g iv e n  a p a r t ic u la r  l e v e l  o f  

c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  in  

a c o u p le 's  r e la t io n s h ip ,  and to  c o r r e la t e  th o se  s p e c i f i c  

c o n v e rsa tio n  b eh a v io rs  w ith  th e  c o u p le 's  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  

e q u ity .

R esearch Q uestions

That p r in c ip le s  o f  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity ,  g lo b a l communica­

t io n  e q u ity , and s p e c i f i c  com m unication b eh a v io rs  id e n t i f i a b le  

w ith in  th e  c o n te x t  o f  a c o u p le 's  c o n v e r sa t io n  have never  

been co n cu rren tly  in v e s t ig a te d  i s  an im p ortan t o m iss io n  to  

both th e  stu d y  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  and com m unication in  in tim a te  

r e la t io n s h ip s .  R ather th an  assum ing th e  e x is t e n c e  o f  communi­

c a t io n  as a c o n s tr u c t  and d eterm in in g  th e  e f f e c t s  o r  co n se­

quences, t h i s  re sea rch  s e e k s  to  d eterm ine th e  b eh a v io rs  which 

are  r e le v a n t  to  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­

t io n  e q u ity . This s tu d y , th e n , in v e s t ig a t e s  th e  fo llo w in g  

seven  q u e s t io n s  :
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(1 )  What a re  th e p a tter n s  o f  s tr u c tu r a l  and 
fu n c t io n a l  com m unication and to p ic  change 
i n  th e  c o n v e rsa tio n  betw een husbands and 
w ives?

(2 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t - fr e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  what are th e  p a tter n s  o f  s tr u c tu r a l
com m unication a p p ro p r ia te  to  each le v e l?

(3 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - fr e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  what are  th e  p a tte r n s  o f  fu n c t io n a l
com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  each le v e l?

(4 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - fr e e  com m unication
e q u ity ,  \diat are  th e  p a tte rn s  o f  to p ic
change a p p rop ria te  to  each  le v e l?

(5 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­
t io n  e q u ity ,  what a re  th e  p a ttern s  o f  
s tr u c tu r a l  com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  
each  le v e l?

(6 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­
t io n  e q u ity , vdiat are  th e  p a ttern s  o f  
fu n c t io n a l com m unication a p p rop ria te  to  
each  le v e l?

(7 )  G iven a l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  communica­
t io n  e q u ity ,  what are  th e  p a tter n s  o f  
t o p ic  change a p p ro p r ia te  to  each le v e l?



CHAPTER I I I  

METHOD AND DESIGN

T his ch a p ter  d e a ls  w ith  th e  d e s ig n  o f  th e  stu d y  

and th e  methods by which th e  d ata  were analyzedo The 

ch ap ter  c o n ta in s  a d is c u s s io n  o f  procedures and a d e ta ile d  

d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  a n a ly t ic  m ethodology»

Procedures

S u b ject S e le c t io n

Twelve m arried c o u p le s  provided th e  sam ple f o r  t h is  

s tu d y . They were s e le c t e d  on a v o lu n te e r  b a s is  to  p rovide  

c o n v e r sa tio n a l and s e l f - r e p o r t  d ata  fo r  th e s e  a n a ly s e s .

A l l  o f  th e  co u p les  w ere r e c r u ite d  through a f l y e r  (Appendix 

A) \d iich  o u t lin e d  th e  scop e and nature o f  t h e ir  p o t e n t ia l  

p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  th e  s tu d y .

Twelve co u p les  were e s ta b l is h e d  as a  sam ple fo r  t h is  

stu d y fo r  two r e a so n s:  (1 )  t h i s  number a llow ed  f o r  th e

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  eq u al groups o f  fo u r  co u p les  each  to  be 

determ ined f o r  th e  th r e e  l e v e l s  o f  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .  Four co u p les  were b e lie v e d  

t o  be s u f f i c i e n t  to  p ro v id e  an adequate number o f  language  

p a tter n s  to  correspond w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  l e v e l  o f  com m unication'

85
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e q u ity  and (2 )  g iv e n  th e  overwhelm ing amount o f  d a ta  

g en erated  from e ig h te e n  co u p les  i n  a p rev io u s  stu d y  

(C ooley  and A lb r e c h t, 1 9 8 0 ), t a lk  from tw e lv e  co u p le s  was 

b e lie v e d  to  be s u f f i c i e n t  to  p ro v id e  an adequate corpus o f  

d a ta . A ll  tw e lv e  c o u p le s  were caucasiano The means and 

ranges fo r  th e  dem ographic d ata  fo r  th e se  c o u p les  i s  provided  

i n  Table 1 . A more d e t a i le d  a n a ly s is  i s  p resen ted  in  Chapter 

IV.

Table 1

Means and Ranges fo r  Demographic Data

Mean Range

Age 3 8 .0 40

Years Married 1 3 .8 41

Number o f  C hildren 1 .6 3

Number o f  P rev iou s M arriages 1 .3 2

C o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  req u irem en ts s p e c i f i e d  by th e  

Human S u b jec ts  Committee o f  th e  O ff ic e  o f  R esearch  A d m inistra­

t io n  a t  th e  U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma, a l l  c o u p le s  w ere assu red  

th a t  a t  ho tim e would th e  raw d a ta  g iv e n  on th e  s e l f - r e p o r t  

in stru m en ts o r  any p a rt o f  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa t io n  be made known 

to  anyone o u ts id e  o f  th e  re se a r ch  p r o je c t  and th a t  any p a r ts  

o f  c o n v e r sa tio n s  s e le c t e d  fo r  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  i n  t h i s  d i s s e r t a ­

t io n  or  fu tu r e  jo u r n a l a r t i c l e s  would have a l l  proper names.
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d a te s ,  or r e fe r e n c e s  which cou ld  p o s s ib ly  id e n t i f y  th e  co u p le  

changed o r  d e le t e d .  A ll th e  c o u p le s  s ign ed  an Informed 

Consent Form p r io r  to  th e  a d m in is tr a t io n  o f  th e  stu d y  

( s e e  Appendix B ).

Data G athering Procedures

For each c o u p le , d ata  w ere gath ered  in  two s e s s io n s .  

F ir s t ,  th e  w r ite r  v i s i t e d  them in  t h e ir  home in  ord er to  

e x p la in  th e  stu d y  nnd answer any q u e s t io n s . I f  th e  cou p le  

agreed to  p a r t ic ip a t e ,  th ey  were g iv e n  th e  Informed Consent 

Form to  s ig n  and th e  i n i t i a l  in stru m en ts  to  com p lete . These  

in stru m en ts c o n s is te d  o f  b io g r a p h ic a l d ata  (Appendix C), 

r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  q u estio n s  (Appendix D ), and an e ig h te e n  

item  in stru m en t fo r  c o n te x t - fr e e  com munication e q u ity  

(Appendix E ). The w r ite r  ex p la in ed  each o f  th e  in stru m en ts  

in  d e t a i l  and p rovided  sample answ ers fo r  q u e st io n s  on each  

in stru m en t. The co u p les  com pleted a l l  in stru m en ts in  th e  

same room. They were sep arated  a s  much as p o s s ib le  and were 

in s tr u c te d  n ot to  d is c u s s  any o f  th e  item s w ith  each o th e r .  

The w r ite r  sta y ed  i n  th e  room t o  answer any q u e s t io n s  or  

respond to  any d i f f i c u l t i e s  th e  co u p les  had con cern in g  th e  

in stru m en ts . During t h is  s e s s io n  an appointm ent f o r  ta p in g  

each  co u p le  a t  a fu tu r e  tim e was e s ta b l is h e d .  The i n i t i a l  

s e s s io n  took  ap p roxim ately  tw en ty  to  t h ir t y  m inutes to  

co m p le te .

At th e  second s e s s io n ,  h e ld  ap proxim ately  seven  to
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t e n  days l a t e r ,  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  d ata  were reco rd ed , th e  

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  in stru m en t (Appendix 

I )  was a d m in istere d , and th e  to p ic  in te r v ie w  conducted . For 

e ig h t  o f  th e s e  c o u p le s , th e  second s e s s io n  took  p la ce  in  

th e  home o f  th e  f a c u lt y  d ir e c to r  o f  t h is  p r o je c t .  That home 

was s e le c t e d  because o f  i t s  lo c a t io n ,  th e  pragm atic advantage  

o f  m a in ta in in g  th e  re c o r d in g  equipment s e t  up in  a s in g le  

lo c a t io n ,  and th e  r e la x e d  atm osphere i t  provided (a s  

opposed to  a more form al s e t t in g  such as a  c o l le g e  c la ssro o m ).  

The o th e r  fo u r  co u p les  d id  not l i v e  in  th e  Norman, Oklahoma 

area  and so  data were ga th ered  from them a t  lo c a t io n s  

which were more c o n v en ien t fo r  them. Three co u p les  were 

v id e o -ta p e d  in  th e  Department o f  Speech and Theatre a t  

M idwestern S ta te  U n iv e r s ity ,  W ich ita  F a l l s ,  Texas. Ihe  

lounge where th e ta p in g  was conducted was arranged l ik e  th e  

l i v i n g  room o f  th e  f a c u l t y  d ir e c to r  o f  th e  p r o j e c t .  The 

rem ain ing cou p le was v id e o -ta p e d  in  th e  l i v i n g  room o f  t h e ir  

home in  Lawton, Oklahoma.

A il  co u p les  w ere in ter v ie w ed  by th e  w r ite r .  The 

co u p les  were g iv e n  id e n t i c a l  s p e c i f i c  in s t r u c t io n s  p r io r  to  

th e  b eg in n in g  o f  th e  in te r v ie w  ( s e e  Appendix F ). A l l  co u p les  

were se a te d  on a s o fa  fa c in g  a v id eo  camera. For th o se  

co u p les  who were film ed  i n  th e  home o f  th e  fa c u lt y  d ir e c to r ,  

th e  camera and v id e o -ta p e  reco rd er  were f ix e d  in  th e  hallw ay  

door a t  th e  back o f  th e  room, w ith  s u b je c ts  fa c in g  th e  

camera. In  th e  o th e r  two s e t t i n g s ,  th e  camera and v id e o -ta p e
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r eco rd er  were f ix e d  i n  th e  back o f  th e  room. A microphone 

was p laced  betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and con nected  to  th e  

v id e o  equipm ent. In  a d d it io n , an a u d io -ta p e  r e c o r d in g  o f  

each  c o n v e r sa t io n  was made and la v a l i e r  m icrophones were 

p laced  on each  p a r t ic ip a n t  to  a ssu re  a h ig h -q u a l i t y  audio  

r e c o r d in g . An op era to r  a s s i s t e d  th e  co u p les  in  p la c in g  th e  

m icrophones on t h e ir  c lo t h in g ,  and m onitored th e  au d io  and 

v id eo  r eco rd in g  equipment d u rin g  th e  reco rd in g  o f  th e  

c o n v e r sa tio n .

Each cou p le  was asked to  ta lk  about f i v e  g e n e r a l  

q u e st io n s  regard in g  t h e ir  m arriage and m arriage i n  g e n e r a l i 

(1 )  T ogeth er , d e sc r ib e  your home; (2 ) How d id  you meet and 

d ec id e  to  marry? (3 )  How do you ta lk  to  each  o th e r  about 

\d iat g o es on during th e  day a t  work when you both  g e t  

to g e th e r  a t  th e  end o f  th e  day? (4 )  What i s s u e s  cau se  

d isagreem en t fo r  you and how do you d eal w ith  th o se  d isa g r e e ­

ments? and (5 )  What do you f e e l  makes m arriage and home l i f e  

stro n g  and what do you f e e l  makes i t  d i f f i c u l t ? ^  The cou p les  

were n ot aware th a t  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa tio n  in  resp o n se  to  

q u e s t io n  one would n ot be a n a ly zed . That q u e s t io n  was 

crea ted  by Krayer to  se r v e  a s  a warm-up q u e s t io n  to  g iv e  th e  

co u p les  tim e to  become accustom ed to  th e s i t u a t io n  and to  

ta lk in g  w ith  each o th e r  in  f r o n t  o f  th e  in te r v ie w e r  and 

reco rd in g  equipm ent. The d is c u s s io n  as a r e s u l t  o f  th e  

f i r s t  q u e s t io n  was in ten d ed  to  l a s t  ap p rox im ately  f i v e  

m in u tes. T his q u e s t io n  was a u d io , but n o t v id eo  tape
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r eco rd ed .

Each o f  th e  rem ain ing fo u r  q u e s t io n s  was in ten d ed  to  

g en era te  betw een s i x  and t e n  m inutes o f  t a lk .  They were 

u t i l i z e d  by Farace and Rogers (1976) in  t h e ir  o r ig in a l  

resea rch  w ith  m a r ita l dyads in  r e la t io n a l  com m unication.

The f i r s t ,  "how d id  you meet and d ec id e  to  marry?" was a 

fa m ilia r  q u e s t io n  th a t  both  p artn ers had probably d isc u s se d  

p u b lic ly  numerous t im e s . A s  su ch , th e  q u e s t io n  was a good 

in tr o d u c to r y  one and provided  a g r e a t  d e a l o f  d a ta . The 

rem ain ing th r ee  q u e s t io n s  were l e s s  l i k e l y  to  have been  

r eh e a r sed . In t h i s  s tu d y , a f t e r  h avin g  d isc u sse d  two 

p r e v io u s , r e l a t i v e l y  s im p le , q u e s t io n s , th e  co u p le s  found  

l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t y  g e n e r a t in g  th e  d e s ir e d  amount o f  t a lk  

fo r  th e s e  th r e e  q u e s t io n s .

The s u b je c ts  were in s tr u c te d  th a t  th e  in te r v ie w e r  

would in  no way p a r t ic ip a t e  i n  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  and th a t  th e  

in te n t  behind th e  s tu d y  was fo r  s u b je c ts  to  t a lk  w ith  each  

o th er  and n o t to  th e  in te r v ie w e r . In  in s ta n c e s  where 

co u p les  exh au sted  t h e ir  d is c u s s io n  on a q u e s t io n  p r io r  to  

th e  d e s ir e d  tim e l i m i t ,  th e  in te r v ie w e r  asked a p p ro p r ia te  

fo llo w -u p  q u e st io n s  to  g en era te  a d d it io n a l  d a ta . T y p ica l 

fo llo w -u p  q u e st io n s  were: Q u estion  two ("Why d o n 't  you ta lk

about th e  w edding?"). Q u estion  th r e e  (" S in ce  you d o n 't  t a lk  

v ery  much about work a t  home, what t o p ic s  fr e q u e n t ly  r ec u r ? " ),  

and Q u estio n  fou r ("How a re  th e s e  g e n e r a l id e a s  about home 

and fa m ily  l i f e  m a n ifested  in  your own m arriage?" ).
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During th e  c o n v e r sa tio n , th e  in te r v ie w e r  to o k  n o tes  

on th e  t o p ic s  which were i n i t i a t e d  by th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  fo r  

use i n  th e  in d iv id u a l in te r v ie w s  vdiich fo llo w ed  th e  

c o n v e r sa t io n . O c c a s io n a lly , th e  in te r v ie w e r  re a c te d  to  a 

sta tem en t w ith  a ch u c k le . The in te r v iw e r  m aintained  

freq u en t ey e  c o n ta c t  w ith  th e  co u p le  and used i t  to  a f f e c t  

th e  f lo w  o f  in t e r a c t io n .  I f  one o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  s ta r te d  

t o  t a lk  w ith  th e  in te r v ie w e r , th e  in te r v ie w e r  would break  

eye c o n ta c t  w ith  th e  speaker and lo o k  d ir e c t ly  a t  h i s  or  

h er  p a r tn e r . O ften , th e  speaker retu rn ed  to  t a lk in g  w ith  

h is  or h er  p a r tn er .

The r o le  o f  th e  in te r v ie w e r  i n  t h i s  re se a rc h  was as  

a f a c i l i t a t o r  and a c t iv e  l i s t e n e r  b u t n o t as an a c t iv e  v erb a l 

p a r t ic ip a n t .  The in t e n t  was fo r  c o u p le s  to  t a lk  w ith  each  

o th er  and n o t to  th e  in te r v ie w e r . The f a c i l i t a t o r  r o l e ,  

as opposed to  a r o le  r e q u ir in g  a c t iv e  v er b a l p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  

was a p p ro p r ia te  in  th a t  th e  i n t e r e s t  h ere  was n ot i n  th a t  

t a lk  which o ccu rs betw een  th e  co u p le  and th e  in te r v ie w e r .  

However, n o t a l l  t a lk  gen erated  by p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  t h i s  study  

was betw een th e  husband and w if e .  Some comments w ere d ir e c te d  

to  th e  in te r v ie w e r . Some co u p les  ta lk e d  in  th e  th ir d  p erson  

(" h e /sh e " ) as opposed to  second p erson  (" you " ). The d a ta , 

w h ile  not m eeting  th e  in te n t  behind i t s  g a th er in g  was s t i l l  

v a lid  b ecau se (1 )  th e  t a lk  was a j o i n t  p r e s e n ta t io n  which was 

produced betw een  husbands and w iv e s , ( 2 )  th e  in te r v ie w e r  did  

n ot c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n , and (3 )  th e  d i f f e r e n t i a l
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u se o f  person  does n ot a f f e c t  th e  s t r u c t u r a l ,  f u n c t io n a l ,  or  

t o p ic  change c a te g o r ie s  a ss ig n ed  to  th e  d a ta .

The b eh av iors used by th e  in te r v ie w e r  to  a c t  ou t th e  

f a c i l i t a t o r  r o le  were; (1 ) a f a i lu r e  to  v e r b a l ly  respond or  

to  q u e s t io n  any o f  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  (2 )  

th e  u se  o f  ey e  c o n ta c t  a s  a means to  p erp e tu a te  th e  co n v ersa ­

t io n ,  and (3 )  th e  in c lu s io n  o f  probing or fo llo w -u p  q u e s t io n s .  

These b eh a v io rs  maximized th e  amount o f  t a lk  gen era ted  by th e  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  as th ey  in te r a c te d  w ith  each o th e r , w h ile  a t  th e  

same t im e , m ain ta in in g  a p u b lic  fa c e  fo r  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n .

F o llow in g  th e  ta p in g , th e  husband and w ife  were 

se p a ra ted , one rem ain ing w ith  the in te r v ie w e r  to  com plete th e  

to p ic  in te r v ie w  w h ile  th e  o th e r  adjourned to  an oth er  room 

w ith  th e  f a c u lt y  d ir e c to r  o f  t h i s  p r o je c t  to  com plete  the  

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  in stru m en t. The 

p erson  rem aining to  com plete th e  to p ic  in te r v ie w  was to ld  to  

le a v e  th e  microphone on and was g iv e n  th e  in s t r u c t io n s  in  

Appendix G.

In  th e  to p ic  in te r v ie w , th e  in d iv id u a ls  were asked 

fou r  major q u e stio n s  reg a rd in g  (1 )  th e  to p ic s  d isc u sse d  in  

th e  taped  c o n v e r sa tio n  on which th ey  co n sid ered  th em selves  

to  be more e x p e r t , c o n fid e n t*  or  k n ow led geab le , (3 )  th e  

t o p ic s  d isc u sse d  in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  which th e  s u b je c ts  did  

n o t f e e l  com fortab le  ta lk in g  a b o u t, and (4 )  th e  d egree to  

which s u b je c ts  co n sid ered  th e  taped c o n v e r sa t io n  to  be a 

t y p ic a l ,  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n  fo r  them.
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These q u estio n s  a llow ed  th e  r e se a r c h e r  to  a s s e s s  th e  

co u p le s ' f e e l in g s  about th e  t o p ic s  which th ey  i n i t i a t e d  as  

th e y  d e a lt  w ith  each o f  th e  f i v e  q u e s t io n s .  The in fo rm a tio n  

gathered  in  th e  to p ic - in te r v ie w  a llow ed  f o r  fu r th e r  under­

stan d in g  o f  th e  c o u p le 's  b eh a v io r  during th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  

and t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  in  g e n e r a l . T op ics on which s u b je c ts  

f e l t  ex p ert o r  n on -exp ert were b e lie v e d  to  be b e h a v io r a lly  

d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  during th e  c o n v e r s a t io n  i n  terms o f  th e  

amount o f  t a lk  th a t  su b je c ts  would g e n e r a te . T opics which  

s u b je c ts  f e l t  uncom fortable w ith  were b e lie v e d  to  g en era te  

l e s s  ta lk  th an  th o se  which s u b je c ts  were com fortab le  w ith .  

These i s s u e s ,  how ever, were o u ts id e  o f  th e  resea rch  q u e s t io n s  

fo r  t h is  p r o j e c t ,  and were n o t in v e s t ig a te d  h ere .

The p a r t ic ip a n ts  th en  re v er se d  th e s e  s e t t in g s  such  

th a t  both p a rtn ers  com pleted both  d ata  c o l l e c t i o n s . Each 

o f  th e  s e s s io n s  la s te d  ap p rox im ately  te n  m inutes. The s u b je c t  

who l e f t  th e  room was g iv e n  a s e v e n te e n - ite m  in stru m en t  

which tapped h is  or h er p e r c e p tio n s  o f  com m unication e q u ity  

w ith in  th e  s p e c i f i c  c o n v e r sa tio n  which was recorded ( s e e  

Appendix I ) .  The se v e n tee n  item s on t h i s  in strum ent g e n e r a l ly  

corresponded w ith  th e item s from th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  e q u ity  

in strum ent which th e  s u b je c ts  com pleted i n  th e i n i t i a l  

s e s s io n .  The fa c u lt y  d ir e c t o r  o f  t h i s  p r o je c t  gave s u b je c ts  

th e  in s t r u c t io n s  in  Appendix H p r io r  to  th e  com p letion  o f  

th e  in stru m en t. He a ls o  rem ained in  th e  room to  a s s i s t  

su b je c ts  in  com p letin g  th e  in stru m en t.
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T r a n sc r ip tio n

The c o n v e r sa tio n s  were tra n sc r ib e d  from th e  au d io­

ta p e s .  Each tr a n sc r ib e d  l i n e  in c lu d e s  both th e  husband's  

and th e  w i f e ' s  t a lk  and i s  read as one l i n e ,  as i l lu s t r a t e d  

in  th e  fo llo w in g  exam ples. The co n v e r sa tio n  p roceed s  

l in e a r ly  through t im e , and th e  t r a n s c r ip t io n ,  when read  

one l i n e  a t  a t im e , r e f l e c t s  t h i s  p r o g r e ss io n  ( s e e  example 

1 ) .  Pauses a re  noted by a s t r in g  o f  c o n se c u tiv e  d o ts  ( . . . )  

( s e e  example 1 , l i n e s  1 and 3 ) .  Any o v er la p  betw een th e  

husband and th e  w i f e ' s  t a lk  in d ic a t e s  sim u ltan eou s speech  

( s e e  example 2 , l i n e  1 , where th e  husband b eg in s  ta lk in g  

b efo re  th e  w ife  i s  f in i s h e d ) .  S la sh e s  in d ic a te  th e  end o f  

a tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n it  (TCU), and a p la ce  where 

an other sp eak er  may tak e a tu r n , c a l le d  a tu rn  r e le v a n c e  

p la ce  (TRP) ( s e e  exam ples 1 and 2 ) .

The l in e a r  t r a n s c r ip t io n  w ith  both speakers d isp la y ed  

in  one l i n e  p r e se n ts  th e  t a lk  in  an ordered tim e sequence  

so  th a t  o ccu rren ces  o f  tu rn  ta k in g  ( s e e  example 1 b e lo w ) , 

sim u ltan eou s speech  ( s e e  exam ple 2 ) ,  and pauses ( s e e  example 

1 ) ,  may be e a s i l y  d isc e r n e d .

Example 1

1 . H /We met in  J u n e / . . .

W /About th e  t e n t h . /

2 . H

W / I t  was a c o ld  day/and I was o u t s id e . /
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3 . H

W /Bob was s t a n d in g . . .on  th e  c o r n e r ./

4 .  H / I  was c o ld  t o o . /

W /T h a t 's  what h ap p en ed ./

The t r a n s c r ip t io n  was prepared d o u b le -sp a ced , w ith  

each  tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n it  s e t  ap art by s la s h  marks. From 

th e  t r a n s c r ip t io n  i n  example 1 , th e  read er  may e a s i l y  t e l l  

th a t  th e  two sp ea k ers  never spoke s im u lta n e o u s ly . That i s ,  

each  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  c o n tr ib u t io n  im m ed iately  fo llo w e d  th e  

o t h e r ' s .  C o n v erse ly , example 2 i l l u s t r a t e s  sim u ltan eou s  

sp e e ch .

Example 2

1. H /n o t  r e a l l y . /

W /We decided  to  have c h ild r e n  e a r l y . /

2 . H /We t a lk e d . /

W /Bob was r e a d y / . . . I  knew he wanted th em ./  

Appendix J in c lu d e s  a p o r t io n  o f  a tr a n scr ib ed  

c o n v e r sa t io n  w ith  tu r n s  and fu n c t io n s  marked a c c o r d in g ly .

The c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  from d ata  ga th ered  in  t h i s  p r o je c t .

A n a ly t ic a l Methods 

T his s e c t io n  d ea ls  w ith  th e  ways i n  vrtiich th e  d ata  

a re  an alyzed  in  o rd er  to  answer th e  re sea rch  q u e s t io n s .  

R e la t io n a l  e q u ity ,  com m unication e q u ity ,  and th e  b eh a v io ra l 

a n a ly s is  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  are d is c u s se d  in  turn .
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R e la t io n a l E q u ity

The c o u p le s ' p e r c e p tio n s  o f  g lo b a l e q u ity  i n  t h e ir  

r e la t io n s h ip  were a s se s se d  w ith  th e  W a lster , e t .  a l . ,  s c a le s  

(W alster, W a lster , and B e r sc h e id , 1978; s e e  Appendix D). In  

th a t  in stru m en t, each p a r t ic ip a n t  was asked to  a s s e s s  percep­

t io n s  o f  h i s  o r  h er own c o n tr ib u t io n s  to  and outcom es from  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip  on an e ig h t - p o in t  L ik e r t  s c a le  ranging  

from "extrem ely  n eg a tiv e"  to  "extrem ely p o s i t iv e ."  In  

a d d it io n , each p a r t ic ip a n t  a ls o  made an a ssessm en t o f  h is  

or her p a r tn e r 's  c o n tr ib u t io n s  and outcom es. The fou r v a lu es  

from each resp on dent were p laced  in  th e a p p ro p r ia te  form ula  

to  y ie ld  an in d ex  o f  " eq u ita b len ess"  from each r esp o n d e n t's  

p o in t o f  v iew . The sym bols fo r  th e  form ula may be in ter p r e te d  

as fo llo w s  ( s e e  Table 2 ) i  th e  l e t t e r  on th e  l e f t  s id e  

in d ic a te s  who th e  s c r u t in e e r  i s .  The l e t t e r  in  th e  cen ter  

in d ic a te s  w hether in p u ts  o r  outcom es a re  b e in g  a s s e s s e d .

Table 2 

E q u ity  Formulae

R espondent's p e r c e p tio n  o f ; Wives Husbands

Own in p u ts ŴW Ĥ H ^

P a r tn er 's  in p u ts Ŵ H Ĥ W

Own outcomes W°W H°H

P a r tn er 's  Outcomes W°H H°H
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The com putational form ulae fo r  each  person are as 

fo llo w s  (W a lster , B ersch eid , and W alster , 1 9 7 6 )«

For h u sb an d s, A  = .  ( £ w . r _ ^
,  T  ,  H ,  T  I  W

( | h^h ( )  ( | h^wJ)

To g a in  th e  husband's p ercep tio n s  o f  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity :

(1 )  su b tr a c t  th e  husband's p er c ep tio n s  o f  h is  w if e 's  in p u ts  

from h is  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  h is  outcom es (Ĥ W - H^W). (2 ) D iv id e

th a t  f ig u r e  by th e  a b so lu te  v a lu e  o f  h is  p ercep tio n s  o f  h is  

w if e ' s  in p u ts  r a is e d  to  th e  proper s ig n  (|h ^ w {) , (3 )

S u b tract th e  husband' s p ercep tio n s  o f  h i s  own outcomes 

(H^H - H^H) . (4 )  D ivide th a t  f ig u r e  by th e  a b so lu te  v a lu e

o f  h is  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  h is  own in p u ts  r a is e d  to  th e proper 

s ig n  ( | h^h | )  (5 )  Sub tract s te p  4 from s te p  2 and th e

e q u ity  f ig u r e  i s  o b ta in ed . The read er should  r e c a l l  th a t  

th e  exp on en ts k^-and k^ tak e  on th e  v a lu e  o f  +1 or  -1 ,  

depending on th e  s ig n  o f  H and W's in p u ts  and H and W's 

g a in s  (outcom es - in p u ts ) ,  ku = s ig n  (H^H) x s ig n  (ifH  -

H^H) and k^ = s ig n  ( ifw )  x  s ig n  (H°W - H^W).

For w iv e s , A  = A  - .  A „  -  A
r  T I W ,  T I

( | W  w | )  ( | w ^ v j )

The sc o r e s  Ĥ H and W ^ W  are in d ic e s  o f  th e  d egree o f  

r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  as p erceived  by each o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

i n  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  There are  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  fo r  

p erce iv ed  in e q u ity .  F ir s t ,  a n e g a t iv e  v a lu e  in d ic a te s  th e  

in d iv id u a l i s  u n d erb en efited  and p e r c e iv e s  th a t  he or she i s
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g e t t in g  l e s s  th an  d eserved  from th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  Second, a 

p o s i t i v e  v a lu e  in d ic a te s  th e  in d iv id u a l i s  o v e r b e n e fite d  and 

p e r c e iv e s  th a t  he or sh e i s  g e t t in g  more th a n  deserved  from  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  I f  th e  s c o r e  i s  z e r o , th e  r e la t io n s h ip
I i i i .

i s  p erce iv ed  by th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  as e q u ita b le .

Communication E quity

P e r c e p tio n s  o f  com m unication e q u ity  were a s se s se d

f o r  two d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c ts  o f  e q u ity  i n  t h i s  stu d y: c o n te x t-
: •

f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c .  Each i s  d e a l t ! w it h  in  tu rn .

C o n te x t - fr e e . A c o u p le ' s p e r c e p t io n  o f  com m unication  

e q u ity  in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  as i t  was m a n ifested  on a day- 

to -d a y  b a s is  was a s se s se d  w ith  th e Krayer s c a le s  o f  Communica­

t io n  Cpnte^ct-Free E q u ity  ( s e e  Appendix E ). A p i l o t  study  

was conducted  i n  ord er to  g a in  r e l i a b i l i t y  d ata  con cern in g  

th e  n atu re o f  th e  in stru m en t and to  e l im in a te  item s w ith  

poor r e l i a b i l i t y  and c o n s is t e n c y .  280 s u b je c t s  were asked  

t o  ju dge t h e ir  com m unication w ith  th e  p erso n  w ith  whom, 

th ey  b e lie v e d  th e y  were th e  m ost in t im a te .

The p i l o t  s c a le s  c o n s is te d  o f  tw en ty  item s which

measured two d im en sio n s. S u b jec ts  were f i r s t  asked th e
# * • 

d egree  to  w hich th ey  agreed  o r  d isa g reed  w ith  a s ta tem en t

co n cern in g  t h e ir  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  t h e ir  com m unication w ith

t h e ir  p a r tn ers  on an e ig h t - p o in t  L ik ert s c a le  ran gin g  from

" str o n g ly  agree" to  " str o n g ly  d isa g r e e ."  Then, su b je c ts

were asked t o  a s s e s s  th e  e q u ity  o f  th e  ite m , in d ic a t in g  on
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an e ig h t - p o in t  L ik e r t  s c a le  ranging from "extrem ely  p o s it iv e "  

to  " extrem ely  n eg a tiv e"  how th ey  f e l t  about th e  phenomenon 

th a t  was agreed  o r  d isa g reed  w ith  in  term s o f  how i t  im pacts  

upon t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .

A fte r  th e  p i l o t  s c a le s  were a d m in istered , fa c to r  

a n a ly s is  was conducted u sin g  a p r in c ip a l-co m p o n en ts  s o lu t io n  

w ith  an o b liq u e  r o t a t io n .  F actor  a n a ly s is  i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l  

method o f  d a ta  r e d u c t io n . T y p ic a lly ,  f a c to r  a n a ly s is  i s  

conducted on q u e s t io n n a ir e s  w ith  many item s in  an e f f o r t  

to  determ ine which item s are  h ig h ly  r e la te d  or  c lu s t e r  w ith  

one an oth er and to  d eterm in e th e  s tr e n g th  o f  each o f  th e  

in d iv id u a l item s in  r e la t io n s h ip  to  a h y p o th e t ic a l  d im en sion , 

v a r ia b le ,  or  f a c t o r .  The d im ension  or fa c to r  i s  named 

fo llo w in g  a d e term in a tio n  o f  th e  nature o f  th e  item s which  

a re  r e la t e d ,  or  which c o n s t i t u t e  th e  f a c t o r .  F actors which  

c o n s is t  o f  more th an  one item  are  c a l le d  common fa c to r s ;  

th o se  w ith  o n ly  one item  are  unique f a c t o r s .

P r in c ip a l components was s e le c te d  due to  i t s  a b i l i t y  

to  p rov id e a d eterm in an t s o lu t io n  and i t s  use o f  1 , 0  in  th e  

d ia g o n a ls  as  com m onality e s t im a te s .  An o b liq u e  r o t a t io n  was 

s e le c te d  a f t e r  an exam ination  o f  th e  in t e r c o r r e la t io n  m atrix  

( s e e  Table 3 ) which in d ic a te d  lo a d in g s  o f  a t  l e a s t  .30  on  a 

la r g e  number o f  v a r ia b le s .  S ig n if ic a n c e  was ob ta in ed  on  

32 o f  th e s e  c o r r e la t io n s .

I n s e r t  Table 3 about h ere
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T ab le  3 

I n t c r c o r r e la t io n  M a trix

J ' 3 9 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

•S4 '

• 14 •20

.55 .31 .27

.IS .2 3 .31 .34

.35 .21 .25 .31 .15

.32 .31 .16 •27 .13 .34

.37 • 35 .13 .48 .14 .30 .46

.15 .14 .06 .16 .13 .19 .18 .21

.15 .14 .19 .11 .16 .18 .13 .15 .17

.22 .17 .2 4 .22 .14 .21 ‘'1 .20 • IS .28

.07 .19 .29 .19 .34 .13 .22 .13 .1 3 .15 .33

.35 .14 .22 •26 .12 .31 .31 .40 • 19 .2 7 .41 .16

.38 .36 .06 .38 .17 .27 .46 .38 •  11 .2 3 .24 .18 .37

.20 .22 .1 9 .16 .20 .12 .22 .13 • OS .05 .30 .22 .19 .2 9

.19 .07 .0 6 .38 .10 .03 • 15 .03 •  16 .38 •26 .08 .16 • 12 .1 8

.31 .30 .21 .34 .22 .18 .38 •37 .1 5 .20 .31 • 14 .36 .3 3 • 16 •24

.05 .15 • IS .16 .19 .13 .16 .35 .1 6 .05 •06 .39 .1 7 .31 •09 .0 3

.14 .37 .0 9 .16 l30 .18 .22 .12 • 14 • 11 .0 8 • 19 .1 8 .2 9 .2 8 .0 8

.17 .19 .09 .10 .38 .08 .08 .11 • 03 •08 • 21 .06 • 20 .2 3 • 34 • 10

.25  

.24 

• 19

•  IS

•19 .42
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The fa c to r  a n a ly s is  ( s e e  Table 4 )  y ie ld ed , f iv e  

f a c t o r s .  The c u t o f f  p o in t  fo r  e ig e n v a lu e s  was 1 .0 ,  Because  

o f  th e  o b liq u e  s o lu t io n ,  i t  was not p o s s ib le  to  apply a 

p u r ity  in d e x  to  th e  ite m s . The c r i t e r i a  used to  p la c e  

item s on a fa c to r  were as f o l lo w s :  ( 1 ) item s vrfiich d id  not

load  a t  l e a s t  .50 on any fa c to r  were e lim in a te d , and (2 )  

item s which loaded .5 0  or more on more than one fa c to r  were 

e lim in a te d . Of th e  tw enty ite m s , o n ly  two (11 and 15) 

f a i l e d  to  meet th e  c r i t e r i a  and were dropped from th e  

in stru m en t used in  th e  f in a l  s tu d y .

I n s e r t  Table 4 about h ere

The a n a ly s is  y ie ld e d  fo u r  common f a c to r s  and one 

unique f a c t o r .  F a cto r  one c o n s is te d  o f  n in e  item s (1 , 2 , 4 ,  

6 , 7 ,  8 , 13 , 14 , 17) and was la b e le d  c o n v e r sa tio n a l i n t e r ­

a c t io n . T his fa c to r  had an e ig e n v a lu e  o f  5 .0 6 .  F actor two 

c o n s is te d  o f  th re e  item s (5 ,  19, 20) and was la b e le d  mutual 

s a t i s f a c t i o n . F actor two had an e ig e n v a lu e  o f  1 .6 2 .

F actor th r e e  c o n s is t e d  o f  th r e e  item s (9 , 10, 1 6 ) , was 

la b e le d  a v o id a n ce , and had an e ig e n v a lu e  o f  1 .4 0 . F actor  

fo u r  c o n s is te d  o f  two item s ( 1 2 , 18) and was la b e led  

c o n v e r sa tio n  q u a n tity  w ith  an e ig e n v a lu e  o f  1 .3 2 . F in a l ly ,  

fa c to r  f i v e ,  a unique fa c to r  because i t  c o n s is te d  o n ly  o f  

q u e s t io n  th r e e , was la b e le d  c o n f id e n c e , and had an e ig e n v a lu e  

o f  1 .0 5 . The t o t a l  model accounted  fo r  5 2 .3  p ercen t o f
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th e  v a r ia n c e .

Table 4

Factor A n a ly s is  o f  C o n tex t-F ree  E quity

Item Loading

F actor 1

C on v ersa tio n a l I n te r a c t io n

1 . I  f r e q u e n t ly  don’ t  g e t  "my say" in  c o n v e r sa tio n s  
w ith  my p a r tn er .

.65

2 . I  i n i t i a t e  our c o n v e r sa tio n s  more o f te n  than  mv 
p a rtn er  d o es .

,53

4 . In  c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p a r tn e r , I do most o f  
th e  t a lk in g .

.63

6 . In  c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  mv p a r tn e r , I  change th e  
s u b ie c t  more o f t e n  than h e /s h e  d o e s .

.54

7 . I  b r in g  up more in t e r e s t in g  th in g s  to  ta lk  about 
th a n  my p artn er  d o es .

. 6 8

8 . My p a rtn er  dom inates our c o n v e r s a t io n s . .78

13. My p a rtn er  fr e q u e n t ly  in te r r u p ts  me w h ile  I'm  
t a lk in g .

,55

14 . I e x e r t  g r e a te r  e f f o r t  during our c o n v e r sa tio n s  
th an  my p a rtn er  d o es .

. 65

17. My p a rtn er  t a lk s  to o  much. .51

E igenvalue 5 .0 6

F actor 2

Mutual S a t i s f a c t io n

5 . IVhen c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p a rtn er  are  o v er , 
I u s u a l ly  f e e l  s a t i s f i e d .

.65
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19. Ify p a rtn er  and I f e e l  th e  same way about our .71
c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  each  o th e r .

20 . I en jo y  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  I have w ith  my p a rtn er  .80
more th an  I do w ith  anyone e l s e .

E ig en v a lu e  1 .6 2

F actor 3 

A voidance Behavior

9 . When my p artn er and I a re  ta lk in g  a t  th e  same .5 2
t im e , I u s u a lly  " g ive  in" and s to p  t a lk in g .

10. When my p artn er b r in g s  up t o p ic s  w hich I do .67
n o t want to  t a lk  a b o u t, I  u s u a lly  in te r r u p t  
h im /h er  o r  a ttem p t to  change th e  s u b je c t .

16. There are  some t o p ic s  I d o n 't  f e e l  co m fo rta b le  .74
t a lk in g  about w ith  my p a r tn er .

E ig en v a lu e  1 .4 0

F actor  4 

C o n v ersa tio n  Q uantity

12, I  w ish  my p a rtn er  would t a lk  w ith  me more .77
o f t e n .

18. I w ish  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  I have w ith  my p a rtn er  .79
would l a s t  lo n g e r .

E ig en v a lu e  1 .3 2

F actor  5

C onfidence

3 . When c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p artn er in c lu d e  - .8 5
t o p ic s  which I f e e l  l e s s  e x p er t  and c o n f id e n t  
on th an  my p a rtn er  i s ,  I  u su a lly  t a lk  l e s s .
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E igen va lu e 1 ,0 5

C ronbach's a lp h a  fo r  in te r n a l  c o n s is te n c y  was 

conducted fo r  th e  tw en ty  item  s c a le  b e fo r e  any item s were 

e lim in a te d . For th e  e n t ir e  in str u m e n t, an alpha o f  .84  

was o b ta in e d . F u r th e r , an a lp h a  fo r  each  fa c to r  was 

ob ta in ed  by in s e r t in g  o n ly  th o se  item s which loaded  on a 

common f a c t o r .  F a cto r  on e, C o n v ersa tio n a l I n te r a c t io n , had 

an alpha o f  .8 1 . F a c to r  tw o , Mutual S a t i s f a c t io n ,  had an 

alpha o f  .6 4 .  F actor th r e e , A voidance, had an a lp h a  o f  

.4 3 . F a cto r  fo u r . C o n v ersa tio n  Q u a n tity , had an a lp h a  o f  

.5 6 . F a cto r  f i v e  was a unique f a c t o r ,  and because o n ly  

one item  load ed  on i t ,  a r e l i a b i l i t y  a n a ly s is  cou ld  n ot be 

performed on i t .

C o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic . A c o u p le 's  p e r c e p tio n  o f  communi­

c a t io n  e q u ity  in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  a s  i t  was m an ifested  

in  a s p e c i f i c  c o n v e r sa t io n  was a s s e s s e d  w ith  th e  Krayer 

s c a le s  o f  com m unication c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  ( s e e  

Appendix I ) .  These p e r c e p tio n s  were t ie d  to  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  

th e y  had j u s t  com p leted , h en ce , i s s u e s  such as how p a r t i c i ­

pants f e l t  about how th e  tu rn s to  speak were a l lo c a t e d , 

vAiether one p a r t ic ip a n t  was fr e q u e n t ly  in ter r u p te d  or  unable 

to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  th e  o th e r , o r  how one p a r t ic ip a n t  

changed t o p ic s  or su s ta in e d  e x i s t in g  t o p ic s  became im p ortan t.

The se v e n te e n  item s corresponded  w ith  item s from th e  

c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication in stru m en t. In  most c a s e s ,  th e
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wording was id e n t ic a l  ex ce p t fo r  th e  in s e r t io n  o f  " in  t h is  

co n v ersa tio n "  in to  th e  ite m s . B ecause o f  th e  s im i la r i t y  o f  

th e se  two in stru m en ts and b ecau se th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  

in stru m en t could  not be p i lo te d  due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  

r e fe r r e d  to  a s p e c i f i c  c o n v e r sa tio n  which th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

must have been engaged in  p r io r  to  i t s  a d m in is tr a t io n ,  

r e l i a b i l i t y  f ig u r e s  from th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  in stru m en t must 

s u f f i c e  and were g e n e r a liz e d  to  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  in stru m en t.

In  sh o r t , th e  g o a l o f  both  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  in stru m en ts was to  g a th e r  s u b je c ts '  

p e r c e p tio n s  about th e  com m unication in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .

The second s te p  o f  th e  stu d y  was to  d is c o v e r  th e  p a ttern s  

o p er a tin g  in  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa tio n  b e h a v io r . F in a l ly ,  th e se  

p a tte r n s  were r e la te d  to  th e  p e r c e p tio n s  ga th ered  from th e  

two in str u m e n ts .

B eh a v io ra l A n a ly sis  o f  C on versation

The o p e r a t io n a l iz a t io n  o f  th e  th r e e  major system s o f  

a n a ly s is  whose t h e o r e t ic a l  assum ptions were d e lin e a te d  in  

Chapter I I  are d e ta i le d  in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  In  r e v ie w , th e se  

system s are la b e le d  s t r u c t u r a l ,  fu n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e .  

For th e  s tr u c tu r a l a n a ly s i s , th e  c o n s tr u c ts  proposed by 

S ack s, S c h e g lo f f ,  and J e f fe r s o n  (1 978) are  used to  

in v e s t ig a t e  s u r f a c e - le v e l  t a lk  w ith  an em phasis on sequen­

c in g  o f  tu rn s betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  In  a d d it io n , the  

u se o f  in te r r u p tio n s  to  g a in  a tu rn  to  t a lk  and to  co n tro l
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th e  to p ic  i s  examined» The fu n c t io n a l  a n a ly s is  ( S in c la ir  and 

C ou lthard , 1975) exam ines th e  use o f  language w ith in  th e  

s tr u c tu r e , fo c u s in g  on th e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  o f fe r e d  by the  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  and how th ey  f i t  in to  th e  o v e r a l l  c o n v e r sa t io n .  

The a n a ly s is  o f  t o p ic  change (C o o ley  and A lb rech t, 1980) 

d e a ls  w ith  what co u p le s  ta lk e d  about in  t h e ir  j o in t  p r e se n ta ­

t io n  and fo cu sed  on th e  d i s t r ib u t io n  o f  th e  co n te n t betw een  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  Topic c o n tr o l  i t s e l f  b ears on communica­

t io n  e q u ity .  In  a d d it io n , th e  t o p ic s  which were d isc u sse d  

r e v e a l th in g s  about th e  h i s t o r y  and developm ent o f  a c o u p le 's  

r e la t io n s h ip  as w e ll  as p ro v id e  a c o n te x t  fo r  an a n a ly s is  o f  

s tr u c tu r e  and fu n c t io n  o f  t h e ir  t a lk .

Each o f  th e s e  system s produces in t e r e s t in g  d a ta  i n  

i t s  own r ig h to  The s tr u c tu r a l  system  p ro v id es  fo r  an 

exam ination  o f  t a lk  from th e  s ta n d p o in t o f  how tu rn s or  

c o n tr ib u t io n s  a re  sequenced o r  p a tte r n e d . The fu n c t io n a l  

system  p ro v id es  a g r e a te r  depth  o f  understan d in g  o f  th e se  

b eh av iors by n o tin g  how th e se  tu rn s are  u t i l i z e d  s t r a t e g i ­

c a l l y .  The to p ic -c h a n g e  system  p ro v id es  in fo rm a tio n  about 

who c o n tr o lle d  vh at to p ic  as a n oth er  in d ic a to r  o f  t lie  typ e  

o f  r e la t io n s h ip  th e se  co u p les  had.

W hile each o f  th e se  system s p ro v id es  unique d a ta ,  

th e y  are  a l s o  q u ite  complementary in  th a t  th e  com b in ation  o f  

th e  system s produces o th er  in t e r e s t in g  d a ta . The s tr u c tu r a l  

system  p ro v id es  u n it s  o f  a n a ly s is  th a t  are la b e led  by



1 0 6

fu n c t io n  and th a t  are  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  a t o p ic .  The fu n c t io n a l  

system  i d e n t i f i e s  c e r t a in  c a te g o r ie s  o f  t a lk  by which to p ic s  

a re  changed and tu rn s are a l lo c a t e d .  These c a te g o r ie s  vdiich 

in t e r a c t  w ith  to p ic  changes p rovid e in s ig h t  in to  co n v ersa ­

t io n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  employed by sp ea k ers . In  s h o r t , th e se  

th re e  system s p ro v id e  a com plex s e t  o f  in t e r r e la t io n s h ip s .  

P a ttern s  o f  o ccu rren ces  can be co n stru c ted  fo r  c a te g o r ie s  

w ith in  each, system  as w e ll  a s  betw een th e th r e e  sy stem s.

S tr u c tu r a l a n a ly s i s . Each o f  th e  c o n s tr u c ts  o f  th e  

Sacks, e t .  a l . ,  system  which were u t i l i z e d  in  t h i s  stu d y  i s  

d e ta ile d  b elow . In some c a s e s , c o n s tr u c ts  vÆiich a re  not p a rt  

o f  th e S a ck s, e t .  a l . ,  system  but which are  \ f i t h in  c o n s is t e n t ,  

l o g i c a l  e x te n s io n s  o f  i t  have been added in  order to  supp ly  

more d e t a i l  and to  b e t t e r  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  betw een c o n s tr u c ts  

than  th a t  sy stem  a l lo w s . Examples fo r  each  o f  th e  o r ig in a l  

and added c o n s tr u c ts  fo llo w  t h e ir  in tr o d u c t io n .

(1 )  Turn - A l l  t a lk  by one sp eak er which i s  bounded 

by an other sp e a k e r 's  t a lk  on both  s id e s  e x c e p t  in  in s ta n c e s  

where th e  tu rn  i n i t i a t e s  or  com p letes  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n , in  

which c a se  th e  tu rn  i s  bounded on one s id e  by s i l e n c e .

(2 )  Turn C o n stru c tio n a l U nit (TCU) - A s e n te n c e ,  

or an yth in g  tran sform ab le  in t o  a s e n te n c e , by th e  known 

r u le s  o f  d is c o u r s e .^  A TCU o r  group o f  TCU's com prises a 

tu rn .

(3 )  Turn R elevance P la c e  (TRP) - P la c e s  in  c o n v e r sa tio n  

where tu rn s  may, but n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  w i l l  b e , ta k en . TRP's
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bound TCU*So

The b a s ic  u n it  o f  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  tu r n -ta k in g  system  

i s  th e  tu rn  which c o n s is t s  o f  one o r  more tu r n -c o n s tr u c t io n a l  

u n it s .  Each o f  th e s e  th r e e  c o n s tr u c ts  ( tu r n , TCU, TRP) i s  

i l lu s t r a t e d  below  in  Example 3 .

Example 3

1 0 H /O .K ./ .. .W h e r e  d id  we f i r s t  m e e t / . . . c o l l e g e /  

W

2.  H , 

W / i n  s c h o o l / . . . I  saw you  w ith  your s i s t e r /

3 . H /W hich s i s t e r ? /

W /M ary ./

(C ooley and A lb r e c h t, 1980)

In  t h i s  exam ple, b oth  th e  husband and w ife  have two tu r n s .

The h u sb an d 's f i r s t  tu rn  ( l i n e  1) c o n s is t s  o f  th r e e  TCU's

(marked o f f  by s la s h e s )  w h ile  h is  second tu r n  ( l i n e  3)

c o n s is t s  o f  o n ly  o n e . The w i f e ' s  f i r s t  tu r n  ( l i n e  2) c o n s is t s  

o f  two TCU's w h ile  h er  second ( l i n e  3) h as o n ly  o n e . A tu rn  

r e le v a n c e  p la c e  (TRP) i s  in d ic a te d  in  Example 3 by each  

s la s h  mark, s ig n a l in g  th e  p o t e n t ia l  end o f  a tu rn .

(4 ) F i l l e r  (F ) - A sound, word, o r  group o f  words 

th a t  do n o t r e p r e se n t  a s e n te n c e , and th e r e fo r e ,  do not 

q u a lify  as  a tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n i t .  In  a d d it io n  to  t h i s  

g e n e r ic  c a te g o r y , th e r e  a re  two s p e c ia l  ty p e s  o f  f i l l e r s :

(4 a ) R e p e t it io n  (R) - Sounds, w ords, o r  groups 

o f  words th a t  do n o t q u a l i fy  as a TCU
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th a t  are  e x a c t ly  rep ea ted  im m ediately  a f t e r  

t h e ir  u t te r a n c e .

(4b ) F a lse  S ta r t  (FS) -  Sounds, words, o r  groups

o f  words th a t  do n ot q u a l i fy  as a TCU due to

th e  sp e a k e r 's  break and commencement o f  a 

th ou gh t in  an oth er way.

These two s p e c ia l  ty p e s  o f  f i l l e r s  (F ) are i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  

Example 4 . The r e p e t i t i o n  (R ) , "ahh," ( l i n e  1) i s  spoken by 

th e  husband v d iile  th e  f a l s e  s t a r t  (F S ), " i t ,"  ( l in e  2) i s  

spoken by th e  w ife  :

Example 4

1, H /(Vhere we w e n t . . , / a h h . . .a h h . . .1  saw one in

W

2o H D envero/

W /I t .' .o T h e y  looked a t  us fu n n y ./

In  l i n e  1 o f  Example 4 ,  had "ahh" o n ly  been u ttered  o n ce ,  

th e  ca teg o ry  would have been th e  g e n e r ic  " f i l l e r "  and n ot  

a r e p e t i t io n .  F i l l e r s  were o f t e n  used in  th e se  d ata  as  

tu rn  m aintenance s t r a t e g i e s  to  avoid  g iv in g  up th e f lo o r  

to  another sp eak er .

(5 )  I n te r r u p tio n  ( I )  -  An attem p t by a non-speaker  

to  o b ta in  a tu rn  w h ile  an oth er speaker i s  i n  th e m id st o f  a 

tu r n . In te r r u p tio n s  occu r when one p a r t ic ip a n t  b e g in s  

speaking w h ile  a n oth er  has th e  f lo o r  or i s  in  th e m id st o f  

a TCU. An in te r r u p t io n  attem pt must occur a t  a p la c e  o th e r  

than  a TRP and may be s u c c e s s fu l  ( i f  th e  o r ig in a l  sp eak er
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r e lin q u is h e s  th e  tu rn ) or  u n su c c e ss fu l ( i f  th e  o r ig in a l  

speaker co n tin u es  sp e a k in g ) . This c o n c e p tu a liz a t io n  o f  

in te r r u p t io n  i s  n o t l i k e  th e  one form ulated by C ooley and 

A lbrecht (1 9 8 0 ), who a llow ed  th e  c o n s tr u c t  to  be a p p lied  to  

attem pts to  g a in  th e  f lo o r  a t  TRP's as  w e ll  as  a t  non-TRP's. 

In te r ru p tio n s  in  t h i s  stu d y  are not l im ite d  to  occu rren ces  

o f  sim u ltan eou s sp eech , but th ey  can occur a t  in te r n a l  

pauses as w e l l ,  as lon g  as th e  pause i s  not a t  a TRP.

In te rr u p tio n s  a re  v io la t io n s  o f  th e  tu r n -a l lo c a t io n  

tech n iq u es  form ulated  by Sacks and h is  c o l le a g u e s  and are  

attem p ts by th e  n on -sp eak er to  g a in  th e  f lo o r  a t  a p la ce  

o th er  th an  a TRP. I f  th e  in te r r u p t io n  i s  s u c c e s s f u l ,  th e  

speaker who has had th e  f lo o r  w i l l  c e a se  t a lk in g ,  as 

Example 5 i l l u s t r a t e s :

Example 5

H /W ell we t a lk e d / . . .danced/and  

W / What i s  th e  q u e s t io n ?/

In  some c a s e s , th e  in ter r u p ted  speaker r e g a in s  th e  f lo o r  

a t  th e  f i r s t  p o s s ib le  o p p o rtu n ity  (u su a lly  a t  a TRP) and 

co n tin u es  w ith  th e  o r ig in a l  t o p ic .  I f  th e  in te r r u p t io n  i s  

u n s u c c e s s fu l, th e  in te r r u p t in g  speaker s to p s  ta lk in g  and 

a llo w s th e  in te r ru p te d  speaker to  c o n tin u e , as Example 6 , 

an u n su c ce ss fu l attem pt to  in te r r u p t  on th e  p a r t  o f  the  

husband, i l l u s t r a t e s  ;
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Example 6

1 . H

W /W e ll, I g u e ss  you f i n a l l y  g o t  me to  s i t

2 . H W ell. I  probably

W down/and be a b le  to  t a lk  about th in g s  v^ere

3 . H

W I c o u ld n 't  when we were f i r s t  m a r r ie d ./

(C ooley  and A lb re c h t, 1980)

( 6 ) Break (B) - An a ttem p t by a n on-speaker to  o b ta in  

a tu rn  w h ile  a n oth er  p erson  i s  in  th e  m idst o f  a  tu rn  and i t  

i s  ob viou s from th e  data th a t  th e  speaker d id  n ot in ten d  to  

g iv e  up th e  f l o o r .  U nlike an in te r r u p t io n , a break occu rs  

a t  a TRP o n ly . A break i s  a c t u a l ly  a ca se  vAiere a non­

speaker fo l lo w s  Rule 2 (he or sh e s e l e c t s  to  tak e a tu rn  

a t  a TRP) i n  ord er  to  g a in  th e  f lo o r .

However, breaks are d i f f e r e n t  from a l l  o th e r  occu rren ces  

o f  Rule 2 i n  th a t  th e  o r ig in a l  speaker does n o t , from th e  

d a ta , w ish  to  g iv e  up th e  f l o o r .  The d ata  w i l l  in d ic a te  

t h i s  la c k  o f  in t e n t io n  by e i t h e r  showing th a t  th e  o r ig in a l  

speaker re tu r n s  t o  h i s  or  h er  t o p ic  fo llo w in g  th e  break .

B rea k s, t h e r e f o r e , im pact upon th e  c o n tr o l o f  a to p ic  and 

upon th e  m aintenance o f  f lo o r  tim e in  a way th a t  a l l  o th e r  

o ccu rren ces  o f  Rule 2 do n o t . A l l  b rea k s, by d e f in i t io n ,  

a re  s u c c e s s f u l .
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Example 7

1. H /S h e  to ld  me to  count them/

W / I  was sc a r ed /

2 . H /S o ,  I counted th em ./

W

Example 8

1. H /S e x  i s  im p ortan t. /

W / I n  any r e l a t i o n s h i p . /

2 . H /S e x  i s  c e n t r a l . /

W

T his a n a ly s is  u t i l i z e d  th e se  c o n s tr u c ts  t o  study  

p a tte rn s  o f  tu r n -ta k in g  s tr u c tu r e . The con cep t o f  p a tte r n  

i s  exp lored  in  a l a t e r  s e c t io n  o f  t h i s  ch a p te r . In  a d d it io n ,  

th e  s tr u c tu r a l  tu r n -ta k in g  system  o f  Sacks and h is  c o lle a g u e s  

provided an um brella o f  a n a ly t ic a l  u n its  under which p a ttern s  

o f  language fu n c tio n s  and t o p ic  changes were s tu d ie d .

F u n ctio n a l a n a l y s i s . Twenty-two a c t s  or c a te g o r ie s  

are e x p lic a te d  i n  th e  o r ig in a l  S in c la ir  and C oulthard system . 

Because t h e ir  system  was d esig n ed  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  stu d y  

classroom  in t e r a c t io n ,  o n ly  s ix t e e n  o f  th e s e  c a te g o r ie s  are  

a p p lic a b le  to  spontaneous c o n v e r sa tio n  (C ooley  and A lb rech t, 

1 9 8 0 ). Each TCU in  th e s e  d a ta  was a ss ig n e d  to  one o f  th e se  

s ix t e e n  c a t e g o r ie s .

A b r i e f  d e s c r ip t io n  and an example o f  each  o f  th e  

s ix t e e n  S in c la ir  and C oulthard c a te g o r ie s  f o l lo w s .  In  th o se  

exam ples which c o n s i s t  o f  more than one TCU, th e  u n d erlin ed
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TCU e x e m p lif ie s  th e  ca teg o ry  b ein g  d e f in e d .

(1 )  Marker - an u tter a n ce  d esig n ed  to  b e g in  or 

end d is c o u r s e :

Example 9

/ L e t ' s  g e t  s ta r te d  w ith  our s e s s i o n . /

(2 )  S ta r te r  - in tr o d u c to ry  language which d ir e c t s  

a t t e n t io n  or  thought toward an a rea , in c r e a s in g  th e  

l ik e l ih o o d  th a t  th e  n ext sp e a k e r 's  i n i t i a l  TCU w i l l  be 

on th a t  a rea :

Example 10

/ Y ou're w orried about p le a s in g  them . /a r e  you 

f e e l i n g  g u i l t y  about t h i s ? /

(D au p h in a is , 1981)

(3 )  E l i c i t a t i o n  - r e q u e s ts  a  v e r b a l r e sp o n se :

Example 11

Co; /Y ou keep t e l l i n g  me how your p aren ts would 

f e e l . / T e ll  me how you would f e e l . /

C l: /T h a t 's  a hard q u e s t io n  to  a n sw e r ./

(D au p h in a is , 1981)

(4 )  D ir e c t iv e  - r e q u e s ts  a n on -verb a l resp o n se  

such as a movement;

Example 12

/ J o e . / come on i n . / have a s e a t . /

(D a u p h in a is , 1981)

(5 )  In fo rm a tiv e  - a s ta tem en t whose s o le  fu n c tio n  i s  

to  sup p ly  in fo rm a tio n , y ie ld in g  a resp o n se  o f  a t t e n t io n .
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u n d erstan d in g  o r  in fo rm a tio n :

Example 13

C l: / W e l l , / I  w o u ld n 't mind b ein g  a d o c t o r , / i t ' s

j u s t  so  hard fo r  m e ,/I lu s t  d o n 't  th in k  I'm  

cap ab le  o f  d o in g  i t . /

Co: / I  th in k  t h i s  i s  r e a l ly  a s i t u a t io n  where you

have to  c o n s id e r  what your own f e e l in g s  a r e /  

b ecause y o u 'r e  th e  one who's g o in g  to  put 

ou t th e  w o rk ./

(D au p h in a is, 1981)

( 6 ) Clue - p rov id es a d d it io n a l in fo rm a tio n  which 

h e lp s  a resp on dent to  answer an e l i c i t a t i o n :

Example 14

Cl: / I  d o n 't  rem em ber./

Co : / I f  vou r e c a l l  a t  our l a s t  s e s s io n  you were

speaking  about your m other. /

(7 )  Acknowledge - a resp o n se  which in d ic a te s  a 

sp e a k e r 's  i n i t i a t i o n  has b een  heard and understood :

Example 15

Cl: / I  g u ess  you know q u ite  a few  p eop le around

h e r e . /

Co: / Y e s /I know s e v e r a l fa m ilie s ./H o w  about

y o u rs? /

(8 )  Reply - a l i n g u i s t i c  resp on se ap p ro p ria te  to  

an e l i c i t a t i o n :
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Example 16

H /Where i s  th e  paper t o n ig h t? /

W / In th e  c h a ir . /

(9 ) A ccept - in d ic a te s  th e  resp o n se  g iv en  by an oth er  

speaker was a p p ro p r ia te :

Example 17

Cl : / I  th in k  I 'v e  answered th e  q u estio n o /

Co: / Yes o/

(1 0 ) E v a lu a te  - a re sp o n se  which comments on th e  

q u a lity  o f  th e  r e p ly ,  in fo r m a tiv e , or  e l i c i t a t i o n ;

Example 18

Co; /Where d id  you f i r s t  meet your w ife ? /

Cl : / T h at's  an e x c e l le n t  q u e s t io n . /

(1 1 ) M eta-sta tem en t - p ro v id es  an in d ic a t io n  o f  th e  

s tr u c tu r e ,  p u rp ose, or d ir e c t io n  o f  th e  d is c o u r s e  or  

in terch a n g e  :

Example 19

Co: / I  want to  probe more d e ep ly  in to  your

f e e l in g s  a t  t h i s  s e s s i o n . /

(1 2 ) Loop - re tu r n s  th e  d is c o u r s e  t o  some p rev io u s

p o in t  :

Example 20

Cl : /L e t  me expand upon my comment from a few

moments a g o . /

(1 3 ) Bid - s ig n a ls  th e  d e s ir e  to  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  

d isc o u r se  :
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Example 21

Co: /I 'm  g o in g  t o  t a lk  n e x t . /

(1 4 )  Nom ination - c a l l s  on an oth er person  or  g iv e s  

them p erm iss io n  to  t a lk :

Example 22

Co: / I  want to  add one more t h in g . /

Cl : / Go ahead»/

(1 5 ) Prompt - s ig n a ls  th a t  a resp o n se  i s  req u ir ed :

Example 23 ,

Co: / L e t ' s  go i n  th a t  d i r e c t i o n . . . / Ask a

q u e s t io n . . . /

(16 ) Comment - e x e m p lif ie s ,  expands, j u s t i f i e s ,  and 

p ro v id es  a d d it io n a l  in fo rm a tio n :

Example 24

/ I  o n ly  asked th a t  q u e s t io n  to  h e lp  and not to

embarass y o u ./

F u n ction s o f  TCU's were examined w ith in  t h e ir  c o n te x t .  

To determ ine how a TCU fu n c tio n ed  in  a p o r t io n  o f  d is c o u r s e ,  

th e  re sea rch  looked  a t  th o se  TCU's which bounded th e  TCU 

under exam in ation . The fo cu s  was on th e  b eh a v io r  th a t  was 

observed  from th e  d a ta . I n te n t  was n ot co n sid ered  in  th e  

assignm ent o f  fu n c t io n s . The q u e s t io n  asked when making th e se  

assign m ents was n ot "what d id  th e  husband mean when he sa id  

. . . , "  but r a th e r , "how did  th e  w ife  respond when th e  husband 

s a i d . . . . "  With t h i s  b e h a v io r a l b a se , th e  d a ta  were an alyzed  

f u n c t io n a l ly  w ith o u t ju dg in g  th e  in te n t  o r  m o tiv a tio n  behind
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any o f  th e  TCU's.

F u rth er, b eca u se  a t t e n t io n  was focu sed  on th e  TCU's 

which bounded th e  TCU o f  i n t e r e s t ,  i t  i s  a p p ro p r ia te  to  

d is c u s s  th e  assum ptions regard in g  th e  fo llo w in g  o r  resp on se  

TCU a t  t h i s  tim e . Response was in  most c a se s  im m ediate and 

u s u a lly  could  n ot be d is t r ib u te d .  C o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  

b e h a v io r a l base argued th rou ghou t, th e  assign m ent o f  a 

fu n c t io n  to  a TCU was made on th e  b a s is  o f  how th e  TCU was 

used i n  th e  c o n te x t  i n  which i t  was s e a te d . T his assignm ent 

was based  on a d e term in a tio n  o f  what th e  r e c e iv e r  did  w ith  

th e  TCU a f t e r  i t s  in tr o d u c t io n  in to  th e  d is c o u r s e .  As such, 

th e  a n a ly s is  focu sed  s p e c i f i c a l l y  on th e  TCU's which su r ­

rounded a TCU o f  i n t e r e s t .  With few  e x c e p t io n s , i t  was not 

p o s s ib le  to  su g g e st  t h a t  a p a r t ic u la r  resp o n se  TCU was 

d ir e c te d  toward any TCU o th e r  than  th a t  which preceded i t .

Such an a ttem p t, which i s  here la b e le d  d i s t r ib u t in g ,  can o n ly  

be made by a s c r ib in g  in te n t  to  th e  mind o f  a sp ea k er .

Example 25 , a segm ent from a c o u n s e lo r - c l ie n t  dyad i l l u s t r a t e s  

t h i s  p o in ts

Example 25

Co: /Y our p a ren ts' w ish es a re  im portant to  y o u ,/

y e t  y o u 'r e  u n c e r ta in  about becom ing a 

d o c t o r . /

C ls / Yeah, / I  have a l o t  o f  doubts about becoming 

a d o c t o r . / I  f e e l  s o r t  o f  g u i l t y  about 

t e l l i n g  my p a r e n t s , / l e t t i n g  them down./ I
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r e a l l y  have to  be a d o c t o r ,/

(D au p hin ais, 1981)

When th e  c l i e n t  responds w ith  "yeah" in  th e  f i r s t  TCU o f  th e  

tu r n , th e  u n d erstan d in g  i s  th a t  i t  i s  in  resp o n se  to  th e  

second TCU o f  th e  c o u n s e lo r 's  tu rn  and n o t in  th e  f i r s t  TCU 

o f  th a t  tu r n . This c o n c lu s io n  i s  «supported by th e  co n ten t  

o f  th e  c l i e n t ' s  second TCU, Any o th er  would r e q u ir e  

in fe r e n c e  and th e  assign m ent o f  in te n t  t o  th e  sp ea k er .

The S in c la ir -C o u lth a r d  ca teg o ry  o f  lo o p  i s  a problem  

h ere  and w i l l  serve  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  assu m ption  fu r th e r .

As d efin ed  by th e system , a lo o p  retu rn s th e  ta lk  t o  a 

p rev io u s p la c e  or to p ic  in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n . Example 26 

( in  th e  f i n a l  TCU o f  th e  c o u n s e lo r 's  tu rn ) i l l u s t r a t e s  a  

TCU which fu n c tio n s  as a lo o p  in  th a t  th e  speaker n o te s  h is  

r e tu r n  to  a p rev iou s p la c e .  T his example does n o t c la s h  

w ith  b e h a v io r a l requ irem ents and does not r e q u ir e  any 

judgment o f  in te n t  :

Example 26

Co: /Som etim es th e  problem even  in v o lv ed  my

p a r e n ts , / th a t  made i t  ev en  harder to  t a l k . /  

You sa id  b e fo r e  you ju s t  c a n 't  l e t  vour  

p aren ts down. /

(D au p h in a is, 1981)

B ut, th e  fo llo w in g  exam ple can n ot be a lo o p  b e h a v io r a lly ,  

in  th a t  one does not know from th e d ata  i f  th e  sp eak er i s  

re tu rn in g  to  a p rev iou s d ata  p o in t  or  n ot :
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Example 27

Co: / I  f e e l  l i k e  your p aren ts would r e a l ly  l i k e

to  s e e  you hap p y 5/ th e y  know th a t  being a 

d o cto r  i s  a v e r y  needed p r o fe s s io n  and tiiey  

know you can  do i t  and th ey  probably f e e l  

th a t  would make you h a p p y ./But l e t  us lo o k  

a t  some o f  th e  th in g s  th a t  a re  im portant 

to  vou . / I  b e l i e v e  we need t o  lo o k  a t  what 

i s  in  u s . /

(D au p h in a is , 1981)

In th o se  d a ta , th e  su b je c t  m atter  o f  "what i s  im portant to  

you" i s  not new. Y et, to  say  th a t  th e  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  TCU 

i s  to  re tu rn  th e  t a lk  to  a p r ev io u s  p o in t in  th e  in te r a c t io n  

cannot be judged s o l e l y  on th e  b a s is  o f  b e h a v io r a l data  

and thus r e q u ir e s  in fe r e n c e . The assignm ent o f  "loop" to  

t h i s  TCU could  o n ly  be made i f  th e  c l i e n t  th en  b eg in s to  

speak about what i s  im portant to  him.

One in t e r e s t in g  e x c e p t io n  to  th e  r u le  th a t  fu n c tio n s  

were a ss ig n ed  to  each  TCU was found in  th e  c a se  o f  b id s .  B ids  

s ig n a l  th e  d e s ir e  to  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e d is c o u r s e . Cooley and 

A lb rech t (1980) d ec id ed  th a t  b id s  make a fu n c t io n a l c o n tr ib u ­

t io n  to  th e  d is c o u r s e  w hether th e y  were a TCU or n o t . As a  

r e s u l t ,  in  t h e ir  d a ta  and in  th e  data gen era ted  fo r  t h is  

p r o je c t ,  b id s  w ere-a ss ig n ed  in  any ca se  in  vdiich a speaker  

attem p ts to  c o n tr ib u te .  In  most c a s e s ,  f a l s e  s t a r t s  and 

f i l l e r s  were a ss ig n ed  th e  fu n c t io n a l r o le  o f  a b i d .



1 1 9

An a n a ly s is  o f  c o n v e r sa t io n  which i s  conducted from  

t h i s  fu n c t io n a l  framework a llo w s  fo r  th e a n a ly s is  o f  lan gu age  

as prim ary d ata  and fo r  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  p a tte r n s  o f  i n t e r ­

a c t io n ,  As has been  shown, in t e n t  and e f f o r t ,  n ot fu n c t io n ,  

i s  th e  fo c u s  o f  a n a ly s is  i n  o th e r  system s o f  a n a ly z in g  t a lk .  

P a ttern s  o f  com m unication a re  l o s t  i n  s e v e r a l  o f  th e se  

a n a ly t ic a l  system s due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  c o n v e r s a t io n a l tu rn s  

are a n a ly zed  a f t e r  th ey  a re  counted and lumped to g e th e r  in to  

a co rp u s . Even where p a tte r n s  o f  in t e r a c t io n  have been  

exam ined, f o r  in s ta n c e , in  r e la t io n a l  com m unication s t u d ie s ,  

language i s  n ot examined as prim ary data and th e  fu n c t io n  o f  

th e  com ponents o f  d is c o u r s e  i s  ig n o r e d .

T o p ic -ch a n g e . Each c o n tr ib u t io n  a p a r t ic ip a n t  makes 

i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  composed o f  some c o n te n t . T his co n ten t  

p ro v id es  a c o n te x t  from w hich sen se  may be made o f  the  

s tr u c tu r a l  and fu n c t io n a l p a tte r n s  o f  t a lk  and from \d iich  

in s ig h t  may be gained  in to  th e  c o u p le ’ s r e la t io n s h ip ,

A t o p ic  i s  d e fin ed  a s  a sp e a k e r 's  t a lk  about a s in g le  

co n te n t a r e a . C o n v ersa tio n a l d isc o u r se  i s  l i k e l y  to  in c lu d e  

s e v e r a l  t o p i c s ,  each w ith  i t s  p a r t ic u la r  co n ten t a rea . 

F u rth er , each  to p ic  p o s s e s s e s  a  d egree o f  in te r n a l  c o h e s io n  

which i s  g r e a te r  than  th e  c o h e s io n  which e x i s t s  betw een  

t o p ic s .  C ohesion  e x i s t s ,  th e  rea d er  w i l l  remember ( s e e  

Chapter I I ) ,  where th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  some elem ent in  th e  

d isc o u r s e  i s  dependent upon th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  another  

e lem en t. Most f r e q u e n t ly ,  t h i s  o th er  elem en t has a lrea d y
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occurred  0 When a new to p ic  i s  in tr o d u c e d , r e fe r e n c e  t o  an 

e a r l i e r  s e t  o f  c o n tr ib u t io n s  i s  n ot needed to  g a in  an 

understan d in g  o f  th e  co n te n t  o f  th e  d is c o u r s e  which f o l lo w s .  

U su a lly , t o p ic s  are  i n t u i t i v e l y  r e c o g n iz a b le . The p r o c ess  

u t i l i z e d  i n  t h is  r e se a r c h  was to  mark o f f  a l l  i n t u i t i v e l y  

r e c o g n iz a b le  t o p ic s ,  th en  to  a n a ly ze  c o h e s io n  when n e c e ssa r y  

t o  d e a l w ith  th e  d i f f i c u l t  or  ambiguous o n es . An a n a ly s is  

o f  c o h e s io n , which c o e x i s t s  w ith  t o p ic s ,  i s  a v a ila b le  to  

supp ly  o b j e c t iv e  r ig o r  \dien n e c e ssa r y  (C ooley  and A lb rech t,  

1 9 8 0 ).

Example 28

1. H / 1 alw ays know vdiat I want fo r  ^ in n e r l  

W

2. H

W /Y ea h ./I^ co o k ^ w h a t'^ e  d o e sn 't  l i k e  and he

3 . H

W w on 't Ceat y  I 'v e  had a l o t  o f  tr o u b le

4 . H

W p le a s in g  Bob when i t  comes t o ^ o o ^ / I ' v e

5o H /O u r^ a i^ h a s  b een  th e  b ig g e s t  problem

W had t r o u b le . /

6 . H l a t e l y . / I  was ( d r iv in g  down the freew ay /

W

7 0 H . .  0 uh y e s t e r d a y / . . .  g o t  (down t ^

W /n e a r



/Y e a h / . . «the (s to r^8 .

W ( s t o n

9 . H ju s tm ie d ^
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,th e  th in g

W /W asn 't th e  f i r s t  t im e . /

In  th e  above exam ple, th e  u n d er lin ed  TCU in d ic a te s  a to p ic

change p o in t .  The f i r s t  t o p ic  i s  cook in g; th e second to p ic  

i s  th e  c a r . I t  should  be noted  th a t  th e  two t o p ic s  a re

i n t u i t i v e l y  r e c o g n iz a b le , y e t  a t  th e  same tim e, r e p r e se n t

a  break i n  c o h e s io n . There i s  g r e a te r  in te r n a l  c o h e s io n  

w ith in  t o p ic s  than  betw een  t o p i c s , as th e  c ir c le d  words 

in d ic a te .

P a ttern s o f  to p ic -c h a n g e  may be u s e fu l in  id e n t i f y in g  

fa c to r s  con cern in g  th e  n atu re o f  t a lk  in  th e r e la t io n s h ip .

The q u e stio n s  asked a r e :  (1 )  who r e g u la r ly  i n i t i a t e d  t o p ic -

changes? (2 )  w ith  what fu n c t io n s  were to p ic -c h a n g e s  

u su a lly  c o r r e la te d ?  (3 )  d id  more t o p ic s  change w ith in  or  

betw een tu rn s?  Q u estio n  one i s  an exam ple o f  to p ic -c h a n g e  

a n a ly s is  sta n d in g  on i t s  own. Q u estion  two i s  an exam ple 

o f  a r e la t io n  betw een th e  to p ic -c h a n g e  system  and th e  

fu n c t io n a l sy stem . Q u estio n  th r e e  i s  an example o f  th e  

r e la t io n  betw een th e  s t r u c t u r a l  system  and th e  to p ic -c h a n g e  

system . ■

R e l i a b i l i t y . I n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  a n a ly se s  fo r  the  

th re e  system s u t i l i z e d  in  t h i s  stu d y  were performed i n  th e  

fo llo w in g  manner : th e  t o t a l  number o f  tra n scr ib ed  p ages o f

data  was 35 2 . Ten p e r c e n t , o r  35 p a g e s , were s e le c t e d  through
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th e  use o f  th e  random numbers ta b le  fo r  in c lu s io n  in  th e se  

a n a ly s e s . A ll co u p le s  had a t  l e a s t  one page o f  t h e ir  

t r a n s c r ip t  in c lu d ed  in  th e  a n a ly s e s . Each o f  th e  35 pages  

were analyzed  fo r  s tr u c tu r a l  and fu n c t io n a l system  a ssig n m en ts .

Two in d ependent coders were g iv e n  in s t r u c t io n s  fo r  

th e s e  th ree  system s and were asked to  mark o f f  th e  p o in ts  o f  

to p ic -ch a n g eI  tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l u n its  (TC U 's), and to  

a s s ig n  fu n c tio n s  to  each  o f  th e  TCU's. The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  

r e l i a b i l i t y  a n a ly s is  are  p resen ted  i n  Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS

T his ch a p ter  r ep o r ts  th e  r e s u l t s  o b ta in ed  from th e  

data  a n a ly s i s .  I t  i s  su b d iv id ed  in to  f iv e  a r e a s :  s u b j e c t s ,

in stru m en ts and r e l i a b i l i t y ,  a g e n er a l c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  

c o n v e r sa t io n a l d a ta , c o n t e x t - f r e e  e q u ity  r e se a r c h  q u e s t io n s ,  

and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  resea rch  q u e s t io n s .

S u b jec ts

Demographic Data

Table 5 summarizes th e  demographic in fo rm a tio n  fo r  

th e  tw e lv e  c o u p le s  in  t h i s  s tu d y . S u b jec ts  ranged in  age

from 27 to  67 , w ith  a mean age fo r  a l l  s u b je c ts  o f  3 8 .0

y e a r s , (husbands, 3 8 .9  y e a r s ;  w iv es , 36 .1  y e a r s ) .  A ll  

s u b je c ts  had com pleted h igh  sc h o o l and j u s t  o v e r  o n e -h a lf  

o f  them had com pleted an undergraduate degree or were 

working on advanced d e g r e e s . As e x p e c te d , th e  mean age o f  

s u b je c ts  who had never com pleted c o l le g e  was h ig h e r  than  th e  

mean age o f  s u b je c t s  who were working on advanced or  

grad u ate d eg rees  (4 4 .2  to  3 5 .0 ) .

The c o u p le s ' le n g th  o f  m arriage ranged from one

yea r  to  42 y e a r s  w ith  a mean le n g th  o f  1 3 .8  y e a r s .  Only
123
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Table 5

Demographic R e su lts  f o r  Couples

E d u cation
i n  Years O ccu p ation a l 

Couple Spouse Age Years Married Group
R e la t io n a l

E q u ity

1 H 35 16+ 15 WC + 4.33
W 35 12+ 15 HW + 6.03

2 H 42 16+ 8 WC 0 .0 0
W 40 12+ 8 WC - 0 .3 3

3 H 27 16+ 4 WC 0 .0 0
W 30 16+ 4 WC - 0 .5 0

4 H 27 12 10 BC + 1.00
W 27 12 10 WC + 3.03

5 H 55 12 36 BC -1 .0 0
W 55 12 36 WC + 0.50

6 H 44 12+ 1 WC 0 .0 0
W 27 16+ 1 WC -0 .3 3

7 H 32 16+ 10 WC 0 .0 0
W 34 12 10 WC -1 0 .0 0

8 H 29 16+ 8 WC 0 .0 0
W 30 16+ 8 WC 0 .0 0

9 H 35 16+ 4 WC + 0 .5 0
W 31 16 4 WC 0 ,0 0

10 H 67 12 42 BC 0 .0 0
W 67 12+ 42 HW + 0,50

11 H 36 16 15 WC 0 .0 0
W 36 12+ 15 HW 0 ,0 0

12 H 38 16+ 13 WC - 4 ,0 0
W 34 16 13 WC -3 .6 7

^ WC r e f e r s  to w hite-- c o l la r workers ; BC r e f e r s to  b lu e -
c o l la r workers ; HW r e f e r s to  home-w ork er.
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th r e e  husbands (c o u p le s  4 , 5 , and 10) were b lu e -c o l la r  

w orkers. A ll but th r e e  w ives (c o u p le s  1, 10, and 11) were 

employed o u ts id e  th e  home. A ll  rem ain ing s u b je c ts  were 

w h it e -c o l la r  w orkers. E ig h teen  o f  th e  tw en ty -fo u r  p a r t i c i ­

pants were in  t h e ir  f i r s t  m arriage. Only one su b je c t  was 

in  a th ir d  m arriage. Four o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  had no 

c h ild r e n , f iv e  had one c h i ld ,  e le v e n  had two, and fou r  

had t h r e e .

The W a lster , W a lster , and B ersch eid  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  

s c a le s  were added to  th e se  a n a ly se s  i n  order to  g a in  more 

in fo rm a tio n  co n cern in g  s u b je c t s .  These s c a le s  rev ea led  an 

in t e r e s t in g  array  o f  s c o r e s  w ith  a range from + 10 .36  to  

-1 0 .0 0  (sum o f  H + W s c o r e , se e  th e r ig h t  hand columns o f  

Table 5 ) .  A p o s i t iv e  sco re  in d ic a te s  th a t  th e r e la t io n s h ip  

was p erceiv ed  as e q u ita b le  by the p a r t ic ip a n t ,  and,a  n e g a tiv e  

sco re  in d ic a te s  a p erce iv ed  in e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip .

Communication E q u ity

Couples were d iv id ed  in to  th r e e  c e l l s  (h ig h , medium, 

and low ) acco rd in g  to  t h e ir  members' sc o r e s  on th e  c o n te x t-  

fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  in stru m en ts . 

Table 6 dem onstrates th e  co u p le s ' p lacem ent accord in g  to  

c o n te x t - fr e e  com m unication e q u ity  w h ile  Table 7 does th e  

same fo r  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .  Each ta b le  

i s  d iv id ed  in to  two d i f f e r e n t  arrays ; husband-defined  

(meaning th e cou p le  was p laced  in to  a c e l l  on th e  b a s is  o f
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th e h u sb an d 's sco re  o n ly )  and w ife -d e f in e d  (meaning th e  cou p le  

was p la ced  in to  a c e l l  on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  w i f e ' s  score  

o n ly ) .

I n s e r t  T ables 6 and 7 about here

The s c o r e s  fo r  th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  c e l l s  ranged from -30  

to  -11 (1 9 )  w ith  a mean o f  - 1 9 .2 5 .  The c o n te x t - fr e e  

in stru m en t, w ith  18 ite m s , has a p o t e n t ia l  range o f  -72 to  

+72, w ith  th e  n eg a tiv e  end o f  th e  s c a le  re p r esen tin g  

p erce iv ed  in e q u ita b le  com munication and th e p o s i t iv e  end o f  

th e s c a le  r e p r e se n tin g  p erce iv ed  e q u ita b le  com m unication. 

Diagram 1 i l l u s t r a t e s  th a t  th e  sample f a l l s  e n t ir e ly  in  th e  

in e q u ita b le  a r e a , ranging from m oderately  in e q u ita b le  to  

v ery  s l i g h t l y  in e q u ita b le .

Diagram 1 

C on text-F ree Equity Range

Sample

-72 -36 0 +36 +72

The sc o r e s  fo r  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  c e l l s  ranged 

from -28 to  -4 (24) w ith  a mean o f  - 1 2 .5 8 .  The c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  in stru m en t, w ith  17 ite m s, ranged from -68 to  +68, 

w ith  n e g a t iv e  and p o s i t iv e  v a lu e s  r e p r e se n tin g  p erce iv ed
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Table 6

C on tex t-F ree  C e l ls

W ife -d e fin edH usband-defined

ScoreScore CoupleCouple

-30
-29
-23
-22
-22

-30
-24
-23
-22

-21
-21
-19
-19

-21
-18
-16
-15

-12
-12
- 1 1

-14
-12
-12
- 1 1

T able 7

C o n te x t -S p e c if ic  C e l ls

W ife -d e fin edH usband-defined

ScoreCoupleScoreCouple

-28
-18
-16
-15

-19
-16
-16
-15

-14
-13
-12

-13
-12
-12
-12

- 1 1
-10
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e q u ity ,  as b e fo r e . As i l l u s t r a t e d  in  Diagram 2 , th e  

sample f a l l s  in  th e  in e q u ita b le  area  and i s  compact w ith in  

th a t  r e g io n .

Diagram 2 

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  E quity  Range

Sample

-68 -34 0 +34 +68

An exam ination  o f  T ab les 6 and 7 r e v e a ls  th e  fo llo w in g  

con cern in g  co u p les  w hich m aintained  th e  same p o s i t io n  when 

c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  c e l l s  are  compared w ith in  

a rr a y s;  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , cou p le  6 was i n  th e  

most in e q u ita b le  c e l l  (h ig h )  in  b oth  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  fo r m u la t io n s , co u p les  8 and 4 were in  th e  

m iddle c e l l  fo r  b o th , and co u p le  7 was in  th e  l e a s t  

in e q u ita b le  c e l l  ( lo w ) fo r  b oth . In  th e  w if e -d e f in e d  

a r ra y , cou p les 6 and 7 were in  th e  most in e q u ita b le  c e l l  

(h ig h )  fo r  both fo r m u la t io n s , cou p le  11 was i n  th e  m iddle  

c e l l  fo r  b oth , w h ile  co u p le  9 was in  th e  l e a s t  in e q u ita b le  

c e l l  (low ) fo r  b o th .

In stru m en ts and R e l i a b i l i t y

Due to  th e  sm all sample s i z e  u t i l i z e d  in  th e  stu d y  

(N = 2 4 ) ,  a f a c to r  a n a ly s is  was not performed f o r  th e
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c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  

in stru m en ts . In te r n a l c o n s is te n c y  m easures were o b ta in ed  

fo r  both  in str u m e n ts , w ith  a r e s u lt in g  Cronbach alpha o f  

.65 fo r  c o n t e x t - fr e e  com m unication e q u ity  and o f  .66  f o r  

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  com m unication e q u ity .

One in t e r e s t in g  d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  p i l o t  d a ta  

fo r  c o n t e x t - fr e e  com m unication e q u ity  ( s e e  Chapter I I I ,  

p. 9 8 )  and th e  d ata  gen era ted  from th e se  tw e lv e  co u p le s  

on th e  same in stru m en t con cern s th e  range o f  v a lu e s  o b ta in e d .  

In  t h i s  s tu d y , th e  range was 19, v a ry in g  from -30  to  -1 1 .

In  th e  p i l o t  s tu d y , where th e  in stru m en t c o n s is te d  o f  

tw enty ite m s , a range o f  101 was found , va ry in g  from -21  

to  +800 Only 1 1 .6  p ercen t o f  a l l  th e  su b je c ts  from th e  

p i l o t  d a ta  were p laced  i n  th e  in e q u ita b le  r e g io n . This  

c o n tr a s ts  sh a rp ly  w ith  th e s e  d a ta , where a l l  s u b je c ts  f e l l  

i n  th a t  r e g io n .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een th e  c o n te x t -  

fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  in stru m en ts  was s ig n i f i c a n t  

( r  = .42 ; p < r . 0 5 ) .  Y et, an ite m -b y -ite m  c o r r e la t io n  

f a i l e d  to  show a g r e a t  d ea l o f  s ig n i f i c a n t  corresp on d en ce .

Of th e  16 item s th a t  c l o s e ly  correspond i n  wording betw een  

th e  two in str u m en ts , o n ly  th r e e  p a ir s  ach ieved  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n i f ic a n c e .  These were item s 9 and 9 (r  = .3 3 , p < T .0 5 ) ;  

item s 13 and 12 ( r  = .3 6 , p <% .05) and item s 17 and 14 

(r  = .3 7 , p*cC «05).

R e l i a b i l i t y  a n a ly se s  f o r  th e  assign m ent o f  s tr u c tu r e .
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fu n c t io n , and to p ic -c h a n g e  p o in ts  to  th e c o n v e r sa t io n a l d ata  

were conducted by comparing two independent co d ers ' a n a ly se s  

w ith  th e  w r i t e r ' s  a n a ly se s  (a s  d isc u ssed  i n  Chapter I I I ) .

Ten p ercen t o f  th e  d ata  were used fo r  to p ic -c h a n g e  p o in t s , 

w h ile  f i v e  p ercen t o f  th e  d a ta  were used fo r  s tr u c tu r a l  and 

fu n c t io n a l a s s ig n m e n ts . F ir s t -o r d e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  f ig u r e s  

in d ic a te  th a t  a l l  th r e e  co d ers  agreed , v d iile  secon d -ord er  

r e l i a b i l i t y  f ig u r e s  in d ic a te  th a t  two o f  th e  th re e  cod ers  

a g reed . For s tr u c tu r e ,  a f i r s t - o r d e r  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .81 was 

o b ta in e d , a seco n d -o rd er  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .1 8  was o b ta in ed ,  

g iv in g  a combined t o t a l  o f  .9 9 .  For th e assign m ent o f  

fu n c t io n s , a f i r s t - o r d e r  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .73  was o b ta in ed ,  

a seco n d -o rd er  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .23 was found, y ie ld in g  a 

t o t a l  o f  .9 6 . For to p ic -c h a n g e , which had a l im ite d  

r e l i a b i l i t y  sam ple o f  o n ly  28 o c c u r r e n c e s , and fo r  which  

f ig u r e s  were d er iv ed  o n ly  i f  one o f  th e  th r e e  cod ers b e lie v e d  

th e r e  was a to p ic -c h a n g e  p o in t  a t  a p a r t ic u la r  p la c e  in  th e  

d a ta , a f i r s t - o r d e r  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .25 was o b ta in ed .

Because th e  a n a ly s is  was conducted o n ly  on th o se  p la c e s  

where a t  l e a s t  one coder b e lie v e d  th er e  was a to p ic -c h a n g e  

p o in t , a seco n d -o rd er  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .75 was o b ta in e d , and 

th u s , th e  two c o e f f i c i e n t s  t o t a l  to  on e.

G eneral C h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  C o n v ersa tio n a l Data 

This s e c t io n  p ro v id es  a g en era l c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  

th e corpus o f  c o n v e r s a t io n a l d ata  ap art from i t s  breakdown 

by e q u ity  c e l l s .  Turns, tu r n -c o n s tr u c t io n a l  u n its  (TC U 's),
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in te r r u p t io n s ,  b reak s, and to p ic -c h a n g es  w i l l  be d e a lt  w ith  in  

o rd er . Where a p p r o p r ia te , th e se  r e s u l t s  are d iv id ed  accord in g  

to  husbands and w iv e s . Table 8 summarizes th e se  d ata .

I n s e r t  Table 8 about h ere

Turns

In th e se  d a ta , a t o t a l  o f  2 ,3 7 6  tu rn s were tak en .

Of t h e s e ,  1,191 (o r  j u s t  s l i g h t l y  over 50 p erc en t)  were tak en  ' 

by husbands. 1 ,1 8 5  tu rn s were taken  by w iv e s .

T u rn -C on stru ction al U n its

The tw e lv e  co u p les  generated  7 ,3 7 7  tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  

u n its  (TC U 's). 4 ,3 3 3  were produced by husbands (58 p e r c e n t ) .  

The rem aining 42 p e r c e n t , 3 ,044  TCU's, were produced by 

w iv e s .

In terru p tio n s

In sta n ces  o f  in te r r u p t io n s  were numerous in  the  

c o n v e r sa tio n  d ata  o b ta in ed  from th e se  tw e lv e  c o u p le s . 

In ter r u p tio n s  were attem pted 496 t im e s .  Of th e s e ,  244 (49  

p ercen t) were attem pted by husbands w h ile  252 (51 p ercen t)  

were attem pted by w iv e s . Husbands were s l i g h t l y  more 

s u c c e s s fu l  (1 7 5 /2 4 4 ; 72 p erce n t)  than  w ives (174 /252; 69 

p e r c e n t) .
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Couple A nalysis  o f  G en era l D ata
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In te r ru p t io n s  

Couple TCU T urns Suc Unsuc B reaks

Sampled
T o p ic  Sampled Words*

Changes Words* TCU

1 H
•

383 118 12 4 1 12 772 8 .3 0
W 219 118 14 2 3 19 265 5 .1 9

2 H 369 62 7 4 1 18 617 8 .22
W 220 67 14 1 1 10 521 . 7 .89

3 H 471 153 11 10 5 16 748 6 .5 6
K 247 148 29 4 7 21 476 8 .35

4 H 489 73 16 0 2 12 1032 10.01
W 125 76 11 3 2 11 180 5 .6 2

5 H 211 45 6 1 0 5 446 7 .07
W 169 45 3 2 0 9 361 7.84

6 H 322 70 16 9 2 15 562 7.49
W 261 64 15 5 6 16 435 9 .7 0

7 H 435 205 11 1 11 8 984 8 .3 3
W 338 196 28 11 4 . 8 461 5 .8 3

8 H 278 65 11 1 3 9 294 6 .3 9
W 404 75 10 7 7 14 685 7 .1 3

9 H 396 145 24 18 5 14 626 7 .72
W 270 146 18 21 6 10 341 5 .5 9

10 H 181 56 20 6 0 7. 353 7 .20
W 130 55 7 9 2 9 311 8 .6 8

11 H 509 128 21 8 12 14 826 7 .12
W 342 126 20 6 8 14 478 8 .8 5

12 H 289 71 8 6 2 12 638 7 .9 7
W 319 69 5 5 4 13 439 6 .9 6

T o ta l H 4333 1191 175 69 44 142
T o ta l W 3044 1185 174 78 50 154 ------

TOTAL 7377 2376 349 146 94 296 --- ------

Words and TCU's f o r  each p a r t ic ip a n t  w ere t o t a l l e d  from ev ery  fo u r th  
page o f  th e  t r a n s c r ib e d  d a ta ;  from th e s e  f i g u r e s  an e s tim a tio n  o f  th e  
words p e r  TCU co u ld  be made f o r  each p a r t i c i p a n t .
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Breaks

There were n ot a la r g e  number o f  breaks i n  th ese  

c o n v e r s a t io n s . Only 94 breaks were found i n  th e  co rp u s.

Of t h e s e ,  44 (46 p er ce n t)  were i n i t i a t e d  by husbands, w h ile  

50 (54 p er ce n t)  were i n i t i a t e d  by w iv e s . A l l  breaks w ere, 

by d e f in i t i o n ,  s u c c e s s f u l .

Topic-C hanges

In  th e s e  d a ta , 296 to p ic -c h a n g e  p o in ts  were id e n t i f i e d .  

Of t h e s e ,  142 were changed by husbands (48 p e r c e n t)  w h ile  

154 were changed by w ives (52 p e r c e n t ) .

P a ttern s

R esearch q u e s t io n  one d e a ls  w ith  th e  p a tte r n s  th a t  

e x is t e d  in  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  d ata  from th e  s tr u c tu r a l  a n a ly s i s ,  

fu n c t io n a l  a n a l y s i s , and to p ic -c h a n g e  a n a ly s is  ap art from 

t h e ir  a rra y  by e q u ity  c e l l s . Each o f  th e se  a n a ly t ic a l  

system s i s  d e a lt  w ith  in  tu rn .

S t r u c tu r a l . In  th e s e  d a ta , husbands took  both more 

tu rn s and more com plex tu rn s than  w ives d id . C om plexity  

r e f e r s  to  th e  number o f  tim es w ith in  a tu rn  th a t  a non­

speaker cou ld  ta k e  th e  f lo o r  from a cu rren t sp ea k er . As 

th e s e  ch ances in c r e a s e ,  co m p lex ity  o f  th e  tu r n  in c r e a s e s .

As Table 9 in d ic a t e s ,  when a word count i s  added to  the  

a n a ly s i s ,  a p p a ren tly  husbands a ls o  took  lo n g e r  tu r n s .

Length o f  tu rn s i s  d e fin ed  s o l e l y  by number o f  words.
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Table 9 

Average Turn Length

Speaker TCU* s / Turn Sampled Words /TCU E stim ated
Words/Turn

H 3 .6 3  7 .7 9  2 8 .2 8

W 3 .5 6  7 .2 5  25,81

Husbands in te r ru p ted  l e s s  fr e q u e n tly  th an  w ives (244  

to  2 5 2 ) , but were more s u c c e s s fu l  th an  t h e ir  spou ses (72 

p ercen t fo r  husbands w ith  175 s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s , and 

69 p ercen t fo r  w ives w ith  174 s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s )

( s e e  Table 1 0 ) .  When a break a n a ly s is  i s  combined w ith  

in te r r u p t io n s , th e  d ata  in d ic a te  th a t  husbands were more 

s u c c e s s fu l  a t  o b ta in in g  the f lo o r  th an  were w ives when th e  

speaker d id  n ot w ish  to  g iv e  up th e  f lo o r .

Table 10 

In te r ru p tio n s  and Breaks

Speaker Attem pted S u c c e s s fu l Breaks In terru p t/B rea k
In te r r u p ts  In te rr u p ts  Succ e s s  Rate

H 244 175 44 .82

W 252 174 50 .77

Rule 1 and Rule 2 occu rren ces  as a means o f  o b ta in in g
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th e  f lo o r  to  ta lk  a l s o  d if fe r e d  betw een  husbands and w ives  

( s e e  Table 1 1 ) , R ule 1 r e f e r s  to  th o se  in s ta n c e s  where a 

cu rren t speaker s e le c t e d  th e  o th er  speaker to  tak e th e  f lo o r .  

F u n c t io n a lly , Rule 1 occu rren ces a re  accom plished through  

n om in ation s, e l i c i t a t i o n s ,  and prom pts. C on versely , Rule 

2 occu rren ces  are th o se  where a n on -sp eak er ta k es  th e  f lo o r  

a t  an a p p rop ria te  p o in t  (a  tu rn  r e le v a n c e  p la ce  or  TRP).

R ule 2 o ccu rren ces a re  computed, th e n , by su b tr a c tin g  Rule 1 

o ccu rren ces  and attem pted in te r r u p t io n s  from th e t o t a l  number 

o f  tu rn s ta k en . The data i l l u s t r a t e d  in  Table 11 r e v e a l  

th a t  w ives took  tu rn s  through t h e ir  husbands in vok in g  o f  

Rule 1 more o f te n  th an  th e c o n v e rse . Husbands, however, 

s e l f - s e l e c t e d ,  and took  turns through Rule 2 o p tio n s  more 

fr e q u e n tly  than d id  t h e ir  w iv es . The reader should n ote  th a t  

th e  a d d it io n  o f  th e  two r u le  f ig u r e s  does not equal th e t o t a l  

number o f  tu rn s tak en  because th e  t o t a l  number o f  tu rn s  

in c lu d e s  in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p ts which were counted as turns  

i n  th e se  a n a ly s e s .

Table 11

Rule 1 and Rule 2 O ccurrences

Sneaker Turns Rule 1 Rule 1/Turns Rule 2 R ule 2 /  
Turns

H 1191 150 ,13 797 .67

W 1185 212 ,1 8 722 .61
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F u n c t io n a l. Two m ajor ty p es  o f  fu n c t io n a l p a tte r n s  

a re  o f  in t e r e s t :  (1 )  th e  t y p ic a l  fu n c t io n a l p a tte rn s  f o r

in te r r u p t in g  and b reak in g  ( i o e . ,  ta k in g  th e  f lo o r  from a  

cu rren t speaker who does n ot w ish  to  g iv e  i t  up) and (2 )  

th e  fu n c t io n s  which t y p ic a l l y  b eg in  and end tu rn s « ̂

INTERRUPTING AND BREAKING 

M inute d if f e r e n c e s  a re  r e f le c t e d  i n  Table 12 

reg a rd in g  p a tte rn s  o f  s u c c e s s f u l  in te r r u p t io n s , u n su c c e ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breakso The d ata  in d ic a te  th a t  both  

husbands and w ives u t i l i z e d  in fo rra a tiv es  as  th e  most 

s u c c e s s fu l  means to  in te r r u p t  th e  cu rren t sp eak er. B ids  

were th e  fu n c t io n s  on which both  husbands and w ives were 

most s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p te d , and th u s , r e lin q u ish e d  th e  

f lo o r  to  th e  n o n -sp ea k er . F u rth er, husbands used acknow ledges, 

a c c e p ts ,  o r  e v a lu a te s  most o f te n  in  u n su c c e ss fu l a ttem p ts;  

w iv es  used in fo rm a tiv e s  a lo n g  w ith  ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , 

and e v a lu a te s  in  th e  same way. For b oth  husbands and 

w iv e s , an in fo rm a tiv e  was th e  b e s t  fu n c t io n  w ith  which to  

keep th e  f lo o r  during an in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p t, ren d er in g  such  

an e f f o r t  u n su c c e s s fu l.  Both husbands and w ives used acknow­

le d g e s  , a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  as th e  most popular means by 

vdiich th e y  accom plished b re a k s . Breaks most o f te n  were 

preceded by an other s p e a k e r 's  in fo rm a tiv e  in  th e s e  daf;

I n s e r t  T a b l e  12  a b o u t  h e r e



T a b le  12

Interrupting and Breaking by Function 
(data in percentages)

Interrupting/ 
Breaking With

Interrupting/ 
Breaking From f " W*

Successful Interruptions

Informative .05 .05 Informative .02 .02
Reply .01 .008 Reply .01 .008
Bids .01 .01 Bids .04 .05
Acknowledges/
Accepts/
Evaluates .03 .01

Acknowledges/
Accepts/
Evaluates .02 .02

Unsuccessful Interruptions

Informative .02 .02 Informative .04 .03
Reply .001 .00 Reply .003 .002
Bids .003 .01 Bids .004 .00
Acknowledges/
Accepts/
Evaluates .03 .02

Acknowledges/
Accepts/
Evaluates .002 .002

Breaks

Informative .008 .002 Informative .01 .02
Reply .001 .004 Reply .00 .001
Bids .005 .006 Bids .00 .00
Acknowledges/Accepts/
Evaluates .02 .02

Acknowledges/Accepts/
Evaluates .003 .00

* - based on 1191 turns **- based on 1185 turns

137
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TURN EXCHANGE

P a ttern s  are  q u ite  s im ila r  fo r  husbands and w ives  

from th e se  d a ta  con cern in g  fu n c tio n s  on which tu rn s were 

exchanged. Both husbands and w ives used in form âtiv e s  a s  

th e  most common means to  ta k e  th e  f lo o r  and as th e  fu n c t io n  

on vdiich th e  f lo o r  was l o s t  th e  most ( s e e  Table 1 3 ) . The 

rea d er  should  n o te  th a t  f ig u r e s  i n  Table 13 o n ly  r e f l e c t  

in s ta n c e s  o f  Rule 1 and non-break Rule 2 b eh a v io r . T h ese, 

th e n , are in s ta n c e s  o f  a cu rren t speaker s e le c t in g  th e  o th er  

t o  take a tu rn  o r  in s ta n c e s  o f  a non-speaker ta k in g  a tu r n  

a t  a t r a n s i t io n -r e le v a n c e  p la c e .  F u rth er , th e  f ig u r e s  do 

not t o t a l  to  100 p ercen t b ecause not a l l  fu n c tio n s  a s so c ia te d  

w ith  tu rn -exch an ge are in c lu d ed  h e re .

T able 13 

Turn-Exchange

Taken With r Taken From w*

Inform ative .26 .31 In form ative .31 .37
Reply .13 .15 Reply .05 .07
Bids .09 .07 Bids .03 .01
A cknow ledges/
A ccep ts/
E va lu ates

.23 .18 A cknow ledges/
A ccep ts /
E v a lu a tes

.08 .10

* - based on 1191 tu rn s
** - based on 1185 turns
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T op ic-ch an ge. Of th e  296 to p ic  changes in  th e se  d a ta , 

142 were i n i t i a t e d  by husbands (48 p ercen t) and 154 were 

i n i t i a t e d  by w ives (52 p e r c e n t ) . Topic-change can  be 

analyzed  by both  th e  p la c e  in  which i t  occurs (betw een  or  

w ith in  tu rn s) and th e  fu n c t io n  w ith  which th e t o p ic  i s  

changed . The i n t e r e s t  in  th e  fu n c t io n  here i s  l im ite d  to  

th o se  to p ic s  which w ere changed w h ile  turns changed .

TURN EXCHANGE AND TOPICS 

Of th e 296 to p ic -c h a n g e s  in  th e se  d a ta , 102 (34 p ercen t  

o f  a l l  to p ic -c h a n g e s )  were in i t i a t e d  a t  tu rn -ch an ge p o in ts .  

Husbands i n i t i a t e d  39 o f  th e  changes (38 p ercen t) during  

tu rn  exchange and w ives in i t i a t e d  63 such changes (62  

p e r c e n t ) .

FUNCTION AND TOPICS 

The data in  Table 14 r e v e a l th a t  both husbands and 

w ives used in fo r m a tiv e s  as th e  most common fu n c t io n  w ith  which  

th e y  changed a t o p ic .  The read er should r e c a l l  th a t  f ig u r e s  

in  Table 14 r e f l e c t  o n ly  th o se  to p ic -c h a n g es  th a t  occurred  

s im u lta n eo u s ly  w ith  tu rn -ex ch a n g e . That i s ,  th e  i n i t i a l  

TCU w ith  which a sp eak er ta k e s  a tu rn  must have changed th e  

to p ic  in  order fo r  such an occu rren ce to  be ch arted  in  

Table 14.

I n s e r t  T a b l e  14  a b o u t  h e r e
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Table 14 

T opics and Functions

Changed With
A

Husband W ife**

In form ative .69 ,7 3

R eply .08 .06

Bid .18 .1 3

A cknow ledge/A ccept/E valuate .05 .08

- based on 39 to p ic -c h a n g e s
-  based on 63 to p ic -c h a n g e s

C on text-F ree E quity  

Three re se a r c h  q u e s t io n s  in  t h is  stu d y  d e a lt  w ith  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een th e  c o n v e r sa tio n a l p a tte r n s  

( s t r u c tu r a l ,  f u n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -ch a n g e ) d isc u s se d  in  

th e  p reced in g  s e c t io n  and l e v e l s  o f  c o n te x t - fr e e  com m unication  

e q u ity .  For each  system , th e  p a tte rn s  are arrayed a cco rd in g  

to  h u sb an d -d efin ed  s c o r e s  and w ife -d e f in e d  s c o r e s  ( s e e  Table  

1 5 ) .  F o llo w in g  a g e n e ra l d is c u s s io n  o f  how th e s e  d ata  were 

d e a lt  w ith , each  o f  th e se  th r e e  system s i s  an alyzed  in  

tu rn .

I n s e r t  T a b l e  15 a b o u t  h e r e
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C on tex t-F ree  Arrays
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C e ll Husband-Defined W ife-D efined

High 2 7
9 1
1 6
6 2

12

Medium 8 3
3 10
5 11
4 8

Low 11 9
7 4

10
12

5

A n a ly sis

An exam in ation  o f  th e  p a ttern s  from th e s e  a n a ly se s  

r ev ea le d  th a t  ap p rox im ately  o n e -th ird  o f  th e  p a tte r n s  did  not 

run in  an exp ected  d ir e c t io n :  th a t  i s ,  th e  h ig h  c e l l s  d id  not

have th e  h ig h e s t  or lo w e s t  f ig u r e s .  In th e  o th e r  tw o -th ir d s  

o f  th e  p a t te r n s ,  th e  m iddle c e l l  had th e  h ig h e s t  o r  lo w e st  

v a lu e  o f  th e  phenomenon under a n a ly s is .

E q u ity  th eo ry  does n ot provide a s u i t a b le  e x p la n a tio n  

fo r  t h i s  anom aly. There i s  no t h e o r e t ic a l  rea so n  why p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  who a re  in  c e l l s  o th e r  than h ig h  or  low in e q u ita b le  

should have th e  h ig h e s t  o r  lo w est v a lu e s  f o r  th e se  b eh a v io ra l 

p a t te r n s . There i s ,  how ever, an e x p la n a tio n  which em anates
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from an ex a m in a tio n  o f  th e  d is t r ib u t io n  o f  com m unication  

e q u ity  s c o r e s  h e r e . The s c o r e s  had such  a narrow range th a t  

th e re  were m inim al d i f f e r e n c e s  among th e  th re e  l e v e l s .  As 

such , th e  d i s t r ib u t io n  in  both  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  fo rm u la tio n s  was v ery  t ig h t  and any com parisons  

which cou ld  have been  made would have been  d i f f i c u l t  to  

in t e r p r e t .

The w r i t e r ,  th e n , was faced  w ith  two p o s s i b i l i t i e s .

One p o s s i b i l i t y  was to  exam ine o n ly  th o se  p a tte r n s  which ran  

in  an ex p ected  d ir e c t io n  a c r o ss  th e  th r e e  c e l l s .  No t h e o r e t ic  

r a t io n a le  e x is t e d  f o r  t h i s  c h o ic e , as e q u ity  th eo ry  su g g e s ts  

a d i f f e r e n c e  betw een h ig h , medium, and low p a r t ic ip a n ts  th a t  

should run in  a l in e a r  d ir e c t io n .  The o th er  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  

ch osen  b ecau se o f  i t s  co n g ru ity  w ith  th e  th e o r y , was to  

examine e x p e c te d , t h e o r e t i c a l l y - c o n s i s t e n t , p a tte r n s  w herever  

p o s s ib le  ( c a l le d  Type I  p a t te r n s ) ,  b ut fo r  th o se  p a tte r n s  

which d id  n ot adhere t o  th e  exp ected  d ir e c t io n ,  to  o n ly  

a n a ly ze  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een th e  h ig h  and low c e l l s .

T his d e c i s io n  was b oth  t h e o r e t i c a l ly  c o n s is t e n t  w ith  e q u ity  

p r o p o s it io n s  and a l s o  was an attem pt to  c r e a te  s u f f i c i e n t  

d if f e r e n c e s  from a l im ite d  d i s t r ib u t io n  to  conduct m eaningful 

a n a ly s e s .  In  e s s e n c e ,  by exam ining th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een  

th e se  two c e l l s  o n ly , th e  m iddle c e l l ,  which could  n ot be 

ex p la in ed  t h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  was dropped from th e  a n a ly s e s .

These p a tte r n s  are  la b e le d  Type I I .

Two k in d s o f  p a t te r n s ,  th en , e x i s t e d  in  th e se  d a ta .



143

Type I p a tte r n s  are  th o se  which ran  in  a  t h e o r e t i c a l ly -  

c o n s is t e n t  d ir e c t io n .  In th e se  p a t te r n s , th e  h ig h  c e l l s  

had th e  h ig h e s t  or  lo w e st  f ig u r e s .  A ll th ree  c e l l s  were 

a n a ly zed . Type I I  p a ttern s  did  not run in  the exp ected  

d ir e c t io n ,  and o n ly  th e  h ig h  and low c e l l s  were a n a ly zed .

The m iddle c e l l  was not a p art o f  th e se  p a tte r n s . Type I I  

p a tte r n s , th e n , are  weaker d a ta . They do not meet a s t r in g e n t  

l in e a r  req u irem ent o f  d i r e c t io n a l i t y  a c r o ss  a l l  th r e e  e q u ity  

l e y e l s .  Y et, th e  d ata  d erived  from the p a ttern s  was s t i l l  

t e s t a b le  i n  th a t  th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  h igh  and low  

c e l l s  cou ld  be a n a ly zed . There were 113 Type I p a tte r n s  

(33 p e r ce n t)  and 219 Type II  p a tte rn s  (67 p ercen t)  in  th e se  

a n a ly s e s .

Each o f  th e s e  p a ttern s  was t e s t e d  fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s ig n i f ic a n c e .  To p rovid e u n ifo rm ity , d e s p ite  th e  ty p e  o f  

p a tte r n  under a n a ly s i s ,  o n ly  the h igh  and low c e l l s  were 

t e s t e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y .  As such , com parisons could  th en  be 

made among a l l  p a t te r n s . The t e s t  s e le c t e d  was th e  z - t e s t  

fo r  p r o p o r t io n s , which ta k es  p ercen ta g es  o r  r a t io s  from  

nominal l e v e l  d a ta  and p rov id es a s ig n i f ic a n c e  l e v e l  f o r  two 

groups, i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  th e  h igh  and low  c e l l s  in  each  p a tte r n .  

This t e s t  was s e le c t e d  because in  s e v e r a l  c a s e s ,  th e  c e l l  

s tr u c tu r e  was n ot composed o f  equal number o f  p a r t ic ip a n t s .

A ll  b e h a v io r s , th e n , must have been changed from d i s c r e t e ,  

freq u en cy -ty p e  d ata  to  p ercen ta g es  o r  r a t i o s .  In a l l  c a s e s ,  

th e  denom inator used to  d e r iv e  th e se  f ig u r e s  came from th e
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t o t a l  number o f  b eh a v io rs  under exam in ation  in  th e  s p e c i f i c

c e l l .  In  t h is  ch a p ter , z  v a lu e s  and alpha v a lu e s  are provided

f o r  th o se  p a tte rn s  which were found to  be s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f -
8

f e r e n t  betw een th e  h ig h  and low c e l l s .  For th o se  in s ta n c e s  

where a c e l l  w ith  no o ccu rren ces was an alyzed  a g a in s t  a 

c e l l  w ith  some o cc u rr e n ce s , th e  form ula fo r  th e  z - t e s t  would 

n o t s u f f i c e .  These p a tte r n s  are la b e le d  s e p a r a te ly  in  each  

t a b le .  They are assumed to  be s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

betw een  th e  h igh  and low  c e l l s .

In  a l l  c a se s  i n  t h i s  ch a p ter  vdiere a 

r e fe r e n c e  to  a ta b le  i s  made, a p a r e n th e t ic a l  n o ta t io n  i s  

provided  to  a s s i s t  th e  read er in  lo c a t in g  th e  d a ta  under 

d is c u s s io n .  The f i r s t  f ig u r e  r e f e r s  to  th e  a p p ro p ria te  row , 

th e  rem aining f ig u r e s  ( a f t e r  th e  c o lo n )  to  th e  ap p rop ria te  

co lu m n s. Thus, ( 1 : 1 ,3 )  d ir e c t s  th e  r e a d e r 's  a t t e n t io n  to  

row 1 , columns 1 and 3 . For th o se  rea d ers  who w ish  to  

r e v ie w  summaries o f  th e s e  r e s u l t s ,  a s  opposed to  read in g  

each  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  d a ta , a summary o f  th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  

s e c t io n  i s  found on page 16Z  a summary o f  th e  c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  s e c t io n  i s  found on page 183 , and a summary o f  a l l  

r e s u l t s  i s  found a t  th e  b eg in n in g  o f  Chapter V.

S tr u c tu r e

Of th e  18 s tr u c tu r a l  p a tter n s  which emanated from  

t h e s e  d a ta , s i x  were Type I p a tte r n s  and tw e lv e  were Type I I  

p a t te r n s .  The fo llo w in g  areas are  d e a l t  w ith ;  TCU r a t io ,  

tu r n  le n g th , in te r r u p t io n  and break r a te  o f  s u c c e s s .  Rule 1
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u sa g e , and Rule 2 usage. The f ig u r e s  fo r  each o f  th e se  

p a tte r n s  i s  summarized in  Table 16.

I n s e r t  T able 16 about here

TCU r a t i o . The ex a m in a tio n  o f  th e  r a t io  o f  husbands' 

TCU's to  w iv e s ' TCU's r e v e a ls  th a t  w h ile  low  in e q u ita b le  

husbands had more TCU's th a n  h ig h  in e q u ity  husbands (1 :  1 , 3 ) ,  

h ig h  in e q u ita b le  w ives had more TCU's than  low  in e q u ita b le  

w ives (6 :  4 ,  6 ) .  The w iv es ' TCU r a t io  was s ig n i f i c a n t  

( z  = 3 .9 6 , p c C .O l ) .  The f ig u r e s  i n  th e  ch a rt are p rop or­

t io n s  and a s  th e y  approach o n e , th e  TCU's are  more eq u al 

betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .

Turn le n g t h . Sex in te r a c t io n s  were found in  both  

arrays fo r  tu r n  le n g th . In  th e  husb an d -d efin ed  arra y , 

tu rn  len g th  fo r  husbands was lo w e s t  in  th e  low in e q u ity  

c e l l  (2 : 3 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  w ives had a h ig h e r  tu rn  le n g th  

in  th e  low c e l l  (2 :  6 ) .  The co n v erse  was tr u e  in  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a rray: w iv es ' tu rn  le n g th  was lo w est in  th e

low  in e q u ity  c e l l  (7 :  6 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  husbands' was 

h ig h e s t  i n  th e  low  in e q u ity  c e l l  (7 ;  3 ) .

In te r r u p tio n s  and b re a k s . A se x  in te r a c t io n  was 

found betw een  husbands and w ives con cern in g  t h e ir  r a te  o f  

su c c e ss  a t  in te r r u p t in g  and b reak in g  in  th e  husb an d -d efin ed  

a r ra y . Husbands' su c c ess  r a te  was h ig h e s t  in  th e  low
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T able 16

C on text-F ree E q u ity  S tr u c tu r a l P a ttern s ab

1 2 3 4 5 6

Husband Wife
Item  H M L • H N L

H usband-defined

1 TCU .66  
R a tio

.65 .80
;

2 Turn 2 9 .5  
Length

3 2 .3 2 3 .5 1 7 .4 1 9 .8 1 9 .3

3 In t/B rea k  
S u ccess  
Rate f 66 .82 .82 .72 .81 .70

4 Rule 1 ,154 .133 .095** .225 .159 .161**

5 Rule 2 .607 .699 .700** .559 .639 .630*

W ife -d efin ed

0 TCU 
R atio

,75 .78 .51**

7 Turn 2 7 ,5  
Length

2 4 .3 3 4 .4 1 8 .8 2 3 .0 1 3 .4

8 In t/B rea k  
S u ccess  
R ate .77 .77 .73 .79 .76 .60

9 Rule 1 .174 .092 .114 .204 .118 .235

10 Rule 2 .739 .689 .638 .610 .648 .546**

Type I  p a tte r n s  are u n d erlin ed
(C h i-sq u a re) a n a ly s is  was used to  t e s t  tu rn  le n g th  

*  P < . 0 5

p <  p 01



147

in e q u ity  c e l l  (3 :  3 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  w iv e s ' su c c e ss  r a te  was 

lo w e s t  in  th e  low in e q u ity  c e l l  (3 ;  6 ) .  In th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a r ra y , both  w ives and husbands had l e s s  su c ce ss  in  th e  low  

c e l l  (8 :  3 , 6 ) .  The w iv es ' f ig u r e  was s ig n i f i c a n t l y

d i f f e r e n t  (z  = 2 .0 0 ,  p < T o 0 5 ) .

R ule 1 u sa g e . Fewer tu rn s were tak en  by R ule 1 in  

th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  fo r  both husbands and w iv es  in  

th e  husbands' low  in e q u ity  c e l l  (4 :  3 , 6 ) .  Both were 

s ig n i f i c a n t  (husbands: z  = - 3 .8 3 ,  p « < , 0 1 ;  w iv es; z =

1 0 .6 6 , p « ^ .0 1 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , w h ile  w ives  

took  more tu rn s by Rule 1 i n  th e  low c e l l  (9 ;  6 ) ,  t h e ir  

husbands took  more in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (9 :  1 ) .  The husbands' 

p a tte r n  was s ig n i f i c a n t  (z  = 3 ,8 1 ;  p "=^ .01).

Rule 2 u sa g e . In  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , more 

tu rn s  by Rule 2 were ta k en  in  th e husbands' low in e q u ity  

c e l l  fo r  both  husbands and w iv es  (5 : 3 ,  6 ) (husbands: 

z  = - 3 .1 8 ,  p * : ^ ,0 1 ) ;  w ives : z = - 2 .2 0 ,  p « = ^ .0 5 ). An

o p p o s ite  p a tte r n  was found i n  th e w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y : in

th e  w iv es ' low  in e q u ity  c e l l ,  both husbands and w ives used 

R ule 2 l e s s  to  g a in  th e  f lo o r  (10: 3 , 6 ) (husbands: z =

2 . 7 2 ,  p . 0 1 ) ;  w ives : z = 3 . 6 3 ,  p . 0 1 ) ,

F u n ction

R esearch q u e s t io n  th r e e  d e a ls  w ith  th e  fu n c t io n a l  

p a tte r n s  which correspond w ith  c o n t e x t - f r e e  e q u ity  l e v e l s .

As in  th e  f i r s t  s e c t io n  o f  t h i s  c h a p te r , two q u e st io n s  are  

d e a lt  w ith  h ere : (1 )  what a re  th e  t y p ic a l  p a tter n s  fo r  each
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array o f  d ata  fo r  in te r r u p t in g  and breaking and (2 )  w ith  what 

fu n c tio n s  do tu rn s t y p ic a l l y  b e g in  and end?

In te r r u p tin g  and b r e a k in g . The fu n c t io n a l a n a ly s is  o f  

in te r r u p ts  and breaks i s  d e sc r ib e d  in  two wayso F ir s t ,  

fu n c tio n s  w ith  which sp eak ers t y p ic a l ly  in te r r u p t  and break  

( th a t  i s ,  to  g a in  th e  f lo o r )  a re  d e ta ile d o  Second, fu n c tio n s  

from which in te r r u p t io n s  and breaks are  taken  ( th a t  i s ,  on 

which th e  f lo o r  i s  l o s t ) a re  d e t a i le d  «

GAINING THE FLOOR 

Ten Type I p a tte r n s  and t h ir t y - e ig h t  Type I I  p a ttern s  

were found in  th e s e  a n a ly s e s .  S u c c e s s fu l in te r r u p t io n s ,  

u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breaks are d e a l t  w ith  in  

tu rn .

S u c c e s s fu l In te r r u p tio n s  

In  th e  husband and w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y s , i l l u s t r a t e d  

in  Table 17 , a l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  took  th e  f lo o r  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  more i n  th e  husbands' and w iv e s ' low c e l l s  

(1 : 3 , 6 , 9 , 12) than  i n  th e  h ig h  c e l l s .  None o f  th e se  

p a tte r n s  were s ig n i f i c a n t .  A l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a l s o  used  

few er r e p l i e s  f o r  s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s  in  th e  low er  

in e q u ity  c e l l  (2 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .  Here, th e  husbands in  th e  

husband-defined  array ( z  = 3 . 1 3 ,  p « = C . 0 1 )  and w ives in  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  array  (z  = 3 . 1 3 ,  p -05)  were s ig n i f i c a n t .

I n s e r t  T a b l e  17  a b o u t  h e r e
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T ab le  17 

C o n tex t-F ree  E q u ity  and F unc tion ' 

(G ain ing  th e  F lo o r)

ab

1 2 3 4  5 f> 7 8 9 1Ü n 1 2

Husband*defined Wife* defined

function Husband n f e ï i f e Husband

H K L H M I H K L H H I

Successful Interruptions

1 Iftforaative .44 .30 .S I .34 .49 .40 .37 .44 .50 .44 .38 .52

2  Reply .17 .16 .03** .10 .02 .05 .13 .03 .03" .15 .05 .0?

3  Bid .10 .05 .10 .18 .04 .15 .14 .05 .22 .11 .06 .09

' 4  Ack/Acc/Ev .14 .18 .3:** .15 .17 .08 .09 .15 .18 .12 .40 .13

U nsuccessful In te rrup tions

5  In fo rxa tive .26 ,00 .32 .34 .25 .33 .54 .14 .27— .24 .16 .52

6  Reply .03 .00 .00* .00 ,00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .04 .00 .00*

7  Rid .17 .00 .27 .07 .06 .3 9 - .17 .39 .08 .28 .12 .00*

8  Ack/Acc/Ev .31 1.00 .41 .34 .56 .27 .25 .46 .31 .40 .68 .26

breaks

9  Informative 

. 10r.eply 

'] la id  

1 2*ck/Ace/Ev

• 11 .50 .00* .00 .06 .06* .00 .08 .00 •00 .25 .14*

.00 .00 .00 .13 .06 .17 .17 .08 .13 .00 .00 .00

.56 .00 .00 .13 •06 .11 .00 .08 .25* .12 .00 .29"

.33 .00 .8 0 — .56 .13 •SO .56 .25 .50 .76 .50 .00*

®Type I  p a t t e r n s  a re  u n d e rlin e d

^ F ig u re s  r e p r e s e n t  f r e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v e r  th e  t o t a l  o ccu rren ces  
fo r  s u c c e s s fu l  in t e r r u p t io n s ,  u n su c c e s s fu l i n t e r r u p t io n s ,  and b re a k s .

*p < .05

**p < .01

z -V a lu e  im p o ss ib le  to  c a lc u la te ;  s ig n if ic a n c e  i n  p ro p o r t io n s  assum ed.
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For husbands i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a r r a y , th e  use o f  

b id s  to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  was th e same a c r o s s  th e  h igh  

and low  c e l l s  (3 : 1 , 3 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  w ives used few er b id s  

in  th e  low c e l l  (3 :  6 ) ,  L o w -ce ll w ives i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a rray  used more b id s  (3 : 9 )  w h ile  t h e ir  husbands used few er  

o f  them (3 : 1 2 ) .  C oncerning acknow ledges, a c c e p t s ,  and 

e v a lu a te s ,  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands took  th e  

f lo o r  more w ith  th e s e  fu n c t io n s  i n  th e  low  in e q u ity  c e l l  

(4 :  3 )  ( z  = - 2 .6 5 ,  p < C « 0 5 ) , w h ile  t h e ir  w iv es  used l e s s  o f  

them (4 :  6 ) ,  in d ic a t in g  a sex  in t e r a c t io n .  In  th e  w ife -  

d e fin ed  a rra y , both  w ives and husbands used more o f  th e se  

fu n c t io n s  i n  th e  low  c e l l  (4 ; 9 , 1 2 ) .

U n su c cess fu l In te r r u p tio n s  

In  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rr a y , a se x  in t e r a c t io n  was 

found betw een husbands and w iv e s . Husbands used more in f o r ­

m atives in  u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p ts (5 :  3 ) ,  w h ile  

t h e ir  w ives used few er  o f  them (5 : 6 ) ,  in  th e  husbands' low  

in e q u ity  c e l l .  A se x  in t e r a c t io n  was a l s o  d isc o v e r e d  in  

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y . Wives used few er in fo r m a tiv e s  in  

th e  low  c e l l  (5 ;  9 )  ( z = 3 .0 0 ,  p .0 5 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  

husbands used more (5 :  1 2 ) .

Concerning r e p l i e s , w ives had no o ccu rren ces  in  

e i t h e r  array  fo r  u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n s .  Husbands used 

few er o f ,th e m  i n  b oth  a rra y s i n  th e  low c e l l  (6 :  3 , 1 2 ) .
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More b id s  were used by husbands and w ives in  th e  low c e l l  

(7 :  3 , 6 ) than  i n  th e  h ig h  c e l l  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y . 

The w iv es ' d i f f e r e n c e  was s ig n i f i c a n t  (z  = - 4 .7 2 ,  p c ^ . O l ) . 

In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , both  p a r t ic ip a n ts  used fewer b id s  

w ith  which to  u n s u c c e s s fu lly  in te r r u p t  i n  th e  low  c e l l  

(7 :  9 , 1 2 ) .  A se x  in te r a c t io n  was found in  both  arrays on 

u n su c c e s s fu l in te r r u p t io n s  fo r  ackn ow led ges, a c c e p ts ,  and 

e v a lu a te s .  Husbands and w ives used more o f  th e s e  fu n c tio n s  

to  u n s u c c e s s fu l ly  in te r r u p t  in  th e  low  in e q u ity  c e l l  than  

d id  t h e ir  sp o u ses  (8 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .

Breaks

In th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands in  th e  h igh  

in e q u ity  c e l l  used more in fo r m a tiv e s  to  break in  on the  

o th e r  speaker th a n  d id  husbands in  th e  low  in e q u ity  c e l l  

(9 :  1 ) .  T h eir w iv e s ,  how ever, used few er in fo r m a tiv e s  fo r  

b rea k in g , c r e a t in g  a sex  in t e r a c t io n  (9 :  4 ) .  In  th e  w ife -  

d efin ed  a rra y , th e r e  was no d i f f e r e n c e  betw een w ives (9 : 9 ) ,  

w h ile  t h e ir  husbands used more in fo r m a tiv e s  (9 : 1 2 ) .

Husbands d id  not use r e p l i e s  w ith  which to  break in  

e i t h e r  array  o f  d a ta . Wives in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  

used more r e p l i e s  to  break in  th e  low  c e l l  (1 0 : 6 ) .  Wives 

i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , in  th e  low in e q u ity  c e l l ,  used 

few er r e p l i e s  t o  break in  on t h e ir  husbands (1 0 : 9 ) .  B ids  

were used l e s s  fr e q u e n t ly  by low er in e q u ity  husbands and 

w iv es in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  (11: 3 , 6 ) .  C on verse ly , 

in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , w ives and husbands used more b id s
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to  break in  th e  w iv es ' low in e q u ity  c e l l  (11: 9 , 12) (w iv e s:  

z = - 2 .6 5 ,  p * « ^ o 0 1 )o  Concerning acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and 

e v a lu a te s ,  husbands in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  (z  = - 4 .4 2 ,  

p *^ C .01) broke more w ith  th e s e  fu n c tio n s  in  th e  low  in e q u ity  

c e l l  (1 2 : 3 ) .  T heir w ives used few er o f  th e se  fu n c tio n s  in  

th e  low  c e l l ,  c r e a t in g  a se x  in te r a c t io n  (12: 6 ) .  In  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a rr a y , both husbands and w ives i n  th e  low in e q u ity  

c e l l s  used l e s s  ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  than  

did  th o se  in  h ig h  in e q u ity  c e l l s  (1 2 : 9 , 1 2 ).

LOSING THE FLOOR 

As w ith  fu n c tio n s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  speakers g a in in g  

th e  f lo o r  when a cu rren t speaker did  not in ten d  to  r e l in q u is h  

i t ,  a number o f  p a ttern s  were apparent when fu n c tio n s  by 

which cu rren t speakers were in te r ru p te d  or broken in  on were 

a n a ly zed . A gain , s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s , u n su c c e ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breaks a re  d e a lt  w ith  in  th a t  o rd er .

N in eteen  Type I p a tte rn s  and tw en ty -n in e  Type I I  p a tter n s  

were found h e r e .

S u c c e s s fu l In te r r u p tio n s  

In th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array in  Table 18, a se x  

in t e r a c t io n  was found con cern in g  th e  use o f  in fo r m a tiv e s  as 

an in te r r u p t in g  fu n c t io n . Husbands in  th e  low c e l l  were 

in te r r u p ted  l e s s  on in fo rm a tiv e s  (1 ;  3 ) w h ile  th e  w ives were 

in ter r u p ted  more (1 : 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , both  

husbands and w ives were in te r r u p te d  l e s s  on in fo r m a tiv e s  in
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th e  low er c e l l s  (1 ; 9 , 1 2 ) . In  th e  husband-defined  a rra y , 

both  husbands and w ives spoke w ith  few er r e p l ie s  when s u c ­

c e s s f u l l y  in ter r u p te d  i n  th e  low er c e l l s  (2; 3 , 6 ) .  There 

were no occu rren ces  by w ives in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  arra y , but 

husbands in  th e low c e l l  were s u c c e s s f u l ly  in ter ru p ted  more 

on r e p l i e s  than were husbands in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (2 :  1 2 ) .

A ll  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were s u c c e s s f u l ly  in terru p ted  more 

on b id s  in  the low er c e l l s  when compared w ith  th e h ig h er  

c e l l s  (3 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) . Wives in  th e  husband-defined  array  

(z  = - 4 .7 2 ,  p - < . 0 1  ) and husbands in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

array  ( z  = - 4 .4 3 ,  p .0 1 )  were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

a c r o ss  c e l l s .  F in a l ly ,  in  th e  husband-defined  arra y , i n  

th e  husbands' low in e q u ity  c e l l ,  husbands were in ter r u p te d  

l e s s  on  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s ,  w h ile  t h e ir  

w ives were in terru p ted  more, producing a sex  in te r a c t io n  

(4 : 3 , 6 ) .

I n s e r t  Table 18 about here

U n su ccessfu l In ter r u p tio n s  

Both husbands a'nd w ives in  th e h usband-defined  array  

r e ta in e d  the f lo o r  more in  th e  fa c e  o f  an  in te r r u p t io n  

attem pt w ith  in fo rm a tiv e s  i f  th ey  were i n  th e low er c e l l s  

(5 :  3 , 6 ) .  The w iv es ' d if f e r e n c e  a c r o ss  c e l l s  was s i g n i f i ­

can t (z  = - 3 .8 3 ,  p < . 0 1 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  arra y , 

w ives i n  th e low c e l l  k ep t th e  f lo o r  l e s s  w ith  in fo rm a tiv e s
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T ab le  18 

C o n tex t-F ree  E q u ity  and Function ' 

(L osing  th e  F loor)

ab

8 10  11 12

Husband»defined 

Husband Wife

M M L H M

W ife-defined

Will
K

Successful In te rrup tions

Inform ative • 18 .15 • 15 • 22 • 20 • 24 •29 .21 .25 • 20 •06 .13

Reply • 05 .00 •00* .02 .00 • 01 .00 .00 • 00 .00 .00 .03*

Bid • 44 .51 •57 .20 .27 .6 3 " .36 .49 .43 • 24 .56 .66—

Ack/Acc/Ev .02 .04 .00* .00 .00 • o r .00 .02 .00* .01 .00 .06

U n s u c c e s s fu l  I n t e r r u p t io n s

5 If.form ative .56 .94 .76 .49 -S3 .95— .66 .96 .32— • 06 .86 38

6  Reply .07 • 00 •06 .03 • 08 • OO* .00 .00 .05* .00 .00 .04*

7 Bid • 10 • 00 .06 .00 .00 .05* .04 .04 .00* .00 .11 .12*

8 Ack/Acc/Ev .00 .00 .00 .40 .00 .00* .08 .00 .11 • 00 ,00 .00

9  Informative .23 .06 .33 '* .44 .60 • 68'

1 Qteply .00 •00 • 00 • 00 .00 .04'

1 Isid .00 .00 .00 .00 ,00 .00

1 2lck/Acc/Ev .00 .13 .00 • 00 .00 .00

^Typc I p a t t e m s axe u n d ex lin ed .

,76 .50

• 0 0 . 

•  12

•05

.05

•00
.00*

•  12 .05

• 50 ,42 ,8 8 "

.00 .00 .00

.22 .00 .00*

• 22 .08 .00*

F ig u re s  r e p r e s e n t  f re q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  ov e r th e  t o t a l  o c c u rre n c e s  
f o r  s u c c e s s fu l  in t e r r u p t io n s ,  u n su c c e s s fu l in t e r r u p t io n s ,  and  b re a k s  
w ith in  each  c e l l .

•p  < .05

**p < .01

" z -v a lu e  im p o ss ib le  to  c a lc u la te ;  s ig n if ic a n c e  in  p ro p o r t io n s  assum ed.
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th an  d id  w ives in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (5 ;  9) (z  = 3 .6 0 ,  p ^ ^ . O l ) .  

The o p p o s ite  was tru e  fo r  t h e ir  husbands (5 : 12) (z  = - 4 .4 2 ,  

p .0 1 ) .  R e p lie s  were used as f lo o r  m aintenance d e v ic e s  in  

th e  husb an d -d efin ed  array  fo r  both husbands and w ives l e s s  

in  th e  low c e l l s  (6 ; 3 , 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , both  

husbands and w ives h e ld  th e  f lo o r  more w ith  r e p l i e s  in  th e  

low  in e q u ita b le  c e l l s  (6 ;  9 , 1 2 ) .

A se x  in t e r a c t io n  was found betw een husbands and w ives  

f o r  both arrays when b id s  were analyzed  as fu n c tio n s  which  

l o s t  th e  f lo o r  during in te r r u p t io n  a tte m p ts . Husbands in  

th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  (7 :  3) and w ives i n  th e  w ife -  

d efin ed  array  (7 : 9 ) had few er b id s in  th e  low c e l l s .

T heir sp ou ses had more in  th e  low c e l l s  (7 :  6 , 1 2 ) .  No 

acknow ledges, a c c e p ts , or  e v a lu a te s  were used by husbands 

in  th e se  c o n v e r sa tio n s  during u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n  

a tte m p ts . In  th e h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , w ives in  th e  low  

c e l l  used few er o f  th e s e  fu n c t io n s  (8 :  6 );  in  th e  w ife -  

d efin ed  a rr a y , w ives i n  th e  low  c e l l  used more o f  th e se  

fu n c tio n s  (8 :  9 ) .

Breaks

Husbands and w ives both  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  were broken  

in  on more fr e q u e n tly  w h ile  speak in g  w ith  an in fo rm a tiv e  

i n  th e  low c e l l  (9  ; 3 , 6 )  (husbands ;

z = - 2 .9 5 ,  p .01 ; w ives : z = - 2 .2 7 ,  p .0 5 ) .  A se x

in te r a c t io n  was found betw een husbands and w ives in  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y . Wives in  th e  low c e l l  were broken
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i n  on l e s s  w h ile  speak in g  w ith  an in fo rm a tiv e  (9 ; 9 ) ( z  =

3 .0 3 , p < 2 . 0 1 )  , w h ile  husbands were broken i n  on more 

o f te n  (9 : 12) ( z  = - 3 .2 3 ,  p ^ ^ .O l) .

The o n ly  p a tte r n  which emerged from th e se  a n a ly se s  

con cern in g  r e p l i e s  was found in  th e  h u sband-defined  a rra y . 

Wives used more r e p l i e s  in  th e  low c e l l  (1 0 : 6 ) .  In  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , few er b id s  were a s s o c ia te d  w ith  f lo o r  

l o s s  due to  breaks f o r  husbands and w ives in  th e  low c e l l  

(11 : 9 , 1 2 ) . The same p a tte r n  was tru e  fo r  acknow ledges, 

a c c e p ts , and e v a lu a te s  (12 : 9 , 1 2 ) .

B eginning and ending t u r n s . G eneric a n a ly ses  

( s e e  Table 13) r e v e a le d  th a t  in fo r m a tiv e s  were both th e  

most popular fu n c t io n s  w ith  which a n on-speaker took a 

tu rn  from a cu rren t speaker and th e  most popular fu n c t io n  

on which a tu rn  was l o s t .  Only Rule 1 occu rren ces were 

analyzed  h e r e . T h ir tee n  Type I and n in e te e n  Type I I  

p a tte r n s  o c c u r r e d .

Table 19 in d ic a te s  t h a t ,  in  th e  husband-defined  

a rra y , husbands ga in ed  tu rn s w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  l e s s  fr e q u e n tly  

in  th e low c e l l  (1 : 3 ) .  W ives, however, used in fo r m a tiv e s  

more fr e q u e n tly  fo r  t h i s  purpose i f  th ey  were lo w -in e q u ita b le  

(1 :  6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rray , both  husbands and w ives  

in  th e  low c e l l  used few er in fo r m a tiv e s  to  tak e  th e f lo o r  

th an  d id  th o se  i n  th e h igh  c e l l  (1 ; 9 , 1 2 ) . Concerning  

r e p l i e s ,  in  th e  husb an d -d efin ed  a rray , both  husbands and 

w ives used l e s s  o f  t h i s  fu n c t io n  in  th e  low c e l l s  (2 : 3 , 6 ) .
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A se x  in te r a c t io n  was found in  the w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , where 

w iv es  used more r e p l ie s  to  i n i t i a t e  a tu rn  in  th e  low c e l l  

(2 :  9 ) w h ile  t h e ir  husbands used few er r e p l i e s  (2 ; 1 2 ) .

In se r t  Table 19 about here

Fewer b id s began husbands' tu rn s i n  th e  low c e l l  in  

th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array, w h ile  t h e ir  w iv es ' p a t te r n  remained 

l e v e l  (3 :  3 , 6 ) .  Both husbands and w ives i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

array  began tu rn s l e s s  o f t e n  w ith  b id s  in  th e  low  c e l l  

(3 :  9 , 1 2 ) . F in a l ly ,  in  th e  husband-defined  a rra y , husbands 

began more tu rn s w ith  acknow ledges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  

in  th e  low c e l l  (4 ;  3 ) .  The same was tru e  fo r  husbands in  

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array (4 ; 1 2 ) . Wives had l e v e l  p a tte rn s  in  

both arrays (4 ;  6 , 9 ) .

Concerning ending tu rn s (see  Table 2 0 ) ,  a sex  

in t e r a c t io n  was found in  th e  husband-defined  a rra y . Husbands 

l o s t  more tu rn s w h ile  speak in g  w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  in  th e  low  

c e l l  w h ile  t h e ir  w ives d id  th e  same in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (1 ;  3 , 6 ) .  

Both husbands and w ives used fewer in fo r m a tiv e s  a t  th e  end o f  

tu rn s  in  th e  low c e l l  than  in  the h ig h  c e l l  i n  th e  w ife -  

d e fin e d  array (1 : 9 , 1 2 ). For a l l  p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  more tu rn s  

were l o s t  on r e p l ie s  in  th e  husbands' or w iv e s ' low in e q u ity  

c e l l  (2 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) . Husbands l o s t  more tu rn s on b id s  

in  th e  low c e l l  (3 ;  3 );  t h e ir  w ives' p a tte r n  was l e v e l  (3 : 6 ) .  

In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , both husbands and w ives used 

few er b id s in  th e low c e l l  (3 :  9, 1 2 ) . F in a l ly ,  husbands



T a b l e  19

C o n tex t-F ree  E q u ity  B eg in n in g  Turns abc

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

F u n ctio n Husband -d e f in e d W ife- d e fin e d

Husband W ife W ife Husband

H M L H M L H M L H M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .29 .2 2 .27 .22 .3 2 ,37 .31 .3 9 .2 2 .27 .28 ,25

2 R eply .13 .17 .10 .19 .13 .13 .17 .11 .19 ,14 .12 ,1 2

3 Bid .09 .1 0 .08 .09 .07 .09 .09 ,0 8 .04 ,08 .10 .07

4 A ck/A cc/E v ,19 .30 .2 3 .20 ,37 .20 ,16 .2 0 .16 .21 .27 ,23

Type I p a tte r n s  a r e  u n d er lin ed

F ig u r es  r e p r e s e n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v er  th e  t o t a l  number o f  tu r n  changes 
w ith in  each  c e l l»

No s ig n i f i c a n c e  was reach ed  f o r  any o f  th e s e  p a t te r n s .

U1
00
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and w ives in c r ea se d  t h e ir  use o f  ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and 

e v a lu a te s  i n  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (4 :  3 , 6 ) .  The husbands' 

p a tter n  was s ig n i f i c a n t  (z  = 2 .1 2 ,  p .0 5 ) .  In  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , w ives had a l e v e l  p a tte r n  (4 :  9 );  t h e ir  

husbands ended tu rn s l e s s  fr e q u e n t ly  on ack n ow led ges, 

a c c e p ts , and e v a lu a te s  in  th e low c e l l  (4 ;  1 2 ) .

I n s e r t  Table 20 about here

T opic-change

R esearch q u e s t io n  fou r ask s " given  a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t-  

fr e e  com m unication e q u ity ,  what are  th e p a tte r n s  o f  t o p ic -  

change?" As w ith  th e  g e n e r ic  a n a ly s e s ,  th e  i n t e r e s t  h ere  i s  

l im ite d  to  th o se  to p ic s  which were changed w h ile  turns  

changed.

Turn-exchange and t o p i c s . Table 21 r e v e a ls  th a t  in  

th e se  d a ta , w ith  one e x c e p t io n , a l l  resp on dents used tu rn -  

change p o in ts  to  i n i t i a t e  or  change fewer t o p ic s  in  low - 

in e q u ity  c e l l s .  None o f  th e  p a tte r n s  were s ig n i f i c a n t  in  

e i t h e r  a rra y . One o f  th e p a tte r n s  was Type I and th r e e  were 

Type I I .

I n s e r t  Table 21 about here

T opics and f u n c t io n s . Seven Type I and n in e  Type II  

p a tter n s  e x is t e d  in  th e se  d a ta . When in fo r m a tiv e s  were



T a b l e  20

C o n tex t-F ree  E q u ity  Ending Turns a b

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Husband -d e f in e d W ife -d e f in e d
F u n ctio n

Husband W ife W ife Husband

H M L H M L H M L H M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .31 .30 .33 .3 6 .39 .34 .4 6 .42 .30 .33 .36 .2 4

2 R eply .0 4 .07 .07 .0 6 .07 .09 .0 6 .04 .10 .04 .05 .07

3 Bid .04 .04 .02 .0 2 .02 .02 .03 .02 .0 2 .04 .04 .01

4 A ck/A cc/E v .0 8 .0 8 .19* .1 0 .06 .11 .07 .12 .07 .11 .19 .07

Type I p a tte r n s  are  u n d e r lin e d .

F ig u res  r e p r e s e n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ces  o f  th e  t o t a l  number o f  tu r n  changes  
w ith in  each  c e l l .

*  p .05

o\o
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Table 21 

C on text-F ree Topic Change and
a  V\

Turn Exchange

H usband-defined Wife -d e fin ed

Husband Wife 

H M L H M L

Wife 

H M L

Husband 

H M L

.15 .13  .09  .14  .16 .10 .13 .14 .11 .12 .11 .12

^Type I p a tte rn s  are  u n d er lin ed .

^ F igu res r e p r e se n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ces over th e t o t a l
number o f  tu rn s ta k en  w ith in each  c e l l .

an a lyzed  as a fu n c t io n  on which a t o p ic  was changed ( s e e  

T able 2 2 ) ,  th e  husbands' p a tte r n  in  th e  h usband-defined  

array  remained l e v e l  betw een th e  h ig h  and low c e l l s  (1 :  1 , 3 ), 

W ives i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array changed more to p ic s  w ith  

in fo rm a tiv e s  in  th e  low  c e l l  ( 1 : 6 ) .  A se x  in te r a c t io n  was 

d isco v e r ed  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y . Low in e q u ita b le  w iv es  

changed few er t o p ic s  w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  (1 :  9 ) ;  t h e ir  husbands 

changed more t o p ic s  in  th e  same l e v e l  c e l l  (1 :  1 2 ) .
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Concerning r e p l i e s , s e x  in te r a c t io n s  were found in  

both a r r a y s . Low in e q u ita b le  husbands changed more t o p ic s  

w ith  r e p l i e s  than did  h ig h  in e q u ita b le  husbands (2 :  1 , 3 )  

w h ile  t h e ir  w ives changed few er (2 :  6 ) .  High in e q u ita b le  

w ives changed more t o p ic s  w ith  r e p l i e s  th an  did w ives in  

th e low c e l l  (2 :  9 );  c o n v e r s e ly , t h e ir  husbands changed more 

t o p ic s  w ith  r e p l i e s  in  th e  low c e l l  (2 : 1 2 ) .

In  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands changed to p ic s  

w ith  b id s more fr e q u e n tly  in  the low  c e l l  (3 : 3 ) .  T heir  

w iv es ' p a t te r n  was l e v e l  (3 :  6 ) .  In  th e  w iv es ' low  

c e l l , few er b id s  were used w ith  which to  change t o p ic s  

(3 : 9 ) .  T h eir  husbands used more b id s  in  th e low c e l l ,  

c r e a t in g  a se x  in t e r a c t io n  (3 : 1 2 ) . F in a l ly ,  husbands used 

more ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  

change t o p ic s  in  th e  low c e l l  (4 ; 3 ) ;  t h e ir  w ives d id  th e  

o p p o s ite  (4 : 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , w ives used 

more acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  in  th e  low  c e l l  

(4 ; 9) (z  = - 2 .8 4 ,  p < ^ .0 1 ) .  T heir husbands' p a t te r n  was 

l e v e l  (4 : 1 2 ) .

I n s e r t  T ab le 22 about h ere

Summary
In  summary, a number o f  p a tte rn s  are  apparent fo r  

both husbands and w iv e s . In  the c o n t e x t - f r e e  d a ta , when 

com parisons are  made betw een the h ig h  and low c e l l s ,  th e  

speakers in  th e  h igh  c e l l s ;  (1 )  took  lo n g e r  tu r n s , (2 )  used
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C o n tex t-F re e  T op ic Change and Function'ab

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

F u n ctio n Husband -d e f in e d W ife­ d e f in e d

Husband W ife W ife Husband

H M L H M L H M ly H M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .17 .26 .17  ' .27 .29 .39 .33 .31 .27 .17 .2 2 .1 9

2 R eply .00 .02 .0 2 + .04 .02 .02 .05 .00 .03 .00 .04 .03+

3 Bid .03 .05 .07 .07 .02 .07 .0 6 .05 .03 ,03 .07 .0 6

4 A ck/A cc/E v .00 .1 4 .0 2 + .09 .00 .00+ .02 .00 .13** .00 .0 4 .00

Type I  p a tte r n s  a re  u n d er lin ed

^ F ig u re s  r e p r e s e n t  f r e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v er  th e  t o t a l  number o f  to p ic -c h a n g e s  
w ith in  each  c e l l

**  p < :  .01

+ z -v a lu e  im p o s s ib le  to  c a lc u la t e ;  s ig n i f i c a n c e  fo r  t h e s e  p a tte r n s  assumed

o\w
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few er in fo r m a tiv e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,

(3 )  used more r e p l i e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,

(4 )  used few er ack n ow led ges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which  

t o  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (5 ) used few er acknow ledges, 

a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  u n su c c e ss fu lly

in te r r u p t ,  (6 )  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more when in terru p ted  

by t h e ir  sp ou ses w h ile  speaking  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e , (7 )  

l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more when in te r ru p te d  by t h e ir  spou ses w h ile  

speaking  w ith  a b id , (8 )  kept th e  f lo o r  more when an i n t e r ­

r u p tio n  attem p t was made by t h e ir  sp o u ses  w h ile  speaking  

w ith  a b id , (9 )  began more tu rn s w ith  in fo r m a t iv e s , (10 )  

began more tu rn s w ith  b id s ,  (11) ended more tu rn s w ith  

r e p l i e s ,  (12 ) ended more turns w ith  b id s ,  (13 ) changed more 

t o p ic s  a t  to p ic -c h a n g e  p o in ts ,  and (1 4 ) changed fewer 

t o p ic s  w ith  ack n ow led ges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s .

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  E q u ity  

As w ith  th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  s e c t io n ,  th ree  resea rch  

q u e st io n s  (5 , 6 , and 7) are addressed  h e r e . S tr u c tu r a l,  

fu n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e  p a tte r n s  are d isc u sse d  in  tu r n . 

C ouples were arrayed as in d ic a te d  in  Table 23.

I n s e r t  Table 23 about h ere
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Table 23 

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  Array

H usband-defined W ife -d efin ed

Couple Couple

High 6 7
5 6

10 10
2 5

Medium 8 1
1 4
4 12

11 11

Low 9 3
3 2

12 9
7 8

S tru c tu re

The f i f t h  r e sea rc h  q u e s t io n  d e a ls  w ith  th e  r e l a t i o n ­

sh ip  betw een s tr u c tu r a l  p a tte r n s  and l e v e l s  o f  c o n te x t -  

s p e c i f i c  e q u ity .  The g e n e r a l p a tte r n s  o f  TCU r a t i o ,  tu rn  

le n g th ,  in te r r u p t io n  and break r a te  o f  s u c c e s s ,  Rule 1 u sage , 

and Rule 2 usage are d is c u s s e d .

In  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  a n a ly s i s ,  o f  th e  e ig h te e n  p a tte r n s  

which emanated from th e  d a ta , f i v e  were Type I  p a tte r n s  and 

t h ir t e e n  were Type I I  p a t te r n s . The f ig u r e s  fo r  each o f  

th e s e  p a tte r n s  i s  summarized in  Table 24 .

I n s e r t  T a b l e  2 4  a b o u t  h e r e



166

T a b l e  24

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  E quity  S tr u c tu r a l P a tter n s ab

1 2 3 4 5 6

Husband W ife
Item  H M L H M L

H usband-defined

1 TCU .72  
R a tio

.65 .73

2 Turn 3 4 .8 3 4 .3 2 1 .2 * * 2 8 .9 1 8 .4 14 .0 * *
Length

3 I n t/B reak  
S u ccess  
R ate .72 .8 6 .71 .7 4 .79 .71

4 Rule 1 .156 .125 .113** .225 .141 .199

5 Rule 2 .535 . 684 .709** .532 .688 .584*

W ife -d e fin ed

6 TCU 
R a tio

,78 .60 .75

7 Turn 14 .8  
Length

3 5 .7 2 5 .7 * * 20 .1 1 7 .2 1 8 .9

8 In t/B rea k  
S u ccess  
R ate .81 .8 0 .67 .77 .79 .73

9 R ule 1 .130 .147 .120 .230 .133 .185

10 Rule 2 .648 .779 .677 ,547 .704 .575

Type I p a tte rn s  a re  u n d erlin ed
(C h i-sq u a re) was used to  t e s t  tu rn  le n g th  

*  p <  .05  
** P < o 0 1
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TCU r a t i o . The p ro p o r tio n a l f ig u r e s  o f  husbands to  

w iv es ' TCU's run in  o p p o s ite  d ir e c t io n s  betw een th e  two 

arrays in  th e se  d a ta . In th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rr a y , low  

in e q u ita b le  husbands had more TCU's p r o p o r t io n a lly  to  t h e ir  

w iv es ' compared to  husbands in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (1 :  1 , 3 ) .  In  

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  arra y , low  in e q u ita b le  w ives had few er  

TCU's p r o p o r t io n a lly  to  t h e ir  husbands compared to  w ives in  

th e  h igh  c e l l  (6 :  4 , 6 ) .  N e ith er  p a t te r n  was s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t .

Turn le n g t h . In th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a r r a y , low  

in e q u ita b le  husbands and w ives had sh o r te r  tu rn s than  t h e ir  

co u n terp a rts  in  th e  h igh  c e l l s  (2 :  1 , 3 , 4 , 6 ) .  In th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , low in e q u ita b le  w ives a ls o  took

sh o r te r  tu rn s  th an  h igh  in e q u ita b le  w iv e s , w h ile  t h e ir
2

husbands took  lo n g e r  tu rn s (7 ;  1 , 3 , 4 ,  6 ) (X = 5 .1 6 ;  

p - < . 0 5 ) .

In te r r u p tio n s  and b re a k s . A ll  fo u r  p a tte r n s  showed 

a low er su c c e ss  r a te  fo r  in te r r u p t in g  and b reak ing in  th e  

low c e l l s  (3 :  3 , 6; 8: 3 , 6 ) .  None o f  th e  fo u r  p a tte rn s

approached s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n i f i c a n c e .

Rule 1 u sa g e . A ll fo u r  p a tte r n s  in d ic a te d  th a t  few er  

tu rn s were ta k en  by Rule 1 i n  th e  low  c e l l  (4 :  3 , 6; 9 ; 3 , 6 ) .  

Husbands i n  th e  husband-defined  a rray  (z  = 3 .2 0 ,  p c ^ .O l)  

and w ives in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array  (z  = 2 .2 4 ,  p«<Z'05) 

reached s ig n i f i c a n t  l e v e l s  betw een th e  h igh  and low  c e l l s .

Rule 2 u sa g e . A ll fo u r  p a tte r n s  showed th a t  more
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tu rn s were ta k en  by Rule 2 i n  th e  husbands' and w iv es ' 

low  c e l l s  ( 5 Î 3 , 6; 10: 3 , 6 ) .  Husbands i n  th e  husband- 

d efin ed  array  reached  s ig n i f ic a n c e  (z  = - 6 .3 6 ,  p « < . 0 1 ) .

F u n ction

R esearch q u e s t io n  s i x  d e a ls  w ith  th e  fu n c t io n a l  

p a tte r n s  which correspond w ith  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  l e v e l s .  

As i n  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  a r e a , t h i s  s e c t io n  d e a ls  w ith  two 

i s s u e s :  (1 )  fu n c t io n a l  p a tte r n s  fo r  in te r r u p t in g  and break­

in g  and (2 )  fu n c t io n a l  p a tte r n s  fo r  b eg in n in g  and ending  

tu r n s .

In te r r u p tin g  and b re a k in g . This s e c t io n  i s  d iv id ed  

in to  two p a r t s .  F i r s t ,  fu n c t io n s  w ith  w hich speakers t y p ic a l ly  

in te r r u p t  and break ( th a t  i s ,  to  g a in  th e  f lo o r )  are  d e t a i le d .  

Second, fu n c t io n s  from which in te r r u p t io n s  or breaks are  

tak en  ( th a t  i s ,  fu n c t io n s  on which th e  f lo o r  i s  l o s t ) are  

d e t a i l e d .

GAINING THE FLOOR 

T h ir te e n  Type I p a tte r n s  and t h i r t y - f i v e  Type I I  

p a tte r n s  were found from th e s e  a n a ly s e s .  S u c c e s s fu l i n t e r ­

r u p t io n s , u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breaks are d e a lt  

w ith  in  tu r n . Table 25 summarizes th e se  r e s u l t s .

I n s e r t  T a b l e  25 a b o u t  h e r e
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Table 25

Context-Specific Equity and Function 

(Gaining the Floor)

ab

1- 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1  . 1 2

Function

H

Husband -d e f in e d

L H

Wife

M L

W ife-defined

L

Husband

M L H

Wife

M H

Husband

M

S u ccessfu l In te r ru p tio n s

1 Inform ative .47 .35 .41 .31 .35 .36 .40 .36 .44 .52 .39 .43

2 Reply .14 .12 .02 ‘ * .10 .02 .06 .09 .00 .04 .08 .14 ,06

3 Bid .06 .06 .11 .10 .04 .19 .21 .04 .11 .09 .07 .08

4  Ack/Acc/Ev .02 .43 .11* .13 .18 .09 .11 .12 .01** .11 .39 .19

U nsuccessful In te r ru p tio n s

5 Inform ative .30 .23 .25 .24 .30 .25 .30 .33 .30 .22 .28 .27

6 Reply .05 .00 .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .06 ,00 .06

7 Bid .15 .00 .03* * .35 .10' .20* .30 .17 .15 '' .61 .06 .03**

8 Ack/Acc/Ev .15 .69 .58* * .29 .40 .39 .26 .33 .39 .22 .67 . 5 5 *

Breaks

9 Inform ative .00 .28 .22* .00 .00 .10* .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .64*

1 Qîeply .00 .00 .09* .00 .05 .19* .25 .06 .05** .00 .00 .14*

l l s i d .33 .06 .09** .11 .20 .09 .08 .18 .10 .15 .06 .14

1 2lck/Acc/Ev . 33 .50 .39 .22 .50 .29 .50 .53 .33 .77 .65 .07**

Type I patterns are underlined.

Figures represent frequencies of occurrences over the total occurrences 
for successful interruptions, unsuccessful interruptions, and breaks 
within each cell,

*p < .05

**p < .01

z~/alue impossible to calcul atej significance in proportions assumed.
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S u c c e s s fu l In te rr u p tio n s  

For in fo r m a tiv e s , s e x  in te r a c t io n s  were found in  both  

a r r a y s . In  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , th e  husbands in  th e  

low c e l l  used few er in fo rm a tiv e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

in te r r u p t  th e  o th er  speaker (1 : 3 ) .  T heir wi.ves used more 

in  th e  low c e l l  (1 :  6 ) .  C o n v erse ly , i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

low  in e q u ity  c e l l , w ives used more in fo rm a tiv es  

to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  g a in  th e  f lo o r  through  

an in te r r u p t io n  (1 :  9 ) ;  t h e ir  husbands used few er in fo r m a tiv e s  

(1 :  2)o In  both a rra y s , a l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  low  c e l l s  

used few er r e p l ie s  to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t

than did p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  h igh  c e l l s  (2 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .  

Husbands i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array had a s ig n i f i c a n t

d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  h ig h  and low c e l l s  (z  = 3 .0 0 ,  p .01 ) .

For both  husbands and w iv es , in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  

a rra y , low in e q u ita b le  sp eak ers used more b id s to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

in te r r u p t  (3 :  3 , 6 ) .  The o p p o s ite  was tru e  fo r  husbands and 

w ives in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array  (3 : 9 , 1 2 ) . Two s e x  in t e r a c ­

t io n s  were a l s o  found when ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a ­

t e s  were a n a ly zed . In  th e  h u sband-defined  a rra y , husbands in  

th e  low c e l l  used more o f  th e s e  fu n c tio n s  to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

in te r r u p t  th an  did husbands in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (4 s  1 , 3 )  ( z  =

- 2 .5 0 ,  p ^ ^ .0 5 ) ;  w ives were th e  o p p o s ite  (4 : 4 ,  6 ) .  In

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , low  in e q u ita b le  w ives used few er o f  

th e se  fu n c t io n s  to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  (4s 9 ) ( z  = 2 .8 9 ,  

p < ^ .0 1  ) ,  ^ d iile  low in e q u ita b le  husbands used more (4 :  1 2 ) .
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U n su c c ess fu l In te r r u p tio n s

In  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands used few er  

in fo r m a tiv e s  when u n su c c e ss fu l a t  in te r r u p t in g  in  th e  low  

c e l l  (5 :  3 ) .  T h eir  w ives used more ( 5 t 6)« No p a tte r n  

emerged f o r  w iv es  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , b u t t h e ir  

husbands t r ie d  more in fo r m a tiv e s  to  u n s u c c e s s fu l ly  tak e th e  

f l o o r  in  th e  low  c e l l . (5 : 1 2 ) .  The o n ly  n o n - le v e l  p a tter n  

w hich emerged fo r  r e p l i e s  was found i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  

a r r a y , where few er  r e p l i e s  were a s s o c ia te d  w ith  u n su c ce ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p ts  fo r  husbands in  th e  low c e l l  (6 : 3 ) .

Both husbands and w iv es  used s ig n i f i c a n t l y  few er  

b id s  in  th e  low c e l l  in  th e  husb an d -d efin ed  a rra y  ( 7 i 3 , 6) 

(husbands: z  = 2 .8 3 ,  p * ^ .0 1 ;  w ives : z  = 2 .0 2 ,  p « < . 0 5 ) .

The same was tr u e  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array (7 :  9 , 12)

(w iv e s :  z  = 2 . 2 4 ,  p ^ ^ .0 5 ;  husbands: z = 7 . 2 5 ,  p .01 ) .  

F in a l ly ,  a l l  fo u r  p a tte r n s  dem onstrated th a t  more acknow ledges, 

a c c e p t s ,  and e v a lu a te s  were used as fu n c tio n s  w ith  which to  

s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  fo r  both  husbands and w iv es  in  both  

a rr a y s  in  th e  low  c e l l s  (8 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .  Husbands' p a tte rn s  

i n  both  a rra y s were s ig n i f i c a n t  ( z  = - 5 , 0 3 ,  p .01 ; z  = 

- 3 . 7 6 ,  p c C  . 0 1 ) .  .

Breaks

With th e  e x c e p t io n  o f  th e  l e v e l  p a tte r n  f o r  w ives in  

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , a l l  sp eak ers used more in fo r m a tiv e s  

w ith  which to  break in  th e  low c e l l s  (9 :  3 , 6 , 1 2 ) .  Sex 

in t e r a c t io n s  were d isc o v er e d  when r e p l i e s  were exam ined. In
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th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , more r e p l i e s  were used by husbands 

to  break i n  on a n o th er  speaker in  th e  low  c e l l  (10;  3 ) ;  t h e ir  

w iv es ' p a t te r n  ra n  in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  (10;  6 ) .  In  th e  

w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , w ives in  th e  low  c e l l  used few er r e p l i e s  

to  break (10;  9)  ( z  = 3 . 6 5 ,  p ^ S * .0 1 ). Husbands used more 

r e p l i e s  i n  th e  low  c e l l  (10;  1 2 ) .

Both husbands (z  = 3 . 7 0 ,  p .01 ) and w ives used

few er b id s  f o r  breaks in  th e  low  c e l l  o f  th e  husband-d e f in e d  

array (11;  3 ,  6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , w ives used more 

b id s in  th e  low c e l l  (11;  9 ) ;  t h e ir  husbands used few er  

(11:  1 2) .  F in a l ly ,  husbands and w ives used more acknow ledges, 

a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  break i n  th e  husband- 

d efin ed  a rray  in  the low c e l l  (12:  3,  6 ) .  I n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a rra y , both husbands and w ives in  th e  low  c e l l s  used few er  

o f  th e se  fu n c t io n s  fo r  breaks th an  did  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  

h igh  c e l l s  (12:  9 ,  12) .

LOSING THE FLOOR

As w ith  fu n c t io n s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  sp eak ers g a in in g  

th e  f lo o r  when a  cu rren t speaker d id  not in ten d  to  r e l in q u is h  

i t ,  a number o f  p a tte r n s  were apparent vÆien fu n c tio n s  by 

which cu rren t sp eak ers were in te r r u p te d  o r  broken in  on were 

a n a ly zed . A gain , s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s ,  u n su c c e ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breaks are  d e a lt  w ith  in  o r d e r . F i f t e e n  

Type I p a tte r n s  and t h ir t y - t h r e e  Type I I  p a tte r n s  were found  

in  th e se  a n a ly s e s .  Table 26 summarizes th e s e  r e s u l t s .



173

T ab le  26

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  E q u ity  and F unc tion ' 

(L osing  th e  F loo r)

ab

1 2 3 U 5 6 7 ft 9 . 1 0 1 1 1 2

Husband" defined K iff-de fined

Function Husband W fe Husband

H K L H M 6 H H L H M L

Successful In te rru p tio n s

1 Inform ative .13 .18 .13 .12 .35 .0 2 " .10 .35 .17 .13 .14 .20

2  Reply .10 .00 . o r * .06 .02 .00* .00 .02 -02 .30 .00 . o r *

3 B id .13 .35 .5 1 " .45 .40 . .45 .46 .47 .15 ''•  .36 .38 .1 7 "

4AckM cc/Ev .03 .00 .00* .00 .02 .00 .00 .02 .00 .02 .02 .00

U n su c c e ss fu l  I n t e r r u p t io n s

5  Informative .82 .50 .59 .60 .62 .64 .94 .78 .2 7 " -67 .67 .58

ÔRcply .11 .00 .02* .05 .00 .06 ,06 .00 .06 .11 .00 ,03'

7Bid .00 .00 .07* .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .03 .05 .09

8Ack/Acc/Ev .00 .00 .00 .05 .05 .06 .00 .00 .06* .00 .00 .09'

Breaks

9lnfotpative .11 .70 .4 3 " .67 .61 .52 .31 .59 .5 8 " .17 .71 .33*

1 Oleply •00 ,00 .00 .00 •00 .00 .00 .06 .00 .00 .00 .00

’ l l f i i d .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .•00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

1 2vck/Acc/Ev .00 -05 .05* •CO • 00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .10*

^ y p e  I p a t t e r n s  a re  u n d e r l in e d .

^ F ig u re s  re p r e s e n t  fre q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rrence  o v e r th e  t o t a l  o ccu rren ces  
fo r  s u c c e s s fu l in t e r r u p t io n s ,  u n su ccess fu l i n t e r r u p t io n s ,  and b re a k s  
w ith in  each c e l l .

•p  < .05

**p < .01

* z -v a lu e  im p o ss ib le  to  c a lc u la te ;  s ig n if ic a n c e  in  p ro p o r tio n s  assum ed.
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S u c c e s s fu l In te r ru p tio n s

No p a tte rn  emerged f o r  husbands in  th e  h u sband-defined  

array  con cern ing th e  lo s s  o f  th e  f lo o r  vÆiile speaking  w ith  an 

in fo r m a tiv e  (1 : 3 ) ;  how ever, t h e ir  w ives l o s t  th e  f lo o r  l e s s  

o f t e n  w ith  in fo rm a tiv e s  in  th e  low  c e l l  (1 :  6) ( z  = 2 , 6 7 ,  

p < ^ o 0 1 ) .  Both husbands and w ives i n  th e w ife -d e f in e d  

array  who were in  th e  low in e q u ita b le  c e l l s  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  

more on in fo rm a tiv es  than  did th o se  in  the h igh  in e q u ita b le  

c e l l s  (1 :  9 , 12 ) .  In  th e  h u sband-defined  a rray , both  

husbands (z  = 2 . 7 1 ,  p « < . 0 1 )  and w ives were s u c c e s s f u l ly  

in te r ru p te d  l e s s  on r e p l ie s  in  th e  low  c e l l  ( 2 : 3 , 6 ) .  A 

sex  in te r a c t io n  was apparent in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y ,  

w ives in  th e  low c e l l  were s u c c e s s f u l ly  in terru p ted  more 

on r e p l i e s  (2 ; 9 ) ;  whereas husbands in  the h igh  c e l l  were 

s u c c e s s f u l ly  in ter r u p te d  more w ith  th e  same fu n c tio n  (2 : 10) 

(z  = 3 .2 3 , p « < . 0 1 ) .

Husbands l o s t  th e  f lo o r  on b id s  more fr e q u e n tly  in  

th e  low  c e l l  (3 : 3 ) ( z  = - 4 . 7 5 ,  p .01 ) .  Both husbands and 

w ives were s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r ru p te d  l e s s  fr e q u e n tly  on b id s  

in  th e  low c e l l  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array (3 :  9 , 12) 

(husbands: z = 2 . 6 1 ,  p .01 ; w iv e s ;  z = 3 . 9 7 ,  p - * < .0 1 ) .  

Husbands in  th e h igh  c e l l s  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more fr e q u e n tly  

w ith  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  in  both arrays  

th an  d id  husbands in  th e  low c e l l s  (4 :  3 , 1 2) .  No p a tte r n s  

emerged fo r  w ives on th e se  f u n c t io n s .
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U n su ccessfu l In te r r u p tio n s  

A ll  fo u r  p a tte r n s  in d ic a te  th a t  in fo rm a tiv es  m aintained  

th e  f lo o r  in  th e  fa c e  o f  in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p ts l e s s  fr e q u e n tly  

fo r  husbands and w ives i n  th e  low  c e l l s  (5 : 3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .

Wives in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rray  ( z  = 6 . 0 9 ,  p . 0 1 )  had a 

s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  betw een th e  h ig h  and low  c e l l s .  In  

th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands h e ld  th e f lo o r  more f r e ­

q u en tly  w ith  r e p l i e s  in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (6 i  1) ( z  = 2 . 5 0 ,  

p . 0 5 )  w h ile  t h e ir  w ives h e ld  th e  f lo o r  more fr e q u e n t ly  

w ith  r e p l i e s  i n  th e  low  c e l l  (6 ;  6 ) .  No p a tte r n  emerged 

fo r  w iv es  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , but t h e ir  husbands kept 

t h e ir  tu rn s  more fr e q u e n tly  w ith  r e p l i e s  in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  

(6 :  9 )  ( z  = 2 , 1 4 ,  p « < 4 , 0 5 ) ,

S im ila r ly ,  con cern in g  b i d s ,  no p a tte r n  emerged fo r  

w ives i n  e i t h e r  a rr a y . In  both  a r r a y s , husbands k ep t th e  

f lo o r  more w ith  b id s  in  th e  low  c e l l s  (7 :  3 , 1 2 ) .  For 

ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s ,  and e v a lu a te s ,  w ives in  th e  husband- 

d efin ed  array k ep t th e  f lo o r ,  more fr e q u e n tly  w ith  th e s e  

fu n c t io n s  in  th e  low c e l l  (8 :  6 ) .  The same p a tte r n  i s  

tr u e  f o r  husbands and w ives in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rray  (8 «

9 , 1 2 ) .

Breaks

Husbands in  th e  h u sb a n d -d efin ed  array were broken in  

on w h ile  sp ea k in g  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  more 

fr e q u e n t ly  in  th e  low  c e l l  th an  in  th e  h igh  c e l l  (9 :  3 )

(z  = - 4 . 3 5 ,  p « < ^ o 0 1 ) .  The o p p o s ite  was tru e  f o r  w iv es  (9 : 6 ) ,
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Both husbands (z  = - 2 . 8 6 ,  p ^ ^ ,0 1 )  and w ives in  th e  w if e -  

d efin ed  array  (z  = - 2 . 2 6 ,  p l o s t  th e  f lo o r  w ith

in fo r m a tiv e s  to  breaks more fr e q u e n t ly  in  th e  low c e l l s  

(9 s  9 , 1 2 ) .  No p a tte r n s  emerged a t  a l l  f o r  r e p l i e s  or  b i d s .  

S im ila r ly ,  in  both  a r r a y s , no p a tte r n s  f o r  w ives u sin g  

a ck n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , o r  e v a lu a te s  em erged, \d i i le  husbands 

in  th e  low c e l l  were broken in  on more fr e q u e n t ly  when 

u sin g  th e se  fu n c t io n s  (12:  3 ,  12) .

B eginning and end ing tu r n s . G en eric  a n a ly s e s , 

p resen ted  in  Table 13 , r e v e a le d  th a t in fo r m a tiv e s  were th e  

most popular fu n c t io n  w ith  which a n on -sp eak er took  a tu rn  

from a cu rren t sp eak er as w e l l  as th e  most popular fu n c t io n  

on which a tu rn  was l o s t .  These a n a ly se s  were r e s t r i c t e d  

to  Rule 1 o c c u r r e n c e s . Twelve o f  th e s e  p a tte r n s  were Type I 

and tw enty were Type I I .

I n s e r t  Table 27 about h ere

To b eg in  tu r n s . T able 27 in d ic a te s  th a t  husbands and 

w iv es in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array and w ives i n  th e  w if e -  

d e fin ed  array  used few er in fo r m a tiv e s  w ith  which to  b e g in  a 

tu rn  in  th e  low  c e l l s  (1 :  3 , 6 , 9 ) .  No p a tte r n  emerged fo r  

husbands in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array on in fo r m a t iv e s . R e p lie s  

began more tu rn s fo r  h ig h  in e q u ita b le  husbands (2 : 1 ) and low  

in e q u ita b le  w iv es  (2 :  6 )  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  and 

f o r  w iv es  in  th e  ^ v ife -d efin ed  array  (2 :  9 ) .  In  th r e e  c a s e s .



T a b l e  27

C o n t e x t - S p e c i f i c  E q u i t y  B e g i n n i n g  T u r n s a b

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

F u n ctio n Husband -d e f in e d W ife -d e f in e d

Husband W ife W ife Husband

H M L H M L H L H M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .25 .25 %17 .22 .25 .19 .28 .27 .25 .24 .21 .2 4

2 R ep ly i l 3 .15 .11 .17 .13 .18 .1 9 .09 .17 .12 .15 .1 2

3 Bid .11 .11 .07 ,1 3 .09 .04* .0 9 .05 .07 .08 .10 .0 8

4 A ck/A cc/E v .12 .28 . 25* .17 .26 .09 .15 .25 .14 .20 .26 .2 6

Type I  p a tte r n s  are  u n d e r lin e d .

^ F ig u res  r e p r e s e n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v er  th e  t o t a l  number o f  tu r n  
changes w ith in  each  c e l l .

*  p .05

' v l
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b id s  began few er tu rn s i n  th e  low c e l l s  ( 3 : 3 ,  6 , 9 ) .

One o f  th e  p a t te r n s , w iv es  i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , 

ach iev ed  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n i f ic a n c e  (z  = 2 .1 8 ,  p < . 0 5 ) .

F in a l ly ,  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , husbands in  

th e  low  c e l l  used s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  

and e v a lu a te s  than  d id  husbands in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  (4 :  3)

(z  = - 2 ,1 4 ,  p .0 5 ) .  T h eir  w ives used few er o f  th e se  

fu n c t io n s  in  th e  low c e l l  (4 :  6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a rra y , w ives used few er o f  th e s e  fu n c tio n s  to  i n i a t i a t e  

tu rn s in  th e  low c e l l  (4 :  9 ) ,  v d iile  t h e ir  husbands used 

more o f  them to  b e g in  tu rn s (4 :  1 2 ) .

Concerning en d in g  tu rn s ( s e e  Table 2 8 ) ,  both  husbands 

and w iv es  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  used few er in fo rm a tiv e s  

to  con clu d e a tu rn  in  th e  low  c e l l  (1 :  3 , 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -  

d e fin e d  a rra y , lo w - in e q u ita b le  w ives used more in fo r m a tiv e s  

to  end tu rn s (1 :  9 ) \d i i l e  husbands i n  th e  low  c e l l  used  

few er o f  them (1 :  1 2 ) .  More r e p l i e s  ended tu rn s  fo r  

husbands in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  and w ives i n  th e  low  c e l l  in  th e  

h u sband-defined  array  (2 :  1 , 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , 

w iv es i n  th e  low  c e l l  ended few er tu r n s  w ith  r e p l i e s  (2 : 9 ) .  

Bids were used more by h i g h - c e l l  husbands and lo w - c e l l  

w ives in , t h e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array (3 :  1, 6 ) ;  more b id s  

ended tu rn s  fo r  h i g h - c e l l  w ives and lo w - c e l l  husbands in  

th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array  (3 :  7 , 1 2 ) . In  th e h u sb an d -d efin ed  

a rra y , more ackn ow led ges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  ended tu rn s  

fo r  husbands in  th e  low  c e l l  (4 : 3 ) ;  th e  o p p o s ite  was tru e
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f o r  t h e ir  w ives (4 :  6 ) ,  An id e n t ic a l  s e x - I n te r a c t io n  was 

found in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array: more o f  th e se  fu n c tio n s

ended tu rn s fo r  lo w - in e q u ita b le  w ives (4s 9 ) ,  b u t n o t fo r  

t h e ir  husbands (4 :  1 2 ) ,

I n s e r t  T able 28 about here

T op ic-change

R esearch  q u e s t io n  sev en  in v e s t ig a te d  th e  p a tte r n s  o f  

to p ic -c h a n g e  which were r e la t e d  to  th e  l e v e l s  o f  c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .  The i n t e r e s t  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  

i s  r e s t r ic t e d  o n ly  to  th o s e  to p ic s  which were changed w h ile  

tu rn s changed. Twelve o f  th e  p a tte rn s  were Type I ;  e ig h t  

were Type I I .

Turn exchange and t o p i c s . Table 29 r e v e a ls  th a t  

in  th e s e  d a ta , in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , th e  number o f  

to p ic -c h a n g e s  a t  tu rn -ch an ge p o in ts  vÆiich were i n i t i a t e d  by 

husbands and w ives w ere low er in  th e low  c e l l .  The o p p o s ite  

was tr u e  f o r  th e w ife -d e f in e d  a rray . None o f  th e s e  p a tte r n s  

ach ieved  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n i f i c a n c e .

I n s e r t  T able 29 about h ere

T op ics and f u n c t io n s . In th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array  

( s e e  T able 3 0 ) ,  both  husbands and w ives changed more to p ic s



T a b l e  28

C o n t e x t - S p e c i f i c  E q u i t y  E n d i n g  T u r n s abc

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

F u n ctio n Husband -d e f in e d W ife -d e fin e d

H

Husband 

M L H

W ife

M L H

W ife

M L

Husband 

H M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .3 6 .34 .22 .3 6 .34 .33 .35 .36 .39 .34 .35 .2 6

2 R eply .06 .06 .04 .0 6 .05 .07 .0 9 .06 .07 .05 .0 6 .05

3 Bid .05 .02 .0 3 .009 .0 1 3 .014 .0 1 3 .013 .007 .0 3 .0 3 .0 3

4 A ck/A cc/Ev .06 .16 .08 .06 .15 .05 .05 .17 .0 8 .09 .11 .05

Type I p a t te r n s  are  u n d e r lin e d .

F ig u res  r e p r e s e n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v er  th e  t o t a l  number o f  tu r n  changes  
w ith in  each  c e l l .

No s ig n i f i c a n c e  was reached  f o r  any o f  th e s e  p a t te r n s .

00o
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T o p ic -Change and Turn Exchange 

C o n te x t-S p e c if ic  E q u ity

a b

181

H usband-defined  

Husband W ife

H M L H M H

W ife -d efin ed  

Husband W ife

M L H M L

.19  .12  .09  .19  .15  .09 .1 2  .15  ,13  .06  .13  .13

Type I p a tte r n s  are u n d erlin ed

b^.F ig u res  r e p r e se n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  occu rren ces  o ver  th e  t o t a l  
number o f  tu rn s tak en  w ith in  each  c e l l .

w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  in  th e  low c e l l  (1 ;  3 , 6 ) .  A se x  in t e r a c t io n  

p a tte r n  was r e v e a le d  in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  array where low - 

in e q u ita b le  w iv es  changed few er t o p ic s  w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s  

and lo w - in e q u ita b le  husbands changed more (1 :  9 , 1 2 ) . Two 

se x  in t e r a c t io n s  were found f o r  r e p l i e s  in  th e se  d a ta : i n

th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a r ra y , th e  number o f  r e p l i e s  husbands 

used to  change t o p ic s  was low er in  th e  low c e l l  (2 :  3 ) .  The 

o p p o s ite  was tr u e  fo r  t h e ir  w ives (2 :  6 ) .  C o n v erse ly , in  the  

w ife -d e f in e d  a r r a y , w ives used more r e p l i e s  in  th e  low  c e l l  

(2 :  9 ) ,  w h ile  t h e ir  husbands used few er o f  them (2 : 1 2 ) .

I n s e r t  Table 30 about here

A ll  fo u r  p a tte r n s  fo r  b id s  r ev e a le d  th a t  th e  freq u en cy  
o f  t h e ir  use f o r  to p ic -c h a n g e s  was lo w e st  in  th e  low  c e l l  fo r



Table 30

C o n t e x t - S p e c i f i c  T o p i c - C h a n g e  a n d  F u n c t i o n 'a b

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Husband -d e f in e d W ife--d efin ed
F u n ctio n

H

Husband

M L H

W ife

M L H

W ife

M L H

Husband

M L

1 In fo rm a tiv e .16 .14 .17 .27 .36 .36 .3 4 .48 .25 .14 .16 .1 8

2 R eply .05 .02 .00 .0 0 .02 .02+ .00 .04 .04+ .04 .00 .02

3 Bid .11 .03 .00+ .07 .02 .02 .09 .04 .0 2 * .04 .05 .02

4 A ck/A cc/Ev .02 .02 .02+ .07 .00 .04 .03 .00 .07 .00 .02 .0 2 +

Type I p a t te r n s  are u n d er lin ed .

F ig u res  r e p r e s e n t  fr e q u e n c ie s  o f  o ccu rren ce  o v er  th e  t o t a l  number o f  to p ic -c h a n g e s  
w ith in  each  c e l l .

* p 05

+ z - v a lu e  im p o s s ib le  to  c a lc u la t e ;  s ig n i f i c a n c e  i n  p r o p o r tio n s  assum ed.

00N



1 8 3

b oth  husbands and w iv es  (3 :  3 , 6 , 9 , 1 2 ) .  One o f  th e  p a t te r n s ,  

w iv es in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , was s ig n i f i c a n t  (z  = 2 .1 1 ,  

p "05). In th e  husb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , w ives changed more 

t o p ic s  w ith  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  in  th e  h ig h  

c e l l  (4 :  6 ) .  Both husbands and w iv e s , in  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a rra y , used more o f  th e se  fu n c t io n s  to  change to p ic s  in  

th e  low  c e l l  (4 : 9 , 1 2 ) .

Summary

In th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  d a ta , when com parisons 

a re  made betw een th e  h ig h  and low  c e l l s ,  th e  speakers in  th e  

h ig h  c e l l s ;  (1 )  to o k  lo n g er  tu r n s , (2 )  were more s u c c e s s fu l  

a t  in te r r u p t in g  and b reak in g , (3 )  took  more tu rn s w ith  Rule 

1 , (4 )  took  fewer tu rn s  w ith  Rule 2 , (5 )  used more r e p l ie s  

w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (6 )  used more b id s  

w ith  which to  make u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n s , (7 )  used 

few er .a ck n o w led g es , a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  

make u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n s ,  (8 )  kept th e  f lo o r  more 

when an in te r r u p t io n  attem pt was made by t h e ir  spouse w h ile  

speak in g  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e , (9 )  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more to  

t h e ir  sp ou se on a break w h ile  speak in g  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e ,

(1 0 )  began more tu rn s  on in fo r m a tiv e s , (1 1 ) began more tu rn s  

on r e p l i e s ,  (1 2 ) began more tu rn s on b id s ,  (1 3 ) ended more 

tu rn s  on r e p l i e s ,  (1 4 )  ended more tu rn s on b id s ,  (1 5 ) ended 

few er tu rn s on ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s ,  and e v a lu a te s ,  and (1 6 )  

changed more t o p ic s  on b id s .
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T y p ic a lity  o f  C on versa tion  

C hapter I I  s tr e s s e d  th e  n o t io n  th a t  th e c o n v e r sa tio n s  

s tu d ie d  h ere  were p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n s  betw een in t im a te s .

An "aside" q u e s t io n  in v e s t ig a te d  h ere  was th e  d eg ree  to  \^ ic h  

co u p les  vÆio p a r t ic ip a te d  in  t h i s  stu d y  p erce iv ed  th e  f ilm ed  

c o n v e r sa tio n  a s  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o r  t y p ic a l .  F o llo w in g  th e  

to p ic  in te r v ie w , an in te r v ie w e r  a s c e r ta in e d  th e  d egree o f  

t y p ic a l i t y  a s  p erce iv ed  by th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .

T able 31 r e v e a ls  th a t  a m a jo r ity  (75 p e r c e n t)  o f  th e  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  p erce iv ed  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  a s  e i t h e r  h ig h ly  

t y p ic a l  o r  f a i r l y  t y p ic a l .  In  fo u r  c a se s  (co u p les  3 , 4 ,  6 , 

and 7 ) th e  c o u p le s  were s p l i t  betw een th e  h ig h ly  r e p r e s e n ta ­

t iv e  and n o n -r e p r e se n ta t iv e  r e s p o n se s . Or to  lo o k  a t  th e  

r e s u l t s  by c o u p le s ,  f i v e  co u p le s  o u t o f  tw e lv e  agreed th a t  

th e ir  c o n v e r s a t io n  was r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  (and fo u r  th a t  i t  was 

h ig h ly  r e p r e s e n t a t iv e ) ,  but i n  no ca se  d id  any co u p le  

r e p o r t  t h a t  i t  was n o t r e p r e s e n ta t iv e .

T ab le 31

P erce iv ed  T y p ic a l i ty  o f  C on versation

H igh ly
T v p ic ^

F a ir ly
T y p ica l

^  Not 
T yp ica l

IH IW 2W 2H
3W 4W 5H 3H
5W 6H 8H 4H
7H lOH 8W 6W
low IIH 9H 7W
IIW 12H 9W
12W

.54 .21 .2 5
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T his ch a p ter  has review ed th e  r e s u l t s  from th e  d a ta  

a n a ly se s  from th e  s t r u c t u r a l ,  fu n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e  

system s f o r  husband and w ife -d e f in e d  arrays in  c o n t e x t - f r e e  

and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity .  How th e s e  p a tte r n s  are  

in te r p r e te d  a cco rd in g  to  e q u ity  th eo ry  and in t im a te  co n v ersa ­

t io n  i s  d is c u s s e d  in  th e  fo llo w in g  ch a p te r .



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION

The purpose o f  t h i s  ch a p ter  i s  to  e x p la in , in t e r p r e t ,  

and d is c u s s  th e  r e s u l t s  p resen ted  in  Chapter IV. F o llow in g  

a summary o f  th e  r e s u l t s ,  th e  ch a p ter  a ttem p ts to  go beyond 

th e  o r ig in a l  r e se a r c h  q u e stio n s  and a s s e s s  th e  e x p la n a to ry  

power o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  fo r  c o n v e r sa t io n a l b eh a v io r  betw een  

in t im a te s .  The a ssessm en t i s  made through th r e e  q u e s t io n s ;

(1 ) How w e ll  does e q u ity  th eo ry  e x p la in  husbands' and w iv es ' 

c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh avior?  (2 ) What are th e  l im i t a t io n s  

in h eren t in  t h i s  research ?  (3 )  What i s s u e s  from t h i s  

stu d y need c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and e x p la n a tio n  in  th e  l i g h t  

o f  p rev io u s r e sea rc h  and vh at are  t h e ir  im p lic a t io n s  

fo r  fu tu re  resea rch ?

Summarv

T his s e c t io n  rev iew s th e  r e sea rc h  q u e s t io n s  r e la te d  

to  e q u ity  th e o r y . For h igh  in e q u ita b le  speakers in  th e  

c o n t e x t - f r e e  a r r a y s , fo u r tee n  p a tte r n s  were found to  be 

c o n s is t e n t  betw een husbands and w iv e s . A ll com parisons h ere  

are made betw een th e  h igh  and low c e l l s .

R esearch  q u e s t io n  two ask si" G iv en  a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t-

f r e e  com m unication e q u ity ,  what a re  th e p a tte r n s  o f  s tr u c tu r a l
186
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com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  each  le v e l? "  Only one p a tte rn  

was found to  be c o n s is t e n t  under t h i s  q u e s t io n . Speakers 

in  th e  h ig h  c e l l s  took  lo n g e r  tu rn s than  sp eak ers in  the  

low  c e l l s .

R esearch  q u e s t io n  th r e e  asks:"G iven  a l e v e l  o f  

c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication e q u ity ,  what are  th e  p a tter n s  o f  

fu n c t io n a l  com munication a p p ro p ria te  to  each  l e v e l ?" E leven  

p a tte r n s  emerged as c o n s is t e n t  betw een husbands and w ives  

under t h i s  q u e s t io n . Speakers in  th e  h ig h  c e l l ;  (1 )  used 

few er in fo r m a tiv e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (2 )  

used more r e p l i e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s fu l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (3 )  

used few er ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which 

to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (4 )  used few er acknow ledges, 

a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  to  u n s u c c e s s fu lly  in te r r u p t ,  (5 )  

l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more when in te r r u p te d  by t h e ir  sp ou ses w h ile  

speak in g  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e , (6 )  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more when 

in te r r u p te d  by t h e ir  spou ses w h ile  speaking w ith  a b id , (7 )  

k ep t th e  f lo o r  more when an in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p t was made by 

t h e ir  sp o u ses  w h ile  speaking w ith  a b id , (8 )  began more tu rn s  

w ith  in fo r m a t iv e s , (9 )  began more turns w ith  b id s ,  (10) 

ended more tu rn s w ith  r e p l i e s ,  and (11) ended more turns  

w ith  b id s . -

R esearch  q u e s t io n  fou r asks : "Given a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t-  

f r e e  com m unication e q u ity ,  what are  the p a tte r n s  o f  to p ic -  

change a p p ro p r ia te  to  each  le v e l? "  Two p a tte r n s  emerged 

as c o n s is t e n t  from th e se  a n a ly s e s .  Speakers i n  th e  h igh  

c e l l  changed more to p ic s  a t  to p ic -ch a n g e  p o in ts  th an  did
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speakers in  th e  low  c e l l .  They a ls o  changed few er to p ic s  

w ith  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts , and e v a lu a te s  th an  did low c e l l  

sp e a k e r s .

For h igh  in e q u ita b le  sp ea k ers i n  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  

a r r a y s , s ix t e e n  p a tte r n s  were found to  be c o n s is t e n t  betw een  

husbands and w iv e s . A ll  com parisons h ere a re  made betw een  

th e  h igh  and low c e l l s .

R esearch q u e s t io n  f iv e  ask s:" G iven  a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t -  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity ,  what are  th e  p a tte r n s  o f  

s tr u c tu r a l  com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  each  le v e l? "  Four 

p a tte r n s  emerged as c o n s is t e n t  under t h i s  q u e s t io n . Speakers  

in  th e  h igh  c e l l :  (1 )  took  lo n g e r  tu r n s , (2 )  were more

s u c c e s s fu l  a t  in te r r u p t in g  and b reak in g , (3 )  took  more tu rn s  

w ith  Rule 1, and (4 ) took  l e s s  tu rn s w ith  Rule 2 .

R esearch q u e s t io n  s ix  a sk s;" G iv en  a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity ,  what a re  th e p a tte r n s  o f  

fu n c t io n a l com m unication a p p ro p ria te  to  each  le v e l? "  E lev en  

p a tte rn s  emerged under t h i s  q u e s t io n . Speakers in  th e  h ig h  

c e l l :  (1 )  used more r e p l i e s  w ith  which to  s u c c e s s f u l ly

in te r r u p t ,  (2 )  used more b id s  w ith  which to  make u n su c c e ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n  a tte m p ts , (3 )  used few er ack n ow led ges, a c c e p ts ,  

and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  make u n su c c e ss fu l in te r r u p t io n  

a ttem p ts , (4 )  k ep t th e  f lo o r  more when an in te r r u p t io n  

attem pt was made by t h e ir  sp ou se  w h ile  sp ea k in g  w ith  an  

in fo r m a tiv e , (5 ) l o s t  th e  f lo o r  more to  t h e ir  spou se on a 

break w h ile  speak in g  w ith  an in fo r m a tiv e , (6 )  began more
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tu rn s on in fo r m a t iv e s , (7 )  began more turns on r e p l i e s ,  (8 )  

began more tu rn s on b id s ,  (9 )  ended more turns on r e p l i e s ,

(10) ended more tu rn s on  b id s , and (1 1 ) ended few er tu rn s  

on ack n ow led ges, a c c e p t s , and e v a lu a t e s .

R esearch  q u e s t io n  sev en  asks: "Given a l e v e l  o f  c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity ,  what a re  th e  p a tte r n s  o f  

to p ic -c h a n g e  a p p ro p r ia te  to  each  le v e l? "  Only one p a t te r n  

emerged as c o n s is t e n t  betw een husbands and wiveso Speakers  

in  th e  h ig h  c e l l  changed more t o p ic s  on b id s than  did  

speakers i n  th e  low c e l l .

When th e  c o n te x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  summaries 

above are com bined, sev en  p a tte rn s  emerge as c o n s is t e n t  

a cro ss  arrays and betw een sp o u se s . These seven  p a tte r n s  

in d ic a te  t h a t ,  r e g a r d le s s  o f  s e x , h ig h  in e q u ita b le  sp ea k ers:  

(1 )  took  lo n g er  t u r n s , (2 )  used more r e p l i e s  w ith  which to  

s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t ,  (3 )  used few er acknow ledges, 

a c c e p ts , and e v a lu a te s  w ith  which to  u n su c c e s s fu lly  

in te r r u p t ,  (4 )  began more tu rn s w ith  in fo r m a tiv e s , (5 )  

began more tu rn s w ith  b id s ,  (6 )  ended more turns w ith  

r e p l i e s ,  and (7 ) ended more tu rn s w ith  b id s .

M arita l Communication and E ou itv  

The c o n v e r s a t io n a l d ata  gath ered  in  t h is  r e se a r c h  

was in v e s t ig a te d  and c a te g o r iz e d  a cco rd in g  to  th r e e  

system s ( s t r u c t u r a l ,  fu n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e )  and 

th en  arrayed accord in g  to  th e  d e f in i t io n s  o f  s e l f - r e p o r t  

com m unication e q u ity  d ata  ( c o n te x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c ) .
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The underly ing theme fo r  a l l  sev en  r e sea rc h  q u estio n s  i s  

sim p ly  "are th ere  p a tter n s  o f  p u b lic  c o n v e r s a tio n a l b eh av ior  

w hich correspond w ith  p a r t ic ip a n ts '  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  c o n te x t-  

f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication eq u ity?"  N e c e s sa r ily t  

th e n , th e  q u e stio n  becomes "how w e ll can  th e  array o f  co u p le s  

accord in g  to  com m unication e q u ity  be ex p la in ed  by con versa ­

t io n a l  behaviors?" That i s ,  are  the d if f e r e n c e s  in  b eh av iors  

a c r o s s  th e se  c e l l s  r e la te d  w ith  d if f e r e n c e s  in  e q u ity  p er ­

c e p tio n s?  I f  so , e q u ity  becomes a f e a s ib l e  means by which  

c o n v e r sa tio n a l b eh a v io rs  may be accounted f o r .  I f  n o t, 

an oth er  search  must be d ir e c te d  fo r  a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  

c o n s tr u c ts  c o n s t i tu t in g  a th eo ry  w ith  which to  e x p la in  th e s e  

b eh a v io ra l p a tte r n s .

In t h is  s e c t io n ,  r e s u l t s  from th e  s t r u c tu r a l ,

f u n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e  a n a ly se s  are d isc u sse d  in

tu r n . Under each  a n a ly s i s ,  two is s u e s  are  d e a lt  w ith :

(1 )  do the p a ttern s  correspond w ith  e x p e c ta t io n s  from e q u ity

th e o r y  and (2 ) i s  th er e  correspondence f o r  th e se  p a tter n s

betw een c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  form u la tion s?

F in a l ly ,  sta tem en ts about th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  e q u ity  th e o ry

to  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n  betw een in tim a te s  a re  made. Throughout

t h i s  s e c t io n ,  resp on dent r e f e r s  to  th e  p erson  whose e q u ity

sc o r e  d efin ed  th e  array o f  s c o r e s .  Spouse r e f e r s  to  th e
9

r e sp o n d e n t's  husband or w if e .

S tru ctu re

Concerning TCU r a t io  betw een husbands and w ives ( s e e
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Table 3 2 ) ,  e q u ity  th eo ry  s u g g e s ts  th a t  h igh  in e q u ita b le  

resp on d en ts should  attem pt to  r e s to r e  eq u ity  by sp eak in g  

w ith  more TCU's than  t h e ir  p a rtn er  in  an e f f o r t  t o  hold  

th e  f lo o r  lo n g e r . These d ata  show th a t  two o f  th e  fou r  

p a t te r n s , both o f  which were i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y ,  

met th e se  e x p e c ta t io n s .  S im ila r ly ,  more in e q u ita b le  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  should ta k e  lo n g e r  tu r n s . In  a l l  fo u r  c a s e s ,  

th e  r e sp o n d e n t's  b eh av ior met th e  t h e o r e t ic a l  a ssu m p tio n s, 

as turn  le n g th  d ecreased  as in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . T heir  

sp o u ses' b eh a v io r  showed an in c r e a s e  in  turn  le n g th  in  

th r e e  o f  th e s e  fo u r  c a s e s ,  in d ic a t in g  a d e f in i t e  d is p a r ity  

betw een th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s .

I n s e r t  Table 32 about here

The most dram atic c o n v e r sa t io n a l phenomena which can  

occu r are in s ta n c e s  where c u rren t speakers do n o t w ish  to  

r e l in q u is h  th e  f lo o r  to  a n oth er  sp eak er , but y e t ,  lo s e  th e ir  

tu r n . In  r e v ie w , th e r e  are  two c a te g o r ie s  f o r  such b eh a v io rs:  

in t e r r u p t io n s . which occur a t  n o n -tr a n s it io n  r e le v a n c e  p la c e s ,  

and b re a k s . which occur a t  tu rn  r e le v a n c e  p la c e s .

A ll  b reak s, by d e f in i t i o n ,  are  s u c c e s s f u l .  I n te r r u p tio n  

attem p ts may be e i t h e r  s u c c e s s fu l  or u n su c c e s s fu l,  depending  

upon w hether th e  cu rren t sp eak er s to p s  t a lk in g .

E quity  th eo ry  su g g e s ts  th a t  h igh  in e q u ita b le  p a r t i c i ­

pants should attem p t to  r e s t o r e  e q u ity  to  t h e ir  c o n v e r sa tio n s



Table 32

Communication Equity and Structure

Context-SpecificContext-Free

Husband-defined Wife-defined Husband-defined Wife-definedItem

Wives WivesHusbands Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

D**TCU ratio

Turn length D** D** I**

Int/Break 
Success Rate D*

D** D** D**Rule 1 D**

D** j * *Rule 2 I**

Type I patterns are underlined

Increases (I) and decreases (D) as inequity decreases; level patterns = (L)

**
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by s u c c e s s f u l ly  ta k in g  th e  f lo o r  away from a cu rren t speaker  

more than would low in e q u ita b le  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  These a n a ly se s  

rev ea led  th r e e  o f  fo u r  c a se s  which met th e s e  assu m ption s.

In  a l l  c a s e s ,  th e  spou ses to o k  th e  f lo o r  away from resp on dents  

l e s s  as in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . This in d ic a te s  th a t f o r  

resp on dents who f e e l  l e s s  in e q u ity ,  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  are  

more s ta b le  and req u ire  l e s s  need to  tak e  th e  f lo o r  away from  

another sp eak er .

Table 32 in d ic a te s  th a t  in  th r e e  c a s e s , h ig h  in e q u i­

ta b le  resp on d en ts had more tu rn s  g iv e n  to  them (R ule 1 a p p l i ­

c a t io n )  by t h e ir  spou ses th an  did  low  in e q u ita b le  resp o n d en ts . 

W hile Rule 1 usage appears to  be an in t e r e s t in g  phenomenon 

fo r  c o n v e r sa tio n a l a n a ly s i s ,  th e r e  i s  n o th in g  in h er en t in  

e q u ity  th eo ry  which su g g e s ts  resp on d en t o r  spouse b eh av ior  

f o r  Rule 1 u sage . The f ig u r e s  do n o t r e f l e c t  a r a t io  o f  

tu rn s g iv e n  by Rule 1 a p p l ic a t io n  betw een sp ea k ers . As su ch , 

an a n a ly s is  o f  ta k in g  tu rn s by Rule 1 does not appear to  be 

a s ig n i f i c a n t  v a r ia b le  e x p la in a b le  by e q u ity  th e o r y . Rule 2 , 

how ever, d e a ls  s p e c i f i c a l l y  w ith  n on -sp eak ers ta k in g  tu rn s a t  

ru le -g o v ern ed  p la c e s .  E quity  th eory  su g g e s ts  th a t  h igh  

in e q u ita b le  sp eak ers do ta k e  l e s s  advantage o f  th e s e  oppor­

t u n i t i e s ,  and th e r e fo r e , shou ld  in c r e a s e  th e  number o f  tu rn s  

th e y  ta k e  by Rule 2 as t h e ir  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d e c r e a se s .

The d ata  in d ic a te  th a t  in  th r e e  o f  th e  fo u r  resp on d en ts c a s e s , 

t h i s  assum ption  was met. As w ith  Rule 1 a n a ly s e s , w ith o u t  

r a t io  in fo rm a tio n  o f  turns ta k en  betw een  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s , the
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sp o u se 's  behavior i s  n o t in te r p r e ta b le  «

In  summary, f o r  resp o n d en ts , th e  co n v er sa tio n  d ata  

from th e s e  s tr u c tu r a l  a n a ly se s  met th e  assum ptions o f  e q u ity  

th eo ry  in  tw elv e  o f  th e  s ix t e e n  c a s e s .  Or, in  o th er  w ords, 

e q u ity  th eo ry  e x p la n a tio n s  accounted fo r  75 p ercen t o f  th e se  

p a t te r n s . The r e a l  t e s t  o f  com m unication e q u ity  fo r  i t s  

ex p la n a to ry  power in  th e s e  d a ta , how ever, comes through an 

exam in ation  o f  i t s  a b i l i t y  to  m ain ta in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  

fo r  th e s e  p a tte rn s  r e g a r d le s s  o f  vdiether the p a tte r n s  are  

i n  th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  fo rm u la tio n  or  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  

fo rm u la tio n . For resp on d en ts in  th e  husband-defined  a r r a y s ,  

p a tte r n s  were id e n t ic a l  in  fou r  o f  th e  f iv e  c a se s  ( s e e  Table  

32, compare columns 1 and 5 ) .  The sp o u ses' p a tter n s  were 

th e same in  th re e  o f  th e  four in s ta n c e s  (compare columns 2 

and 6 ) .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , resp o n d en ts' p a tter n s  

were th e  same in  th r e e  o f  th e  f i v e  c a se s  (columns 3 and 7 )  

w h ile  spouse b e h a v io r a l p a ttern s  rem ained th e same in  th r e e  

o f  fo u r  in s ta n c e s  (colum ns 4 and 8 ) .  Because th e s e  s tr u c tu r a l  

p a t te r n s , 75 p ercen t o f  which are ex p la in ed  by assum ptions  

from e q u ity  th eo ry , h o ld  in  a minimum o f  60 p ercen t and a 

maximum o f  80 p ercen t o f  a l l  c a s e s ,  t h i s  w r ite r  con clu d es  

th a t  com m unication e q u ity  fo r  th e  s tr u c tu r a l system  i s , 

in d eed , a pow erful means by which c o n v e r sa tio n a l b eh av iors  

may be accounted f o r  i n  m a r ita l dyads.

F unction

In  t h is  p r o j e c t ,  the fu n c t io n s  a sso c ia te d  w ith  each



195

sp e a k e r 's  c o n tr ib u t io n s  have been  in v e s t ig a te d  as a  means by 

vÆiich th e  s t r a t e g i e s  w ith  w hich speakers accom p lish  s tr u c tu r a l  

ta s k s  and change t o p ic s  may be brought to  l i g h t .  I m p lic it  

i n  t h i s  in v e s t ig a t io n  i s  th e  understand ing th a t  fu n c tio n s  

have d i f f e r in g  im pact upon a c o n v e r sa tio n . T h erefo re , e q u ity  

th eo ry  would su g g e s t  th a t  th e  fu n c tio n s  would be d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  

used in  a c h ie v in g  c o n v e r s a t io n a l en d s . F ollow in g  t h is  l i n e  

o f  r e a so n in g , s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  g a in in g  and lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  

\d ien a cu rren t speaker d id  n o t w ish  to  r e lin q u is h  i t  are  

d is c u s s e d , fo llo w e d  by s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  tu rn  exchange.

G aining th e  f l o o r . The purpose o f  exam ining th e se  

fo u r  fu n c t io n a l  c la s s e s  fo r  a c h ie v in g  c o n v e r sa tio n a l s t r a t e ­

g i e s  by sp eak ers o f  d i f f e r in g  l e v e l s  o f  e q u ity  i s  ach ieved  

by w e ig h tin g  each  fu n c t io n  co n cern in g  i t s  o v e r a l l  p o l i t e n e s s ,  

d ir e c t n e s s ,  or b lu n tn e ss  on th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  o f  vdiich i t  i s  

a p a r t . The assign m en t o f  a c o n tr ib u t io n  to  one o f  th e se  

c a te g o r ie s  i s  b e h a v io r a lly  b a sed . Whether a speaker in ten d ed  

t o  be p o l i t e ,  d i r e c t ,  o r  b lu n t w ith  a c o n tr ib u t io n  i s  i r r e l e ­

v a n t . The im pact o f  th e  c o n tr ib u t io n  upon th e  co n v e r sa tio n  

i n  w hich i t  o ccu rs  i s  th e  c r i t e r i o n  by which an assignm ent  

i s  made.

When ta k in g  th e  f lo o r  away from another speaker \jh.o 

d oes n o t w ish  t o  r e l in q u is h  i t ,  fu n c t io n s  may be ordered  

from b lu n t to  p o l i t e  a s  f o l lo w s :  (1 )  in fo rm a tiv e s  are th e

most b lu n t and d ir e c t ,  as  th e y  c o n tr ib u te  m a ter ia l to  th e  

c o n v e r sa t io n  vAiich has n ot p r e v io u s ly  been  in trod u ced ;
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(2 )  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s  ser v e  to  confirm  

deny, or c r i t i c i z e  a p r io r  c o n tr ib u t io n , and as su c h , are  

rea so n a b ly  d ir e c t  but not n e c e s s a r i ly  im p o lite ;  (3 )  r e p l ie s  

are c o n te n t bound fu n c tio n s  which must fo llo w  an e l i c i t a t i o n ,  

are rea so n a b ly  d i r e c t ,  but a re  a ls o  exp ected  f u n c t io n s ,  and 

th u s , are  p o l i t e ,  w h ile  (4 )  b id s  are s ig n a ls  than  a non­

speaker w ish es  to  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  d is c o u r s e , are c o n te n t-  

f r e e ,  in d ir e c t ,  and p o l i te o  How th e s e  w eighted  fu n c tio n s  

vary a cco rd in g  to  s u c c e s s fu l  in te r r u p t io n s , u n su c c e ss fu l  

in te r r u p t io n s ,  and breaks becomes th e  to p ic  o f  i n t e r e s t  h ere  

in  order to  c o n c e p tu a liz e  c o n v e r s a t io n a l s t r a t e g ie s  by 

speakers o f  d i f f e r in g  e q u ity  l e v e l s .

The p a tte r n s  vh ich  emerged in  th e se  a n a ly se s  (se e  

Table 3 3 ) in d ic a te d  th a t  sp eakers become more b lu n t as 

th e  resp o n d en ts  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . For in fo rm a tiv e s  

and acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  and e v a lu a te s ,  s i x  o f  e ig h t  

resp on d en ts in crea sed  t h e ir  use o f  th e se  p a tte r n s  to  

s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p t  th e o th e r  v d iile  t h e ir  sp ou ses d id  

th e  same i n  fou r  c a s e s .  For r e p l i e s  and b id s ,  f i v e  o f  e ig h t  

resp on d en ts used few er r e p l i e s  and b id s w ith  which to  s u c c e s ­

s f u l l y  in te r r u p t  v h i l e  t h e ir  sp o u ses  fo llo w e d  s u i t  in  sev en  

o f  e ig h t  in s t a n c e s .

I n s e r t  Table 33 about h ere

On in te r r u p t io n  a ttem p ts vdiich were u n s u c c e s s fu l , s i x
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Table 33

Communication Equity and Function 

(Gaining Floor)

ab

Context -F ree C o n te x t-S p e c if ic

Function Husband-de fined W ife- defined Husband-defined W ife-defined

Husbands Wives Wives Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

Successfu l In te r ru p tio n s

In fo rm ative I I I I 0 I I D

Reply D*« D D* D -21* 0 D D

Bid L D I D I I D D

Ack/Acc/Ev D I I I» 0 D** I

Unsuccess f 'j l  In te r ru p tio n s

In fo rm ative I D D** I D I L I

Reply D* p2 0 L

Bid I I** D P* D»* D* P*

Ack/Acc/Ev I D I D I** I I I**

Breaks

In fo rm ative D* jT I* r J l

Reply I D D* _r -21* X
Bid D D 1“ 0** 0 I 0

Ack/Acc/Ev I«* D D D* I I D D**

^ype I patterns are underlined.

^Increases (I) and decreases (D) as inequity decreases; level 
patterns = (L)

*p < .05

**p < .01

z^value impossible to c a lc u la te ;  s ig n if ic a n ce  on proportions  assumed.
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o f  e ig h t  in s ta n c e s  saw resp on d en ts in c r e a s in g  t h e i r  use o f  

b lu n t c o n tr ib u t io n s  ( in fo r m a tiv e s ;  acknow ledges, a c c e p ts ,  

and e v a lu a te s )  w h ile  t h e ir  sp o u ses  d id  th e  same i n  f i v e  

ca seso  F iv e  o f  e ig h t  resp on dents d ecreased  t h e ir  use o f  

p o l i t e  fu n c t io n s  ( r e p l i e s  and b id s )  as t h e ir  in e q u ity  l e v e l  

decreasedo Four o f  th e  e ig h t  sp o u ses  responded i d e n t i c a l l y .

For b rea k s, th r e e  p a tte r n s  o f  in c r e a s in g ly  b lu n t  

fu n c tio n s  and th r e e  p a tter n s  o f  d e c r e a s in g ly  b lu n t  fu n c tio n s  

were fou n d . F ive  sp o u ses  in c r e a se d  t h e ir  use o f  them . F iv e  

p a tte r n s  were found by resp on d en ts f o r  p o l i t e  fu n c t io n s  

which d ecreased  as t h e ir  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d e crea sed .

Three p a tte r n s  were s im ila r  by t h e ir  sp o u ses .

In  s h o r t ,  in  a ttem p tin g  to  ta k e  th e  f lo o r  from  

sp eak ers who d id  n ot want to  r e l in q u is h  i t ,  a r e fe r e n c e  to  

Table 34 i s  i n s i g h t f u l .  This ta b le  r e v e a ls  th a t  a s  resp on ­

d en ts ' l e v e l s  o f  in e q u ity  d e c r e a se d , t h e ir  employment o f  

p o l i t e  fu n c t io n s  to  ta k e  th e  f lo o r  away from a cu rren t  

speaker d e c r e a se d , and t h e ir  employment o f  th e  more d ir e c t  

or b lu n t fu n c tio n s  in c r e a s e d .

I n s e r t  Table 34 about h ere

For g a in in g  th e  f lo o r ,  e q u ity  was m oderately  s u c c e s s fu l  

a t  e x p la in in g  c o n v e r s a tio n a l p a tte r n s  ( s e e  Table 3 3 ) .  For 

r e sp o n d e n ts , in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a r r a y s , o n ly  s i x  o f  

tw e lv e  p a tte r n  d ir e c t io n s  agreed betw een  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and
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T a b l e  34

3 -bF u n ctio n a l P a tter n s  f o r  G aining th e  F loor

P a tter n s B lunt P o l i t e

S u c c e s s fu l In te r r u p tio n s I D

U n su c ce ss fu l I n te r r u p tio n s I D

Breaks L D

^ In c re a se s  ( l )  and d e c r e a se s  
p a tte r n s  = ( L ) .

^Only resp o n d en ts  are p laced

(D) as in e q u ity  d e c r e a se s ;  l e v e l  

h e r e .

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  fo r m u la t io n s . W hile fo r  t h e ir  sp o u ses ,  

sev en  o f  tw e lv e  p a tte r n s  a g reed . In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  

a r r a y s , f o r  re sp o n d e n ts , e ig h t  o f  th e  tw e lv e  p a tte r n s  

were i n  agreem ent con cern in g  d ir e c t io n  betw een th e  two 

fo r m u la t io n s . For s p o u se s , sev en  o f  th e  tw e lv e  d ir e c t io n s  

were i n  agreem ent.

L osin g  th e  f l o o r . The same w e ig h tin g s  fo r  fu n c tio n s  

in  lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  a p p ly  a s  were d e lin e a te d  e a r l i e r  fo r  

g a in in g  i t  ( s e e  Table 3 5 ) .  When s u c c e s s f u l ly  in te r r u p te d ,  

i n  f i v e  c a s e s ,  resp o n d en ts  l o s t  th e  f lo o r  on th e  b lu n t  

fu n c t io n s  l e s s  o f t e n  as t h e ir  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . 

Spouses perform ed i d e n t i c a l l y  in  f i v e  c a s e s .  Respondents 

l o s t  th e  f lo o r  on p o l i t e  fu n c t io n s  more o f t e n  as t h e ir  

in e q u ity  l e v e l  d ec re a sed . F iv e  p a tte r n s  r e v e a le d  t h e ir
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spou ses were s u c c e s s f u l ly  in ter ru p ted  l e s s  o f te n  on p o l i t e  

f u n c t io n s .

I n s e r t  Table 35 about h ere

R espondents kep t th e  f lo o r  l e s s  o f te n  ( fo u r  c a s e s )  

on b lu n t fu n c tio n s  as th ey  were u n s u c c e s s fu lly  in terru p ted  

as t h e ir  in e q u ity  l e v e l  d ec re a se d . T heir sp ou ses kept th e  

f lo o r  more on b lu n t fu n ctio n so  Respondents were s p l i t  

between in c r e a s in g  and d ecrea s in g  p o l i t e  fu n c tio n s  as t h e ir  

l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . T h eir sp ou ses in crea sed  t h e ir  

use o f  p o l i t e  fu n c tio n s  in  f i v e  c a s e s .

F in a l ly ,  resp on d en ts were sp eak in g  w ith  b lu n t  

fu n c tio n s  more when broken in  on as t h e ir  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  

d ecreased  (fo u r  o f  e ig h t  c a s e s ) .  T heir sp ou ses a ls o  had 

th e  same number o f  o c c u r r e n c e s . R espondents o n ly  had one 

p a tte r n  fo r  p o l i t e  fu n c tio n s  which was a d ecrea se  as t h e ir  

l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . T h eir  spou ses s p l i t  between an 

in c r e a s in g  and d e cr e a s in g  use o f  p o l i t e  fu n c t io n s .

In  summary, Table 36 c h a r a c te r iz e s  th e se  two c la s s e s  

o f  fu n c tio n s  vÆiich speakers employed in  l i g h t  o f  losing: 

t h e ir  tu rn . This ta b le  r e v e a ls  th a t  as p a r t ic ip a n ts '  l e v e l s  

o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed , th ey  were both in te r r u p te d  l e s s  and 

re ta in e d  th e  f lo o r  l e s s  w h ile  sp eak in g  w ith  b lu n t fu n c t io n s .  

When broken in  on , p a r t ic ip a n ts  used more b lu n t fu n c tio n s  

as t h e ir  in e q u ity  l e v e l  d e c re a se d .
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Table 35

Communication Equity and Function' 

(Losing Floor)

ab

C ontex t-F ree C on tex t-S p ec ific

Function Husband-defined W ife-defined Husband-•defined W ife-defined

Husband Wives Wives Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

S u ccess fu l I n te r ru p t ions

In fo rm ative D I D D L D*« I I

Reply P* D X D** D* I D*«

Bid I I I«* I** D

Ack/Acc/Ev D* _ l l I X _D

U nsuccessful In te r ru p t io n s

In fo rm ative I -IT D*« I** D D _21* D

Reply D D* X D* I I D*

Bid 0 X X I

Ack/Acc/Ev D* I I X X
Breaks

In fo rm ative I** I* I** I** D . 1“ I*

Reply X
Bid D* P*

Ack/Acc/Ev D* D* r I*

^ype I patterns are underlined

^Increases (I) and decreases(D) as inequity decreases; Level of 
patterns = (L)

*p < .05

**p < .01

-va lue  impossible to  c a lc u la te ;  s ig n if ic a n c e  on p roportions  assumed.
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Table 36

F u n ctio n a l P a ttern s  fo r  L osing th e  Floor^^

P a ttern s Blunt P o l i t e

S u c c e s s fu l  In te r r u p tio n s D I

U n su c c ess fu l In te r r u p tio n s D L

Breaks I D

^ In c re a se s  ( I )  and d ec re a se s  
p a tte r n s  = (L)

^Only resp on d en ts a re  p laced

(D) as  

h ere

in e q u ity  d e c r e a se s ;  l e v e l

The su c c e ss  o f  e q u ity  th e o r y  a t  e x p la in in g  con versa ­

t io n a l  p a tte r n s  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  was very  

weak (se e  Table 3 4 ) .  For r e sp o n d e n ts , i n  th e husband- 

d e fin ed  a r r a y s , f i v e  o f  th e  e ig h t  p a tte r n s  were i n  th e  same 

d ir e c t io n  in  both th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  

fo r m u la t io n s , w h ile  f o r  t h e ir  s p o u s e s , o n ly  one o f  s ix  

p a tte r n s  remained th e  same. In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y s , 

r esp o n d en ts ' p a tte r n s  ran  in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  i n  two o f  

s i x  p a tte r n s  w h ile  t h e ir  sp o u ses  were id e n t ic a l  in  th ree  o f  

n in e .

B eginning and ending t u r n s . The w e ig h tin g  o f  fu n c t io n s  

fo r  tu rn  exchange must be a lt e r e d  s l i g h t l y  from th a t  used f o r  

in te r r u p t in g  and b rea k in g . H ere, th e  continuum runs from
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o b lig a te d  ( in fo r m a tiv e s ;  ack n ow led ges, a c c e p ts , and e v a lu a te s )  

to  u n o b lig a ted  (b id s  and r e p l i e s ) .  In fo rm a tiv es  are  th e  most 

o b lig a to r y  and a r e  th o se  conten t-b ou n d  fu n c tio n s  which  

an other speaker i s  o b lig a te d  to  l i s t e n  to  b ecau se o f  t h e ir  

in tr o d u c t io n  o f  new m a te r ia l in t o  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n .

S im ila r ly ,  acknow ledges, a ccep ts , and e v a lu a te s  a re  o b lig a to r y  

because th e y  are  in h e r e n t ly  lin k e d  to  th e  p r io r  sp e a k e rs '  

tu rn  and must be l i s t e n e d  to  b ecau se  o f  t h e ir  e f f e c t  on  how 

th e  o th e r  speaker w i l l  c o n tr ib u te  to  d is c o u r s e . C o n v erse ly , 

b id s  a re  not conten t-b ou n d  and may be ta lk ed  through by 

an oth er speaker w ith o u t much l o s s  i n  term s o f  understan d in g  

th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  or  a f f e c t in g  th e  n ex t c o n tr ib u t io n . R e p lie s  

are  th e  l e a s t  o b lig a to r y  fu n c t io n  i n  t h a t ,  v h i l e  th ey  are  

alw ays preceded by e l i c i t a t i o n s , th ey  do not a lw ays answer 

q u e s t io n s . W hile a p a r t ic ip a n t  u sin g  a r e p ly  may f e e l  

o b lig a te d  to  answ er, c o r r e c t ,  o r  c l a r i f y  a p r io r  c o n tr ib u ­

t io n  by a n o th e r , th e  o th er  p a r t ic ip a n t  may a ls o  t a lk  through  

th e  r e p ly  w ith o u t g r e a t  c o n v e r s a t io n a l l o s s .  T h is  i s  p a r t i ­

c u la r ly  tr u e  in  th o se  c o n v e r sa tio n s  where one sp eak er i s  

l i k e l y  to  be a b le  to  p r e d ic t  an oth er  sp e a k e r 's  answ er.

These d a ta  ( s e e  Table 37) r e v e a l t h a t ,  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  

tu r n s , resp o n d en ts  d ecreased  t h e ir  use o f  o b lig a te d  fu n c tio n s  

i n  f i v e  o f  e ig h t  c a se s  as t h e ir  in e q u ity  l e v e l  d e cr e a se d .

For th e  in fo r m a tiv e  fu n c t io n ,  a l l  fo u r  resp o n d en ts  showed 

t h i s  d e c r e a s e . T h eir  w ives showed an even  s p l i t  betw een  

in c r e a s in g  and d e c r e a s in g . In sev en  o f  e ig h t  c a s e s .
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resp o n d en ts' use o f  u n ob liga ted  fu n c tio n s  decreased  w h ile  

t h e ir  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed . T h eir  spouses d ecreased  

in  fou r p a t te r n s .

I n s e r t  Table 37 about h ere

Concerning fu n c t io n s  a t  th e  end o f  tu rn s ( s e e  Table  

3 8 ) ,  f i v e  resp on dent p a tte r n s  showed an  in c r e a s e  in  o b lig a te d  

fu n c tio n s  as th e  l e v e l  o f  in e q u ity  d ecrea sed , w h ile  t h e ir  

spou ses d ecreased  in  sev en  o f  e ig h t  p a t te r n s . S ix  o f  th e  

e ig h t  p a tte r n s  fo r  resp on d en ts in  u n o b lig a ted  fu n c t io n s  

showed a d ecrea se  in  use as t h e ir  in e q u ity  l e v e l  d ec re a sed ,  

w h ile  t h e ir  sp ou ses showed an in c r e a se  in  t h e ir  u se .

I n s e r t  Table 38 about h ere

Table 39 summarizes th e  fu n c t io n a l  s t r a t e g ie s  used 

in  tu rn  exchange by sp eakers o f  v a ry in g  e q u ity  l e v e l s .  The 

ta b le  r e v e a ls  th a t  to  b e g in  tu r n s , as sp ea k ers' in e q u ity  

l e v e l s  d e c r e a se d , th e y  d ecreased  t h e ir  use o f  o b lig a te d  and 

u n o b lig a ted  f u n c t io n s , w h ile  i n cr ea s in g  t h e ir  use o f  o b lig a te d  

tu rn s to  end them.

I n s e r t  Table 39 about h ere

When comparing th e  d ir e c t io n  o f  p a tter n s  fo r  th e



Table 37

Functions for Initiating Turnsab

Context-■Free Context-Specific

Function Husband--defined Wife--defined Husband-defined Wife-defined

Husbands Wives Wives Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

Informative D I D D P D D L

Reply D D I D D I D L

Bid D L _D D D D* D L

Ack/Acc/Ev I L L I I* D D I

^Type I patterns are underlined

^Increases (T) and decreases (D) as inequity decreases; level in patterns = (L) 

*p < .05

tVJo



Table 38

Functions for Ending Turns ab

Function

Context-Free 

Husband-defined Wife*•defined Husband-

Context-Specific 

■defined Wife-■defined

Husbands Wives Wives Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

Informative I D D D D D I D

Reply I I I I D I D L

Bid D L D D D I D I

Ack/Acc/Ev I* I L D I D I D

Type I patterns are underlined,

^Increases (I) and decreases (D) as inequity decreases; level in patterns = (L), 

* p < .05

N)oo\
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F u n ctio n a l P a ttern s  fo r  B eginning and 

Ending Turns

207

P a ttern s O b lig a ted U nobligated

B eginning tu rn s  

Ending tu rn s

D

I

D

D

^Increases ( I )  and d e c r e a se s  (D) as in e q u ity  d ec re a se s

Only resp on d en ts a re  p la ced  h ere

husband and w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y s a c r o ss  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  fo rm u la tio n s  in  ord er to  a s s e s s  th e  ex p la n a ­

to r y  power o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  fo r  tu rn  exch an ge, in  th e  husband 

d efin ed  a rra y  ( s e e  Table 3 7 ) ,  resp on d en ts were th e  same in  a l l  

fou r c a se s  w h ile  t h e ir  sp o u ses  were d i f f e r e n t  in  a l l  fou r  

c a s e s .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a r ra y , resp o n d en ts ' p a tte r n s  

ran  in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  i n  two o f  th e  fo u r  c a se s  w h ile  t h e ir  

sp o u ses' ra n  in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  o n ly  once i n  fo u r  p a t te r n s .  

For lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  ( s e e  Table 3 8 ) ,  in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  

a rra y , resp o n d en ts ' and sp o u se s ' p a tte r n s  remained th e  same 

in  two o f  fo u r  c a s e s .  In  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rr a y , resp on d en ts  

were th e  same in  o n ly  one o f  fo u r  c a se s  w h ile  t h e ir  sp ou ses  

were th e  same in  two o f  fo u r . Concerning fu n c tio n s  in  terms 

o f  b eg in n in g  and ending tu r n s , e q u ity  th eo ry  was b e t t e r  a t
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e x p la in in g  resp on dent b eh av ior (9 /1 6 ;  56 p ercen t) than t h e ir  

sp o u ses ' (5 /1 6 ;  31 p e r c e n t ) .

Topic-Change

E q u ity  thieory su g g e s ts  th a t  more in e q u ita b le  resp on ­

d en ts shou ld  a ttem p t to  r e s to r e  e q u ity  by in c r e a s in g  th e  

number o f  to p ic s  th a t  are i n i t i a t e d  during a c o n v e r sa tio n  

( s e e  Table 4 0 ) .  Only one respondents* p a tte r n  and one o f

T able 40

Communication E quity  Topic Change and 

Turn Exchange^^

C on text-F ree C ontext- S p e c if ic

H usband-defined W ife- d efin ed H usband-defined W ife -d efin ed

Husband W ife W ife Husband Husband W ife W ife Husband

D D D L D D L I

^Type I  p a tte r n s  are  underlined

^ In creases ( I )  and d e c r e a se s  (D) as e q u ity  d e c r e a se s ;  l e v e l  
i n  p a tte r n s  = (L)

t h e ir  sp o u ses' p a tte r n s  d id  not run in  th a t  d ir e c t io n ,  su g g e s­

t in g  th a t  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  t o p ic  i s  a h ig h ly  im portant d im ension
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f o r  e q u ity  th eo ry  when a p p lied  t o  p u b lic  c o n v e r s a t io n s , and 

th u s , i s  a pow erfu l ex p la in e r  o f  th e se  b e h a v io r s . When 

comparing th e se  p a tte rn s  w ith in  arrays a cro ss  c o n te x t - fr e e  

and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  fo r m u la t io n s , p e r fe c t  correspondence  

was found fo r  resp on dents (one o f  one) and sp ou ses (one  

o f  one) i n  th e  husband-defined  arrays and no correspondence  

was found fo r  e i t h e r  resp on dents (zero  to  on e) or spou ses  

(z e r o  to  on e) in  the w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y s.

The most in t e r e s t in g  item  from th e  a d d it io n  o f  a 

fu n c t io n a l a n a ly s is  ( s e e  Table 4 1 ) was th a t  h ig h  in e q u ita b le  

w ives used in c r e a s in g ly  more in fo r m a t iv e s , r e p l i e s ,  and b id s  

on which to  change t o p ic s .  The t e s t  o f  th e  to p ic -ch a n g e  

a n a ly s is  by fu n c tio n  rev ea led  th a t  resp on d en ts' p a tter n s  

did  not run in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  a t  a l l  in  th e  husband- 

d e fin ed  array  when comparing c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  

e q u ity .  In  th e w ife -d e f in e d  a rr a y , th ree  o f  th e  fou r  

resp on dent p a tte r n s  ran in  th e  same d ir e c t io n .  For sp o u se s ,  

i n  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  array , two o f  the fo u r  p a ttern s  ran  

i n  th e same d ir e c t io n .  In  th e w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , fo r  sp o u ses ,  

o n ly  one ou t o f  th ree  p a ttern s  betw een c o n t e x t - fr e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  was th e  same fo r  both  a rra y s .

I n s e r t  Table 41 about here

What, th e n , i s  th e  ex p la n a to ry  power o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  

i n  r e la t io n  to  th e se  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh a v io rs?  Table



Table 41

Communication Equity Topic Change and Functionab

Context--Free Context-Specific

Function Husband-■defined Wife--defined Husband-defined Wife-•defined

Husbands Wives Wives Husbands Husbands Wives Wives Husbands

Informative L j I I D I

Reply D D 1 + _d1 _ll D

Bid I L D I I D* D

Ack/Acc/Bv 1+ I** L D I X .

Type I patterns are underlined.

^Increases (I) and decreases (D) as inequity decreases; level in patterns = (L) 

*p < .05

**p < .01

*z-value impossible to calculate; significance in proportions assumed

N ) »—*o
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42 r e v e a ls  th a t  fo r  both  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  and to p ic -c h a n g e  

sy stem s, 75 p ercen t o f  a l l  p a tte r n s  ran  in  d ir e c t io n s  

c o n s is t e n t  w ith  e q u ity  th eo ry  assu m p tion s. When th e  

d ir e c t io n s  o f  p a ttern s  from both  husband and w ife -d e f in e d  

a rrays were compared a c r o ss  c o n te x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - 

s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  fo rm u la tio n s ( s e e  Table 4 3 ) ,  

fo r  resp on d en ts in  th e  h u sb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , p a tte r n s  

ran  in  th e  same d ir e c t io n  in  58 p ercen t o f  th e  c a s e s .  

Comparing th e se  th ree  system , th e tu rn  - i n i t i a t i o n

Table 42
g  *

P a ttern s  C o n s is te n t  w ith  E quity  Theory 

System T ota l P a tter n s  Theory C o n s is te n t  P ercent

S tr u c tu r a l 16 12 .75

Topic-Change 4 3 .75

^Only resp o n d en ts are in c lu d ed  h ere .
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(100  p e r c e n t) ,  t o p ic - L n i t ia t io n  (100 p ercen t) and s tr u c tu r a l  

system s (80 p e r c e n t)  were ex p la in e d  b e s t .  In  th e  w ife -  

d efin ed  a rra y , r e sp o n d en ts ' p a tte r n s  were id e n t ic a l  in  47 

p ercen t o f  th e  c a s e s .  The t o p i c - i n i t i a t i o n  system  was th e  

b e s t  ex p la in ed  (75  p e r c e n t ) .  For sp o u ses , 51 p ercen t o f  a l l  

p a tte r n s  were i d e n t i c a l  in  th e  husb an d -d efin ed  a rra y , w ith  

s tr u c tu r e  (75 p e r c e n t)  and t o p i c - i n i t i a t i o n  (100 p ercen t)  

ex p la in ed  b e s t ,  w h ile  i n  th e  w ife -d e f in e d  a rra y , 46 p ercent 

o f  a l l  p a tte r n s  were i d e n t i c a l ,  w ith  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  system  

ex p la in ed  b e s t  (75  p e r c e n t ) .

I n s e r t  T able 43 about h ere

In  summary, t h e s e  f ig u r e s  in d ic a te  th a t  e q u ity  i s ,  

a t  a minimum, m od erately  ca p a b le  o f  e x p la in in g  th e se  

c o n v e r sa t io n a l b e h a v io r s . As e x p e c te d , resp o n d en ts' 

b eh av iors seem to  be more a cco u n ta b le  than  t h e ir  sp ou ses' 

b e h a v io rs . For r e sp o n d e n ts , e q u ity  th eo ry  appears to  

e x p la in  s tr u c tu r e ,  t u r n - i n i t i a t i o n ,  and t o p i c - i n i t i a t i o n  

most p o w e r fu lly . For s p o u se s , e q u ity  th eory  e x p la in s  

s tr u c tu r e  and t o p i c - i n i t i a t i o n  most p o w er fu lly . For th e  

fu n c t io n a l a n a ly s e s , g a in in g  th e  f lo o r  was g e n e r a lly  b e t te r  

ex p la in ed  th an  lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  fo r  both resp on d en ts and 

sp o u ses , in d ic a t in g  th a t  lo s in g  th e  f lo o r  may n ot be a 

c o n v e r sa tio n a l b eh a v io r  s a l i e n t  t o  e q u ity  th e o r y .

T his stu d y  has dem onstrated  th a t  th e r e  are  d e f in i t i v e
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Table 43

Patterns Consistent Across Equity Formulations

Husband-defined Wife-defined
Analysis Total Consistent Percent Total Consistent Percent

Respondents

Structural 5 4 .80 5 3 .60
Gaining Floor 
Functions 12 6 .50 12 8 .67
Losing Floor 
Functions 8 5 .63 6 1 .17
Turn-Initiation 
Functions 4 4 1.00 4 0 .00
Turn-Ending
Functions 4 2 .50 4 2 .50
Topic Initiation 1 1 1.00 1 0 .00
Topic Initiation 
Functions 4 0 .00 4 2 .75

Spouses

Structural 4 3 .75 4 3 .75
Gaining Floor 
Functions 12 7 .58 12 7 .58
Losing Floor 
Functions 6 2 .33 9 3 .33
Tum-Initiation
Functions 4 2 .50 4 1 .25
Turn-Ending
Functions 4 1 .25 4 2 .50
Topic Initiation 1 1 1.00 1 0 .00
Topic Initiation 
Functions 4 2 .50 3 1 .33
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c o n v e r s a tio n a l p a tte r n s  which a re  a p p ro p ria te  t o  v a r io u s  

l e v e l s  o f  p erce iv ed  com m unication e q u ity  in  a  c o n t e x t - fr e e  

and a c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  s e n s e . That e q u ity  can account fo r  

many o f  th e se  c o n v e r s a t io n a l b eh a v io rs  i s  c l e a r .  Whether 

e q u ity ,  however, i s  th e  b e s t  way to  e x p la in  and array  

c o n v e r s a t io n a l b eh a v io rs  i s  s t i l l  in  doubt. As w i l l  be 

d isc u sse d  in  th e  fo llo w in g  s e c t io n ,  co u p les  vdio are t r u ly  

d iv e r s e  in  t h e ir  l e v e l s  o f  p erce iv ed  com m unication e q u ity  

shou ld  be examined fo r  c o n v e r s a t io n a l b e h a v io r s . A f u l l  

ran ge o f  e q u ity  p e r c e p tio n s  and th e  a n a ly s is  o f  t h e ir  

c o n v e r sa t io n a l b eh a v io rs  i s  needed b efo re  any f in a l  

judgment o f  th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  e q u ity  may be made h e r e .  

L o g ic a l ly ,  however, i t  appears th a t  i f  a compact s e t  o f  

sc o r e s  can show d if f e r e n c e s  in  c o n v e r sa tio n a l b e h a v io r s ,  

a d iv e r s i f i e d  s e t  o f  s c o r e s  should  show even  more dram atic  

d i f f e r e n c e s .  This n o t io n  i s  d isc u s se d  fu r th e r  in  th e  next  

s e c t io n  o f  t h is  ch a p ter .

L im ita t io n s

There were s e v e r a l  m eth o d o lo g ica l problem s in  t h i s  

stu d y  th a t  l im i t  th e  u s e fu ln e s s  o f  i t s  f in d in g s .  These 

problem s should be c o r r e c te d  fo r  fu tu r e  s tu d ie s  in  t h i s  a r ea .

(1 )  The range o f  e q u ity  s c o r e s  in  t h i s  stu d y  lack ed  

v a r ia t io n .  One major d i f f e r e n c e  noted in  Chapter IV betw een  

th e  p i l o t  and th e  a c tu a l stu d y  o f  c o n te x t - fr e e  e q u ity  was th a t  

th e  p i l o t  data in c lu d ed  a f u l l  range o f  s c o r e s  on e q u ity  from  

e q u ita b le  to  in e q u ita b le ,  w h ile  a l l  o f  th e  d a ta  from th e
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t h i s  study f e l l  i n  th e  in e q u ita b le  a re a , and in  a very  

l im ite d  range ( 1 9 ) .  The c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  range was o n ly  

s l i g h t l y  h ig h e r  (2 4 ) and th e s e  sc o r e s  in  th e s e  d ata  a ls o  

f e l l  e n t ir e ly  in  th e  in e q u ita b le  a rea .

The im pact th a t  such  a sm all range o f  sc o r e s  has  

upon c o n c lu s io n s  drawn from t h i s  r e sea rch  i s  immense. Both 

f o r  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  ra n g es , th e  s c o r e s  

d id  not approach a t r u ly  h ig h  in e q u ita b le  a r ea . At b e s t ,  

fo r  both fo r m u la t io n s , th e  s c o r e s  f e l l  in to  an "alm ost 

e q u ita b le"  ( c lo s e  to  z e r o )  to  "m oderately in eq u ita b le "  ( h a l f ­

way to  th e  maximum n e g a t iv e  v a lu e )  a rea . Why e q u ity  i n  th e  

i n i t i a l  s e c t io n  o f  t h i s  ch a p ter  was n ot found to  have even  

more ex p la n a to ry  power con cern in g  c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh av iors  

may, in  p a r t , be due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e r e  was not a g r e a t  

d e a l o f  d i f f e r e n c e  in  th e s e  d ata  between th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

in  th e  h ig h  and low  c e l l s .  T h e o r e t ic a l ly ,  because th e  

p a r t ic ip a n t s '  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  t h e ir  com m unication did  n o t  

vary  w id e ly  i n  term s o f  e q u ity ,  th en  t h e ir  b eh av iors shou ld  

n o t have been  ex p ected  to  vary  a g r e a t d e a l e i t h e r .  S u gges­

t io n s  fo r  means t o  r e c t i f y  t h i s  in  fu tu r e  re sea rch  in  t h i s  

area  w i l l  be made l a t e r  in  t h i s  ch a p ter .

(2 )  The sample lack ed  hom ogeneity on in d iv id u a l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and random ness. The co u p le s  s e le c te d  f o r  t h is  

stu d y  were from a p o p u la tio n  th a t  was r e s t r i c t e d  o n ly  to  

C aucasians who were not undergraduates in  c o l l e g e .  As was 

se e n  in  Chapter IV, th e  sam ple was q u ite  d iv e r s e  w ith  regard



2 1 6

to  o th e r  v a r ia b le s  such a s  a g e , e d u c a tio n , e t c .  W hile th e  

purpose o f  t h i s  r e se a r c h  was to  d e sc r ib e  c o n v e r s a t io n a l  

b eh av iors which correspond w ith  c e r t a in  l e v e l s  o f  e q u ity ,  

and n ot to  determ ine e x p e r im e n ta lly  in  any c a u sa l s e n se  

th a t  e q u ity  made a d if f e r e n c e  in  th e se  c o n v e r s a t io n a l  

b e h a v io rs , th e  study would have been b e t te r  c o n tr o lle d  i f  

a t r u ly  homogeneous sam p le, w ith  minimal v a r ia n ce  on  

v a r ia b le s  o th er  th an  e q u ity  had been u sed . In  t h i s  way, 

th e  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een b eh a v io rs  may be d ir e c t ly  r e la te d  

to  com m unication e q u ity  and th e  e x tr a c t io n  o f  th e s e  o th er  

v a r ia b le s  from e q u ity  would n ot be n e c e s sa r y .

F u rth er , co u p le s  in  t h i s  stu d y  were n ot randomly 

s e le c t e d .  T h is was due to  two major rea so n ss  (1 )  th e  

d e s ir e  to  l i m i t  th e  sam ple to  C aucasian  co u p le s  who were 

not undergraduate c o l le g e  s tu d en ts  and (2 )  th e  tim e problems 

caused by th e  n e c e s s i t y  to  lo c a t e  co u p les  once an e f f o r t  

f a i l e d  to  o b ta in  co u p le s  from a th erap y c e n te r  from W iich a 

homogeneous sam ple had been  prom ised. In  ord er to  o b ta in  

tw e lv e  co u p le s  fo r  th e  s tu d y , a f ly e r  prepared fo r  th e  

purpose was d is t r ib u te d  to  numerous p o t e n t ia l  p a r t ic ip a n t s .  

Because s u b j e c t s ,  th en , were s e l f - s e l e c t e d ,  i t  may be 

assumed th a t  co u p les  r e p r e se n tin g  some a s p e c ts  o f  th e  la r g e r  

p o p u la tio n  were not in c lu d ed  w ith in  th e  sam ple.

(3 )  A fa c to r  a n a ly s is  was n ot o b ta in ed  fo r  th e  

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity  in stru m en t nor was a 

fa c to r  a n a ly s is  rep eated  fo r  th e  c o n t e x t - fr e e  com m unication
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e q u ity  in stru m en t in  th e  a c tu a l s tu d y . The sam ple s i z e  was 

to o  sm all in  t h i s  study to  perm it e i t h e r  o f  th e s e  a n a ly s e s .  

Because th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  in stru m en t r e fe r r e d  to  

p e r ce p tio n s  o f  a c tu a l c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh a v io r , th e  in stru m en t  

was not p r e - te s te d  over la r g e  numbers o f  s u b je c ts  p reced in g  

i t s  in tr o d u c t io n  in to  t h i s  s tu d y . The item s on th e  c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  in stru m en t are h ig h ly  s im ila r  in  w ording to  th o se  

on th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  in stru m en t, and th u s , i t  i s  argued th a t  

th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  fo r  th e se  item s on th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  in stru m en t 

may be c a r r ie d  over to  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  in stru m en t.

W hile th e  p i l o t  stu d y  produced a f a c to r  s tr u c tu r e  

f o r  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  in stru m en t, no such s tr u c tu r e  was ever  

produced fo r  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  in stru m en t. F u rth er , 

b ecau se th e  f a c t o r  a n a ly s is  was n o t performed on th e  c o n te x t-  

f r e e  data  in  th e  a c tu a l stu d y , no in fo rm a tio n  i s  a v a i la b le  

con cern in g  th e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  th e  f a c to r  s tr u c tu r e  fo r  th a t  

in stru m en t.

I s s u e s  in  Research and Im p lica tio n s

I s s u e s

In  th e  l i g h t  o f  p rev io u s re se a r c h  in to  c o n v e r sa tio n ,  

m a r ita l d yad s, and e q u ity  th e o r y , s e v e r a l  i s s u e s  have su r ­

fa ced  h ere th a t  bear c l a r i f i c a t i o n  or e x p la n a tio n . These 

i s s u e s  are  d e a l t  w ith  in  tu rn .

(1 )  Subjects? sc o r e s  in  th e  in e q u ita b le  a re a . Why 

were th e  s c o r e s  on th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  in stru m en t so  compact in
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th e  a c tu a l  s tu d y , y e t  so  d iv e r s e  in  th e  p i l o t  research ?  One 

p ow erfu l e x p la n a tio n  f o r  t h i s  d iscrep a n cy  comes through an 

exam in ation  o f  th e  k in d s o f  su b je c ts  th a t  responded to  th e  

in stru m en ts . The p i l o t  d a ta  were la r g e ly  co n tr ib u ted  by 

f ir s t - s e m e s t e r  c o l le g e  freshm en who w ere asked to  fo c u s  upon 

th e  p erson  w ith  whom th ey  f e l t  th a t  th e y  were th e  most 

in t im a te . W hile no count was made, i t  i s  h y p o th esized  th a t  

v ery  few  o f  th e  p i l o t  s u b je c t s  r e fe r r e d  to  a spouse in  

com p letin g  th e  in stru m en ts , w h ile  th e r e  i s  g r e a t  a ssu ran ce  

th a t  s u b je c t s  in  th e a c tu a l  stu d y  r e fe r r e d  o n ly  to  t h e ir  

sp o u se .

The c o n te x t - fr e e  com m unication e q u ity  instrum ent measured 

o n e 's  day to  day com m unication w ith  an in tim a te  p a rtn er . I t  

i s  fu r th e r  h y p o th esized  h ere  th a t th e  c o n ta c t  between th e  

s u b je c t s '  r e fe r e n ts  in  th e  p i l o t  and a c tu a l study was both  

q u a n t i t a t iv e ly  and q u a l i t a t iv e ly  d i f f e r e n t .  In most c a s e s ,  

due to  mere p ro x im ity , husbands and w iv es  t a lk  more f r e ­

q u e n tly  th an  do b e s t  f r ie n d s ,  boy and g i r l  f r ie n d s ,  or  

p a ren ts  and c h ild r e n . Q u a l i ta t iv e ly ,  th e  t a lk  between  

husbands and w ives i s  more complex th a n  th a t  between o th e r  

in t im a te s ,  y e t  h ig h ly  d e f in e d , b ecau se i t  d e a ls  w ith  su b je c ts  

w hich a f f e c t  both p a r tn e r s . The t o p ic s  th ey  d is c u s s  are  

im portant to  th e  m aintenance o f  the r e la t io n s h ip .  In  s h o r t ,  

b ecau se  th e  r e la t io n s h ip s  betw een m a r ita l p a rtn ers  are  more 

s p e c i f i c ,  b e t te r -d e f in e d , and b e t te r  d ev e lo p ed , th e  range o f  

s c o r e s  on such an in stru m en t, when s u b je c t s  co n s id er  a
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common r e f e r e n t - t y p e , i s  l i k e l y  to  be more compact th an  th o se  

which emanate from su b je c ts  \dio contem plate a variety o f  

r e f e r e n t - t y p e s .  G ranting t h i s ,  i t  rem ains l i k e l y  th a t  a 

normal d i s t r ib u t io n  o f  co u p le s  co v er in g  th e  f u l l  range o f  

e q u ity  would have occurred  i f  a  la r g e  enough sam ple had been  

ta k en .

(2 )  The d iscrep a n cy  betw een placem ent o f  co u p les  in  

c o n t e x t - fr e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  e q u ity  c e l l s .  Chapter IV 

p o in ted  ou t th a t  th ere  were s e v e r a l  cou p les who f e l l  in  non­

corresp on d in g  c e l l s  betw een th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  and c o n te x t-  

s p e c i f i c  fo r m u la t io n s . In  e ig h t  o f  tw elve c a s e s , co u p les  

were n ot in  th e  same c e l l  i n  th e  two fo r m u la t io n s . A p p aren tly , 

th e n , c o n t e x t - f r e e  com m unication e q u ity  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  

com m unication e q u ity  do n ot n e c e s s a r i ly  measure th e  same 

p e r c e p t io n s . F u rth er, d e s p it e  th e  o v e r a ll  s ig n i f ic a n c e  

betw een th e  two in stru m e n ts , v e r y  l i t t l e  correspondence was 

found betw een item s which w ere n e a r ly  id e n t i c a l ly  worded vÆien 

th e  s c a le s  w ere c o r r e la te d .

These phenomena may be accounted  fo r  by th e  n o t io n  th a t  

s u b j e c t s ,  when responding to  th e  c o n te x t - fr e e  s c a l e s ,  more 

th an  l i k e l y  e n v is io n e d  c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  t h e ir  p a rtn ers  th a t  

were in t im a te  in  nature as opposed to  p u b lic . C o n v erse ly , 

when resp o n d in g  t o  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  ite m s , s u b je c t s  o n ly  

co n sid ered  th e  p u b lic  c o n v e r s a t io n  in  which th e y  had j u s t  

engaged . As a r e s u l t ,  i t  may be argued th a t s u b je c t s  who 

responded to  th e s e  two in stru m en ts  were usin g  two u n re la ted
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and n o n co rre la ted  r e f e r e n t s  as th e  b a s is  f o r  t h e ir  an sw ers.

D esp ite  th e  la c k  o f  corresp on d en ce, e q u ity  th eo ry  

rem ains a pow erfu l way to  e x p la in  c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh a v io rs .

The read er should  r e c a l l  th a t  th e  u n it  o f  a n a ly s is  in  term s 

o f  s p e c ify in g  d ir e c t io n s  f o r  p a tte r n s  h e r e  was a c e l l  and 

n o t a co u p le . As a r e s u l t ,  r e g a r d le s s  o f  where a cou p le  

was found w ith in  th e s e  a r r a y s , e q u ity  th eo ry  was found to  be 

rea so n a b ly  pow erfu l when a p p lied  to  a p a tte r n  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  

b eh av ior  in  term s o f  m a in ta in in g  a c o n s is t e n t  d ir e c t io n  

( in c r e a s e  or  d e c r e a se )  fo r  th e  c e l l s  in  which co u p les  were 

a rrayed . F u rth er , th e  d a ta  dem onstrate th a t  th e  th eory  

can handle th e  same c o n v e r sa t io n  b eh a v io rs  from two d i f f e r e n t  

fo r m u la t io n s . One r e a so n , however, th a t  th e r e  was n ot more 

correspondence betw een th e  two in stru m en ts was th a t  th er e  

was more v a r ia n c e  w ith in  th e  c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  instrum ent than  

th e r e  was w ith in  th e  c o n t e x t - f r e e  in stru m en t.

What b ea r in g , th e n , does such a d iscrep a n cy  have upon 

a measure o f  t y p ic a l i t y  o r  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e n e s s  o f  th e  co n v ersa ­

t io n  data? Comparing s c o r e s  on th e se  two in stru m en ts i s  n ot  

a v a l id  means o f  in v e s t ig a t in g  t h i s  q u e s t io n . A sim p le c o r r e ­

l a t i o n  betw een c o n t e x t - f r e e  and c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic  in stru m en ts  

i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  weak a s  one ( c o n te x t - f r e e )  measures p r iv a te  

c o n v e r sa tio n  w h ile  th e  o th e r  ( c o n t e x t - s p e c i f ic )  m easures 

p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n . The rea d er  should  r e c a l l  th a t  th e  i n t e ­

r e s t  h ere  was n ot to  in v e s t ig a t e  in tim a te  co n v e r sa tio n  betw een  

in t im a te s ,  but r a th e r , t o  d is c o v e r  th e  p a tte r n s  o p e r a t iv e  in
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p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n  betw een in t im a te s .  The o n ly  way, th en , 

to  measure t y p ic a l i t y  o f  th e se  d a ta  was to  ask s u b je c ts  "was 

th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  in  w hich you have engaged s im ila r  to  th e  

kinds o f  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n s  you would h o ld  w ith  each oth er  

in  th e  p resen ce  o f  o th e r  persons?" These r e s u l t s  were 

p resen ted  in  Chapter IV, which r e v e a le d  stro n g  support fo r  

th e  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e n e s s  o f  th e  d a ta .

(3 )  In fo rm a tiv es  as a t u r n - in i t ia t in g  fu n c t io n . The 

r e s u l t s  i n  Chapter IV r e v e a le d  th a t  speakers in  th e se  data  

used more in fo r m a tiv e s  w ith  which to  b eg in  t h e ir  tu rn s than  

any o th er  fu n c t io n . In fo rm a tiv es  a re  a content-bound  

fu n c t io n , and as su ch , u su a lly  in c lu d e  m a ter ia l which has 

not been p r e v io u s ly  in trod u ced  in to  th e  d is c o u r s e . The 

freq u en cy  w ith  v h ich  th ey  appeared h ere  a t  th e  b eg in n in g  o f  

tu rn s was not p r e d ic te d , g iv e n  th e  th r e e -p a r t  s tr u c tu r e  o f  

turns d e fin ed  by Sacks and h is  c o l le a g u e s ,  which su g g e s ts  

th a t  th e  f i r s t  p a r t o f  a tu rn  in c lu d e s  a r e f e r e n t  t o 'a  p r io r . 

or in  o th er  w ords, a l in k  betw een th e  b eg in n in g  o f  a tu rn  

and i t s  p rev io u s sp e a k e r 's  tu rn . Most tu r n s , th e n , fo llo w in g  

S acks, e t .  a l . ,  should  b e g in  w ith  n o n -co n ten t bound fu n c tio n s  

such as r e p l i e s ,  e v a lu a te s ,  a c c e p ts ,  acknow ledges, o r  b id s .  

Y et, a good number o f  th e  tu rn s i n  th e se  d ata  began w ith  

in fo r m a tiv e s , which serv ed  to  in tr o d u c e  new m a te r ia l in to  

th e  d is c o u r s e .

This phenomenon may be ex p la in ed  in  th e  fo llo w in g  

manner; becau se th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  in  th e se  d ata  w ere p u b lic
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in  n a tu r e , w ith  an  in te r v ie w e r  and reco rd in g  equipment as  

an in te g r a l  p a r t  o f  i t s  c o n te x t ,  speakers f e l t  o b lig a te d  to  

p ro v id e  a  g r e a t  d e a l o f  background and f i l l e r  in fo rm a tio n  in  

o rd er  th a t  th e  l i s t e n e r  cou ld  understand and fo llo w  th e  

d ia lo g u e . T his in fo rm a tio n  would n ot have been  n ecessa ry  

i f  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  had been  p r iv a te .  For exam ple, a co u p le  

p r iv a t e ly  d e s c r ib in g  "how th ey  met and d ecid ed  to  marry" need 

o n ly  in c lu d e  th e  s k e t c h ie s t  o f  d e t a i l s  in  ord er th a t  th e  

o th e r  speaker knows and understands th e  m a te r ia l .  Y et, when 

th e  coup le d is c u s s e s  th e  same q u e st io n  in  f r o n t  o f  a n a iv e  

l i s t e n e r ,  th e  sp eak ers p rov id e much o f  t h i s  ty p e  o f  m a ter ia l  

i n  o rd er  fo r  th e  l i s t e n e r  to  make sen se  ou t o f  th e  co n v ersa ­

t i o n .  I n t e r e s t in g ly ,  co u p les  mark t h is  ty p e  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n , 

p u b lic  in  n a tu r e , w ith  many in s ta n c e s  o f  u n d erstan d in g . 

F u n ction s such as acknow ledges and a c c e p ts  t o  confirm  an oth er  

sp e a k e r 's  c o n tr ib u t io n  and e v a lu a te s  to  c r i t i c i z e  i t  were 

fr e q u en t in  th e s e  d a ta .

(4 )  The la c k  o f  s tro n g  correspondence between  

r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  and com m unication e q u ity .  Although such a 

correspondence was n ot a c e n tr a l  p art o f  t h i s  s tu d y , th e  

r e s u l t s  p resen ted  in  Chapter IV r ev e a le d  th a t  th er e  was a 

g e n e r a l la ck  o f  correspondence betw een c o u p le s  in  th e  

r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  d is t r ib u t io n  and co u p les  in  th e  communica­

t i o n  e q u ity  c e l l s .  A s tro n g  r e la t io n  would f in d  co u p les  low  

in  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  to  be h ig h  i n  in e q u ita b le  com m unication. 

F u rth er , co u p le s  h ig h  in  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  should  be in  th e
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low  in e q u ita b le  d i s t r ib u t io n .  T his correspondence was n o t  

supported i n  t h i s  s tu d y .

What can account fo r  th e s e  phenomena? T h e o r e t ic a l ly ,  

th e  r o le  th a t  com m unication e q u ity  p la y s  in  d eterm in in g  a 

c o u p le 's  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  i s  not c l e a r .  That t a lk  i s  

c e n tr a l  to  th e  su c c e ss  o f  such  r e la t io n s h ip s  i s  c le a r ;  w hether 

t a lk ,  how ever, i s  paramount when compared w ith  o th e r  in p u ts  

has y e t  to  be determ ined f o r  in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .  I t  

may be assumed th a t  th e  p resen ce  o f  com m unication as an 

in p u t i s  a n e c e s sa r y , but n o t a s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d it io n  fo r  th e  

c o n t in u a t io n  o f  an in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip .  The e x a c t  r o le  

th a t com m unication e q u ity  p la y s  in  th e  way th a t  m a r ita l  

p a rtn ers  c a lc u la t e  th e  o v e r a l l  e q u ity  in  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  

has never b een  determ ined . In  t h i s  sam ple, how ever, g iv e n  

th e  weak corresp on d en ce betw een co u p les  from th e se  in str u m e n ts , 

th e se  c o u p le s  o b v io u s ly  f in d  t a lk  to  be not as im portant to  

t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip  as some o th e r  r e la t io n a l  v a r ia b le s .

D ir e c t io n s  f o r  Future R esearch

This stu d y  has found numerous b eh a v io ra l p a tte r n s  

which correspond w ith  c e r t a in  l e v e l s  o f  c o n te x t - fr e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c  com m unication e q u ity .  R easonably pow erfu l 

t h e o r e t ic a l  support from e q u ity  th eo ry  was found as an  

e x p la n a tio n  fo r  th e  e x tr a c te d  p a t te r n s .  However, s e v e r a l  

q u e st io n s  rem ain  to  be answered from t h is  re sea r c h  th a t  

should  be ad d ressed  in  fu tu r e  s t u d ie s .
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( 1 )  C on versa tion  b eh a v io rs  shou ld  be s tu d ie d  from  

c e l l s  w hich a re  t r u ly  h etero g en eo u s w ith  regard  to  communica­

t io n  e q u ity ,  A s o c io l o g i c a l ,  t r u ly  random sam ple o f  m arried  

co u p les  should  be ga th ered  w ith  s u f f i c i e n t  s i z e  such  th a t  

co u p les  vAio a re  h ig h ly  in e q u ita b le ,  s l i g h t l y  in e q u ita b le ,  

s l i g h t l y  e q u ita b le ,  and h ig h ly  e q u ita b le  are  r e p r e se n te d .

This f u l l  range o f  com m unication e q u ity  w i l l  a llo w  r e se a r c h e r s  

to  d eterm in e what d i f f e r e n c e s  th ere  a re  i n  c o n v e r sa tio n  

b eh a v io rs  a c r o ss  an e n t ir e  spectrum  o f  e q u ity  p e r c e p t io n s .

( 2 )  C ausal d e s ig n s  should  f o l lo w  s o l id  d e s c r ip t iv e  

r e s e a r c h . Once th a t  c o n v e r sa t io n  b eh a v io rs  have been  

d escr ib e d  a c r o ss  a f u l l  range on a continuum  o f  p e rc ep tio n s  

o f  com m unication e q u ity ,  e f f o r t s  sh ou ld  be made to  a s s e s s  

th e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  from com m unication e q u ity  on th e  

c o n v e r sa t io n  b e h a v io rs . Working from a t ig h t ly - c o n t r o l l e d  

homogeneous sam ple, where r e se a r c h e r s  may be a ssu red  th a t  

e q u ity  i s  th e  d if f e r e n c e -c a u s in g  v a r ia b le ,  and not a g e , 

s e x , o r  o th e r  v a r ia b le s ,  p r e d ic t io n s  should  be made co n cer­

n ing how c o n v e r sa tio n  b eh a v io rs  are d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  due to  

v a r io u s  e q u ity  l e v e l s .

( 3 )  How th e  fu n c t io n  and s tr u c tu r e  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  

d i f f e r s  betw een in t im a te s  a s  w e ll  a s  how t o p ic  changes are  

accom plished  should  be s tu d ie d  in  c o u p le s  from o th e r  r a c e s .  

This r e se a r c h  has o n ly  examined C aucasian  c o u p le s . With 

growing in t e r e s t  in  c r o s s - c u l t u r a l  com m unication, and w ith  

th e  app aren t a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  th e se  system s to  c o n v e r sa tio n
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g e n e r ic a l ly ,  th e  e x p lo r a t io n  o f  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een co u p les  o f  

v a r io u s  e th n ic  o r ig in s  may prove to  be f r u i t f u l .

(4 )  The im portance o f  com munication e q u ity  in  th e  

d e te rm in a tio n  o f  a c o u p le 's  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity  shou ld  be 

in v e s t ig a t e d .  Rather th an  assume th a t  e q u ity  o f  t a lk  i s  an  

im portant in p u t s in g u la r ly ,  e f f o r t  should  be made to  determ ine  

th e  r e l a t i v e  im portance th a t  t a lk  has when compared w ith  

o th e r  in p u ts  th a t  co u p les  con tem p late as p art o f  d eterm in in g  

r e la t io n a l  e q u ity .

(5 )  N on-verbal b eh a v io rs  should  be mapped on th e  

c o n v e r s a t io n  b eh av iors and d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  accord in g  to  

com m unication e q u ity  l e v e l s .  In  e s s e n c e , a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  

n o n -v erb a l b eh av iors would p rov id e a fo u r th  system  by which  

c o n v e r s a t io n a l data may be a n a ly zed . Q u estion s such as  

"what p a tte r n s  o f  n o n -v erb a l b eh avior r e g u la r ly  appear when 

lo w - in e q u ita b le  speakers lo s e  th e  f lo o r  on an in form ative?"  

would be a p p ro p r ia te .

(6 )  The a p p lic a t io n  o f  h ig h e r - le v e l  fu n c t io n a l  

a n a ly se s  may be i n s i g h t f u l .  T his r e sea rch  has fo cu sed  upon 

th e  lo w e s t  l e v e l  o f  th e  S in c la ir -C o u lth a r d  system ; a c t s .

How t h e ir  h ig h e r  l e v e l  sy stem s would in t e r a c t  w ith  th e s e  data  

may prove r e v e a l in g .

Summary

T his stu d y  has r e la t e d  com m unication b eh a v io rs  found  

in  a p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n  betw een husbands and w iv es  to  t h e ir  

p e r c e p tio n s  o f  com m unication e q u ity .  Communication e q u ity
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p e r ce p tio n s  were gathered  in  two ways ; c o n t e x t - f r e e  and 

c o n t e x t - s p e c i f i c .  Couples were arrayed a cco rd in g  to  

husbands' and w iv e s ' p e r c e p tio n s  and th en  d iv id e d  in to  th r e e  

c e l l s  (h ig h , medium, and low ) f o r  both e q u ity  fo r m u la t io n s .  

C on versation  d a ta  were ga th ered  from fo u r  q u e s t io n s , on which  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  j o in t l y  produced t a lk .  The c o n v e r sa tio n s  

were analyzed  accord in g  to  th r e e  system s : s t r u c t u r a l ,

f u n c t io n a l ,  and to p ic -c h a n g e . B eh av iora l p a tte r n s  u sin g  

c o n s tr u c ts  from each o f  th e system s were r e la t e d  back to  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s '  e q u ity  p e r c e p t io n s . High and low  e q u ity  

c e l l s  were an a lyzed  fo r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e s e  b e h a v io ra l  

p a t te r n s . The d ata  were b e s t  accounted  fo r  by e q u ity  th eo ry  

in  th e  s tr u c tu r a l  system , t u r n - i n i t i a t i o n ,  and t o p i c - i n i t i a ­

t io n .
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 ̂ The em phasis o f  t h i s  r e sea rch  i s  on th e a ssessm en t  

o f  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  e q u ity  in  a r e la t io n s h ip  by th e  p a r t i c i ­

pants who o p era te  w ith in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip .  Some t h e o r e t ic a l  

s t a n c e s , how ever, a llo w  fo r  th e  p e rc ep tio n s  o f  e q u ity  in  a 

r e la t io n s h ip  to  be made by o b serv ers  vho are  o u ts id e  o f  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip 0 As W a lster , W alster, and B ersch eid  (1978)  

s t a t e ,  "an e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip  e x i s t s  i f  a person  

s c r u t in iz in g  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  con clu d es th a t  a l l  p a r t i c i ­

pants are r e c e iv in g  eq u a l r e l a t i v e  g a in s  from th e  r e la t io n ­

ship" (po 1 1 ) . Hence, any p erson  may be a s c r u t in e e r  in  

term s o f  p e r c e iv in g  th e  e q u ity  o p e r a tiv e  in  a  r e la t io n s h ip .  

They argue (1976) :

In  any s o c ie t y  th e r e  w i l l  be a con sen su s as  
to  what c o n s it u t e s  an e q u ita b le  r e la t io n s h ip .  
However, th e  p reced in g  fo r m u la tio n  makes i t  
c le a r  th a t  u l t im a te ly ,  e q u ity  i s  in  th e  eye  
o f  th e  b e h o ld e r . An in d iv id u a l ' s  p er c ep tio n  
o f  how e q u ita b le  a r e la t io n s h ip  i s  w i l l  depend 
on h is  a ssessm en t o f  th e  v a lu e  and r e le v a n c e  
o f  th e  v a r io u s  p a r t ic ip a n ts '  in p u ts  and o u t ­
comes . P a r t ic ip a n ts  th em se lv e s , even  a f t e r  
prolonged n e g o t ia t io n  w ith  one a n o th er , w i l l  
n o t a lw ays a g ree  co m p le te ly  as to  th e  v a lu e  
and r e le v a n c e  o f  th e  v a r io u s  p a r t ic ip a n t 's  
o u t c o m e s . . . . I f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  do c a lc u la t e  
in p u ts  and outcom es d if f e r e n t ly - - a n d  i t  i s  
l i k e l y  th a t  th e y  w i l l - - i t  i s  in e v i t a b le  th a t  
p a r t ic ip a n ts  w i l l  d i f f e r  in  t h e i r  p e rc ep tio n s  
o f  whether or  n o t a g iv e n  r e la t io n s h ip  i s
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e q u ita b le .  M oreover, 'o b j e c t iv e '  o u ts id e  
o b se r v e rs  are  l i k e l y  to  e v a lu a te  th e  e q u ita ­
b le n e s s  o f  a r e la t io n s h ip  q u ite  d i f f e r e n t ly  
than  do p a r t ic ip a n ts  (p p . 4 - 5 ) .

T h erefo re , d e s p it e  th e  id e a  th a t  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  e q u ity  in  a 

r e la t io n s h ip  may be made by a p erson  o u ts id e  o f  th e  r e la t io n ­

sh ip  or  by a p erson  in s id e  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  o n ly  th e  

p e r c e p tio n s  made by husbands and w ives o f  t h e ir  own 

r e la t io n s h ip s  are o f  i n t e r e s t  h e r e .

2
In  t h i s  r e s e a r c h , r e la t io n a l  e q u ity ,  as measured 

by th e  W a lster , e t .  a l . ,  s c a le s ,  i s  u t i l i z e d  sim p ly  as a 

means to  in v e s t ig a t e  a d d it io n a l  in fo rm a tio n  about a c o u p le 's  

r e la t io n s h ip .

3
A number o f  s tu d ie s  in  b u s in e s s  r e la t io n s h ip s  have 

o n ly  p a r t ia l l y  supported  or have not supported e q u ity  th eory  

p r o p o s it io n s  ( c . f . ,  Anderson and S h e l ly ,  1970? G ergen, Morse, 

and Bode, 1974; H e s lin  and B lak e, 1969; H inton , 1972; V alen zi 

and Andrews, 1971; W eick, 1964) .  E s s e n t ia l ly ,  th e s e  s tu d ie s  

c la im  th a t  v a r ia b le s  o th e r  than  overpaym ent, e q u ity ,  or  

underpayment (su ch  as s e lf - e s t e e m , job  s e c u r i t y ,  o r  more 

s tr in g e n t  p ro d u ctio n  standards s e t  fo r  overp a id  s u b j e c t s )  

o p era te  to  produce th e  e q u ity  r e s u l t s  found in  many p rev iou s  

s t u d i e s .

^ The d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  u se  o f  th e  word "function"  

h ere  and i n  o th e r  r e se a r c h  i s  th a t  in  t h i s  stu d y  th e  language  

i s  view ed a s  th e  b eg in n in g  p o in t and in fe r e n c e s  about i t s
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u ser are  made o n ly  a f t e r  th e  language h as been exam ined. In  

o th er  fo rm u la tio n s  (Tough, 1977; Moerk, 1977) ,  th e  re se a r c h  

b eg in s  w ith  th e  in t e n t  o r  g o a l - s t a t e  o f  th e  speaker and th e  

language i s  a ss ig n e d  a fu n c t io n  as a second s te p ,

 ̂ These q u e s t io n s  were o r ig in a l ly  used i n  a stu d y  

conducted a t  M ichigan S ta te  U n iv e r s ity  by R,V, Farace and 

L. Edna R ogers, A p r il-J u n e , 1975,  Department o f  H e a lth , 

E ducation , and W elfa re , C ontract 1-R01-MH24646-1A1,

 ̂ I t  should  be noted th a t  tu rn , tu rn  c o n s tr u c t io n a l  

u n it ,  and tu rn  r e le v a n c e  p la c e  a re  n ot r ig o r o u s ly  d e f in e d  

by Sacks, e t .  a l .  These d e f in i t io n s  are  v a r ia n ts  o f  th o se  

which appear i n  C ooley and A lb rech t ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  Any o f  th e  

fo llo w in g  are  exam ples o f  words which a re  tra n sfo rm a b le  in to  

a s e n te n c e , th u s m eeting th e  requ irem ents fo r  a TCU:

/ Y e s . /

/Where did  you s e e  h e r ? /In  th e  s t o r e ? /

/When d id  you wake up?/ / T hree, /

The fo llo w in g  are  words which are n ot tra n sfo rm a b le  in to  a 

sen ten ce  :

/B u t when I was te n  I l e f t / and uh, , ,

/ Frankly s p e a k i n g , , , No/I  mean som ething e l s e , /

 ̂ The rea d er  may wonder why fu n c t io n a l  a n a ly se s  in  

t h i s  ch a p ter  a re  r e s t r i c t e d  to  o n ly  fo u r  c la s s e s  o f  fu n c t io n s ,  

one o f  which a c t u a l ly  in c lu d e s  th re e  c a t e g o r ie s .  Sim ply p u t, 

th e se  fu n c t io n s  accou n t fo r  th e  v a s t  m a jo r ity  ( 8 3 , 9  p e r c e n t)
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o f  th e  t o t a l  fu n c t io n s  in  th e se  d a ta . T h e o r e t ic a l ly ,  t h e ir  

s e le c t i o n  i s  j u s t i f i e d  in  th a t  th e s e  fu n c t io n s  a re  th o se  

w hich l in k  tu rn s betw een  sp eak ers a t  exchange p o in ts .  S ack s, 

e t .  a l , ,  (1978)  argued th a t  tu rn s had a th r e e -p a r t  s tr u c tu r e ,  

th e  f i r s t  o f  which r e la te d  the new tu rn  t o  a p r io r  one. 

A cknow ledges, a c c e p t s . and e v a lu a te s  a re  t ie d  w eakly to  

c o n te n t and comment on a  p r io r  fu n c t io n . R e p lie s  respond to  

a p r io r  e l i c i t a t i o n  and are t ie d  s tr o n g ly  to  th e  co n ten t o f  

th e  p rev io u s  tu rn . B ids are a ttem p ts  by one speaker to  g a in  

th e  f lo o r ,  and a t  th e  sp e a k e r 's  o p t io n , may t i e  i t  to  th e  

c o n te n t o f  a p r io r  tu rn , In fo rm a tiv es  a re  content-bound  

fu n c tio n s  in  th a t  th ey  provid e new in fo rm a tio n  to  th e  

d is c o u r s e . L ike a b i d ,  th e  sp eak er i s  f r e e  to  use an 

in fo r m a tiv e  to  t i e  to  th e  p r io r  c o n te n t  b u t i s  n ot o b lig a te d  

to  do s o .  They do n ot n e c e s s a r i ly  r e la t e  a new tu rn  to  a 

p r io r  o n e , b u t t h e ir  in c lu s io n  h ere  i s  j u s t i f i e d  due to  th e  

prom inence w ith  which in fo rm a tiv e s  appear as fu n c tio n s  in  

th e s e  d a ta . As su ch , in fo rm a tiv e s  do n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  

fo llo w  th e  S a ck s, e t , a l . ,  req u irem en ts fo r  t u r n s , and 

become in t e r e s t in g  fu n c tio n s  fo r  a n a ly s is  in  t h e ir  own 

r i g h t ,

g
Readers should  r e c a l l  th a t  q u e s t io n  one d id  not 

d e a l w ith  e q u ity .
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9
Because th e  c e l l s  In  th e  fo u r  arrays i n  th e se  

a n a ly ses  combined s e v e r a l  p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  i t  was n ot p o s s ib le  

to  determ ine w hether th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  the h ig h  in e q u ita b le  

c e l l s  in  th e se  c a s e s  were u n d erb en efited  or o v e r b e n e fite d .

I f  u n d e r b e n e fite d , th e  in e q u ity  comes about as a r e s u lt  o f  

to o  few  o ccu rren ces  o f  th e  phenomenon under in v e s t ig a t io n ;  

i f  o v e r b e n e f ite d , th e  in e q u ity  comes about as a r e s u l t  o f  

to o  many o c c u r re n c es . Throughout t h i s  ch a p ter , th e  w r ite r  

assumes p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  h igh  in e q u ita b le  c e l l s  a re  under­

b e n e f ite d  .

F u rth er, th e  read er should  r e c a l l  th a t com munication  

e q u ity  i s  an e x te n s io n  o f  r e la t io n a l  e q u ity . One im portant 

assum ption  which u n d e r lie s  th e  resea rch  q u estio n s  in  t h i s  

stu d y  i s  th a t  i f  d i f f e r e n t i a l  c o n v e r sa t io n a l p a tter n s  were 

apparent once arranged accord in g  t o  com munication e q u ity  

a r ra y s , th e r e  i s  r a t io n a le  fo r  in v e s t ig a t in g  e q u ity  th eory  

as an e x p la n a tio n  fo r  th e c o u p le s ' b eh a v io r . The p a ttern s  

e x p lic a te d  in  Chapter IV, arrayed accord in g  to  e q u ity  th eo ry , 

developed  such th a t  an in v e s t ig a t io n  o f  th e  th e o r y 's  

ex p la n a to ry  power was both  n e c e ssa r y  and f e a s i b l e .  The 

w r ite r  b e lie v e d  th a t  i n s u f f i c i e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  l in k in g  e q u ity  

and c o n v e r sa tio n  e x i s t e d ,  thus p r o h ib it in g  th e  fo rm u la tio n  

o f  a p r io r i  h y p o th e se s . C on seq uently , resea rch  q u e stio n s
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were used as a lte r n a t iv e s o  The t e s t  o f  e q u ity  fo r  exp lan a­

to r y  power h ere  s t i l l  does n o t form u late h y p o th ese s , but 

r a th e r , ch eck s th e  assum ptions o f  th e  th e o r y , where p o s s ib le ,  

a g a in s t  th e  r e s u l t s .  The s p e c i f i c a t io n s  o f  e x a c t  h yp oth eses  

i s  s t i l l  beyond th e  scope and in t e r e s t  o f  t h i s  stu d y .



R eferen ces

Adams, J .S »  Toward an understanding o f  in e q u ity .  Journal o f  
Abnormal and S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y . 1963, §]_, 9 -1 6 .

Adams, J .S .  In e q u ity  in  s o c ia l  exch an ge. In  L. B erkow itz  
( E d .) ,  Advances in  E xperim ental S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y .
V o l. 2 , New York: Academic P r e s s ,  1965, 2 67 -299 .

Adams, J . S . ,  & Freeman, S . E q u ity  th eo ry  r e v i s i t e d :  Comments
and annotated  b ib lio g r a p h y . In  L. Berkow itz and 
E. W alster  ( E d s .) ,  Advances in  E xperim ental S o c ia l  
P sy c h o lo g y . V o l. 9 , New York ; Academic P r e ss ,
1976 , 4 3 -9 0 .

Adams, J . S . ,  & J a co b sen , P.R . E f f e c t s  o f  wage in e q u i t ie s  
on work q u a l i t y .  Journal o f  Abnormal and S o c ia l  
P sy ch o lo g y . 1964, M , 1 9 -2 5 .

Adams, J . S . ,  & Rosenbaum, W.B. The r e la t io n s h ip  o f  worker 
p r o d u c t iv ity  to  c o g n it iv e  d isso n a n ce  about wage 
in e q u i t i e s .  Journ al o f  A pplied  Psycho lo g y . 1962,
4 6 , 161-164 .

A lb rech t, T .L .,  & C oo ley , R.E. Androgeny and com m unication  
s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  r e la t io n a l  dom inance. Paper 
p resen ted  to  th e  I n te r n a t io n a l Communication 
A s s o c ia t io n ,  1980.

Altman, I . ,  & T a y lo r , D.A. S o c ia l  p e n e tr a t io n : The
developm ent o f  in te r p e r so n a l r e la t io n s h ip s . New 
York : H o lt , R in eh a rt, and W inston, 1973.

Anderson, B . ,  & S h e l ly ,  R.K. R ea ctio n s  to  in e q u ity .  I I I :  
In e q u ity  and s o c ia l  in f lu e n c e .  A cta S o c io lo g ic a l .
1971 , 14 , 2 3 6 -2 4 4 .

B a g a r o z z i, D .A ., & A t ila n o , R .B, S id carb  ; A c l i n i c a l  t o o l  
fo r  rap id  a ssessm en t o f  s o c ia l  exchange in e q u i t ie s  
and r e la t io n s h ip  b a r r ie r s .  U npublished m anuscrip t. 
U n iv e r s ity  o f  G eorgia , 1980.

233



2 34

B a le s , R .F . I n te r a c t io n  p ro cess  a n a l y s i s . Cambridge, M ass.: 
A d d ison -W esley , 1950.

B ateson , G. C u lture c o n ta c t  and sc h ism o g e n e s is . Man, 1935, 
35 , 17 8 -1 8 3 . -----

B ateson , G, Naven. 2nd Ed. S ta n fo rd : S tanford  U n iv e r s ity
P r e s s , 1958.

B ateson , G. S tep s to  an e c o lo g y  o f  mind. San F r a n c isco :  
C handler, 1972.

B erger, C .R ., & C a la b rese , R .J . Some e x p lo r a t io n s  in
i n i t i a l  in t e r a c t io n  and beyond : Toward a d ev e lo p ­
m ental th eo ry  o f  in te r p e r so n a l com m unication. 
Communication Yearbook. V o l. I ,  New Brunsw ick, N .J .:  
In te r n a t io n a l  Communication A s s o c ia t io n , 1977,
9 9 -1 1 2 .

B erk ow itz , L . , & Friedman, P. Some s o c ia l  c la s s  d if f e r e n c e s  
in  h e lp in g  b eh a v io r . Jou rn a l o f  P e r so n a lity  and 
S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y . 1967, 5 ,  217 -225 .

B e r sc h e id , E , , W a lster , E , , & B a rc la y , A. E f f e c t  o f  tim e on 
ten d en cy  t o  com pensate a v ic t im . P sy c h o lo g ic a l  
R e p o r ts . 1969, 25 , 4 3 1 -4 3 6 .

B er sc h e id , E . , W a lster , E . , & B o h rn sted t, G. The body 
r e p o r t . P sych o logy  Today. 1973, 7 , 1 19 -131 .

B er sch e id , E . , D ion, K ., W a lster , E . , & W alster , G.W.
P h y s ic a l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  and d a tin g  ch o ic e  : A t e s t
on th e  m atching h y p o th e s is .  Journal o f  Experim ental 
S o c ia l  P sy c h o lo g y . 1971, 7., 173 -189 .

Bochner, A .P . C onceptual f r o n t ie r s  in  th e  stu d y  o f  communi­
c a t io n  i n  f a m i l ie s :  An in tr o d u c t io n  to  th e  l i t e r a t u r e .
Human Communication R esea rch , 1976, 2 3 8 1 -3 9 7 .

Brock, T .C ., & B u ss, A.H. D isso n a n ce , a g g r e s s io n , and
e v a lu a t io n  o f  p a in . J ou rn a l o f  Abnormal and S o c ia l  
P sy c h o lo g y . 1962, 65 , 1 9 7 -2 0 2 .

Cook, I .  D. Temporal mechanisms m ed iatin g  a t t i t u d e  change 
a f t e r  underpayment and overpaym ent. Jou rn al o f  
P e r s o n a l i ty . 1969, 6 1 8 -6 3 5 .

C ooley , R .E. Spokes in  a id ie e l:  A l i n g u i s t i c  and r h e t o r ic a l
a n a ly s is  o f  N a tiv e  American p u b lic  d is c o u r s e .  
P roceed in gs o f  th e  f i f t h  annual m eeting o f  th e



2 3 5

B erk eley  L in g u is t ic s  S o c ie t y , B er k e le y , C a lifo r n ia  : 
B erk eley  L in g u is t ic s  S o c ie ty ,  1979.

C ooley , R. E. ,  & A lb rech t, T.L.  The s tr u c tu r e  o f  c o n v e rsa tio n :  
Turns, t o p ic s ,  and f u n c t io n s .  Paper p resen ted  to  th e  
I n te r n a t io n a l Communication A s s o c ia t io n , A capulco, 
M exico, 1980.

D au p h in a is , P. E f f e c t s  o f  c o u n se lo r  ra ce  and co u n se lo r
resp on se  s t y l e  on American Ind ian  y o u th s' p e r c e p tio n  
o f  c o u n se lo r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  U npublished d o c to ra l 
d i s s e r t a t io n .  U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma, 1981.

D a v ies , P. ( E d . ) ,  The American h e r ita g e  d ic t io n a r y  o f  th e
E n g lish  la n g u a g e . New York: D e ll P u b lish in g  Company,
1970.

D a v is , K . E . , & J o n es , E.E. Changes in  in te r p e r so n a l p ercep ­
t io n  as a means o f  red u cin g  c o g n it iv e  d isso n a n ce . 
Journal o f  Abnormal and S o c ia l P sy ch o lo g y , 1960, 61_, 
4 0 2 -4 1 0 .

Donohue, W.A.,  Hawes, L . C . , & Mabee, T. T estin g  a s tr u c tu r a l  
fu n c t io n a l model o f  group d e c is io n  making u s in g  Markov 
a n a ly s i s .  Human Communication R esearch , 1981,  7,  
133-146 .

E l l i s ,  D.G. T r a it  p r e d ic to r s  o f  r e la t io n a l  c o n tr o l .  In  
B.D.  Ruben ( E d . ) ,  Communication Yearbook, V o l. I I ,
New Brunsw ick, N . J . ;  I n te r n a t io n a l Communication 
A s s o c ia t io n , 1978,  185-192 .

E l l i s ,  D.G. ,  F ish e r , B . A. ,  D r e c k se l, G.L. ,  Hoch, D.D. ,  & 
W erbel, W.S. Rel/Comm: A system  fo r  a n a ly z in g
r e la t io n a l  com m unication. Unpublished m anuscript. 
U n iv e r s ity  o f  Utah, undated .

E rv in -T rip p , S. An a n a ly s is  o f  th e  in t e r a c t io n  o f  la n g u a g e , 
t o p ic ,  and l i s t e n e r .  American A n th r o p o lo g is t , 1964, 
6 6 , 86 - 1 0 2 .

Evans, M.G.,  & M o lin a r i, L. E q u ity , p ie c e  r a te  overpaym ent, 
and job s e c u r ity ;  Some e f f e c t s  on perform ance. 
Journal o f  A pplied P sy ch o lo g y , 1970,  105-114 .

F is h e r , B.A.  R e la t io n a l  com m unication r e se a r c h : A c r i t iq u e
and a s y n t h e s is .  Paper p resen ted  to  th e  W estern  
Speech Communication A s s o c ia t io n , P o rtla n d , Oregon, 
1980.

F is h e r , B . A. ,  & Hawes, L.C. An in te r a c t  system  model:



2 3 6

G en erating  a grounded th eo ry  o f  sm all grou p s. 
Q u a rter ly  Journal o f  S p eech . 1971,  4 4 4 -4 5 3 .

Foa, U.Go In ter p e rso n a l and econom ic r e so u r c e s . S c ie n c e .  
1971,  171,  345-351 .

Foa, U . G . , & Foa, E.B. S o c ie t a l  s tr u c tu r e s  o f  th e  m ind. 
S p r in g f ie ld ,  I l l i n o i s :  C harles C. Thomas, 1978.

G ergen, K . J . ,  & Gergen, M.K. In te r n a t io n a l a s s i s t a n c e  from  
a p sy c h o lo g ic a l p e r s p e c t iv e .  The Yearbook o f  
I n te r n a t io n a l A f f a i r s . 1971.  25,  8 7 -1 0 3 .

G ergen, K ., M orse, S . J . ,  & Bode, K. Overpaid or  overworked? 
C o g n it iv e  and b e h a v io r a l r e a c t io n s  to  in e q u ita b le  
rew ard s. Journal o f  A pplied  S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1974,  
4 ,  259-2741"

Goranson, R . E . , & B erkow itz, L. R e c ip ro c ity  and r e s p o n s i­
b i l i t y  r e a c t io n s  to  p r io r  h e lp .  Journal o f  
P e r s o n a lity  and S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1972, 8 , 9 9 - 1 11 .

Greenberg, M. S. ,  & S h ap iro , S .P .  Ind eb ted n ess: An a d v erse
a sp e c t  o f  ask ing fo r  and r e c e iv in g  h e lp . S o c io m etry . 
1971,  M ,  290-301.

H a llid a y , M.A.K. , & Hasan, R. C ohesion in  spoken and 
w r it te n  E n g lish . London: Longmans, 1973.

H a tf ie ld ,  E . , U tne, M.K., & Traupmann, J . E q u ity  th eo ry  
and in t im a te  r e la t io n s h ip s .  In  R.L. B urgess & T.L.  
H uston, ( E d s . ) ,  S o c ia l  exchange in  d ev e lo p in g  
r e la t io n s h ip s . New York: Academic P r e s s , 1979,
9 9 -1 3 3 .

H a tf ie ld ,  E . , W a lster , G.W.,  & P i l ia v in ,  J .A.  E q u ity  th eo ry  
and h e lp in g  r e la t io n s h ip s .  In  L. Wispe ( E d . ) ,  
A ltru ism , sympathy, and h e lp in g : P sy c h o lo g ic a l and
s o c io lo g ic a l  p r in c ip le s . New York: Academic P r e s s ,
1978,  115 -139 .

H e s lin , R . , & B la k e , B. Perform ance as a fu n c t io n  o f
payment, commitment, and ta sk  in t e r e s t .  Psychonom ic 
S c ie n c e , 1969, 1^, 3 2 3 -3 2 4 .

H inton , B.L.  The exp erim en ta l e x te n s io n  o f  e q u ity  th eo ry  to  
in te r p e r so n a l and group in te r a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s .  
O rg a n iza tio n a l  B ehavio r  and Human Perform ance, 1972,  
8 , 4 ^ -4 '4 ^ :



237

Homans, G.C. S o c ia l  b e h a v io r ; I t s  elem entary form s.
New York; H arcou rt, B race, and WorldV 1961,

Huesmann, L . R , , & L ev in g er , G. Increm ental exchange
th e o r y : A form al model fo r  p r o g r e s s io n  in  dyad ic
s o c ia l  in t e r a c t io n .  In L. B erkow itz & E» W alster  
( E d s . ) ,  Advances i n  E xperim ental S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y . 
V o l. 9 , New York; Academic P r e ss , 1976.

Kendon, A. In tr o d u c tio n . In  A. Kendon, R.M. H a rr is , &
M.R. Key ( E d s . ) ,  The o r g a n iz a tio n  o f  b eh a v io r  in  
f a c e - t o - f a c e  in t e r a c t io n . The Hague: Mouton, 1975.

Labov, W., & F an sh el, D. T herap eu tic  d is c o u r s e : Psycho­
th erap y as c o n v e r s a t io n . New York: Academic P r e ss ,
1977.

Lashbrook, V. J .  G ib b 's in t e r a c t io n  th eo ry : The u se  o f
p e rc ep tio n s  in  th e  d isc r im in a tio n  o f  le a d e r s  from  
n o n lea d ers . Paper p resen ted  to  th e  Speech Communi­
c a t io n  A s s o c ia t io n , 1975.

Lashbrook, W.B. Computer programs fo r  speech  com m unication  
r e s e a r c h . E ast L an sin g , M ichigan: M ichigan S ta te
U n iv e r s ity ,  1968.

L aw ler, E . E . ,  I I I ,  K o p lin , C.A. ,  Young, T . F . ,  & Fadem, J.A.
In e q u ity  r e d u c tio n  o v er  tim e in  an induced overpayment 
s i t u a t io n .  O r g a n iz a tio n a l B ehavior and Human 
Perform ance. 1968, 3 , 253-268 .

L erner, M . J . , & M atthew s, G. R eaction s to  th e  s u f f e r in g  o f  
o th e r s  under c o n d it io n s  o f  in d ir e c t  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
Jou rn al o f  P e r s o n a lity  and S o c ia l P sy ch o lo g y . 1967,
5 ,  3 1 9 -3 2 5 .

L erner, M . J . . & Simmons, C.H. O b server's r e a c t io n  to  th e
' in n o cen t' v ic t im s :  Compassion or r e j e c t io n ?  Journal
o f  P e r so n a lity  and S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1966,  4 ,  203- 
210 .

L ev e n th a l, G . S . ,  & Bergman, J . T.  S e lf -d e p r iv in g  b eh av ior  
as a resp o n se  to  u n p r o fita b le  in e q u ity .  Journal o f  
E xperim ental S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y . 1969,  5 ,  153-171 .

L ev en th a l, G .S . ,  W eiss, T .,  & Long, G. E q u ity , r e c ip r o c i t y ,  
and r e a l lo c a t in g  th e  rewards in  th e  dyad. Journal o f  
P e r so n a lity  and S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1969,  1^, 300 -305 .

L u s t ig ,  M.W. R e la t io n sh ip  disengagem ent s t r a t e g i e s ,  r e l a ­
t io n a l  cod ing s y s te m s , and r e la t io n a l  com m unication



23 8

r e se a r c h ;  A c r i t iq u e .  Paper p resen ted  to  th e  
W estern Speech Communication A s s o c ia t io n , P o r tla n d , 
Oregon, 1980.

Mehan, H ., & Wood, H, The r e a l i t y  o f  ethnom ethodology.
New York: John W iley and S o n s , 1 9 7 5 .

M illa r ,  F . E . ,  & R ogers, L.E.  A r e la t io n a l  approach to
in te r p e r s o n a l com m unication. In G.R. M ille r  ( E d . ) ,  
E x p lo ra tio n s  in  in te r p e r so n a l com m unication.
B ev er ly  H i l l s  ; Sage, 1976,  87- 103 .

M iner, J .B .  T h eo r ies  o f  o r g a n iz a t io n a l  b e h a v io r . H in sd a le , 
I l l i n o i s :  Dry den P r e ss , 1980.

M ish ie r , E.G. Meaning in  c o n te x t;  Is  th e re  any o th e r  kind?  
Harvard E d u ca tio n a l R eview . 1979,  1 - 19 .

Moerk, E. Pragm atic and sem antic  a s p e c ts  o f  e a r ly  language  
d evelop m en t. B a ltim ore: U n iv e r s ity  Park P r e s s , 1977.

M orris, S . C . ,  I I ,  & Rosen, S. E f f e c t s  o f  f e l t  adequacy and 
o p p o rtu n ity  to  r e c ip r o c a te  on h e lp  s e e k in g . Journal 
o f  E xperim ental S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1973,  9 ,  256-276.

Morse, S . J . ,  R e i s ,  H . T . ,  & Gruzen, J .  Hedonism and e q u ity  
in  h e te r o se x u a l in t e r a c t io n .  Paper p resen ted  to  th e  
American P s y c h o lo g ic a l A s s o c ia t io n , M ontreal, Canada, 
1973.

M u rstein , B . I .  The r e la t io n s h ip  o f  m ental h e a lth  to  m a r ita l 
c h o ic e  and c o u r tsh ip  p r o g r e s s . Journal o f  M arriage 
and th e  F a m ily . 1967,  29,  4 4 7 -4 5 1 .

N o fs in g e r , R.E. The demand t i c k e t :  A c o n v e r sa tio n a l
d e v ic e  f o r  g e t t in g  th e  f lo o r .  Speech Monographs.
1975,  1 - 9 .

0 'D o n n e l l - T r u j i l lo , N. On th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  r e la t io n a l
com m unication cod in g  sy ste m s . Paper p resen ted  to  
th e  W estern Speech Communication A s s o c ia t io n , 1980.

Parks, M.R. R e la t io n a l com m unication: Theory and r e se a r c h .
Human Communication R esearch , 1977,  3,  372- 381 .

P a tte r so n , G.R. F a m ilie s  : A p p lic a t io n s  o f  s o c ia l  le a r n in g
to  fa m ily  l i f e . Champaign, I l l i n o i s  ; R esearch  
P ress 7 Ï 9 7 1 .

P h i l l i p s ,  GoM., & M etzger, N.J.  In tim a te  com m unication. 
B oston: A lly n  and Bacon, 1976.



2 3 9

P r itch a r d , R . D . , D unnette, M.D. , & Jorgenson , D.O, E f f e c t s  o f  
p ercep tio n s  o f  e q u ity  and in e q u ity  on worker p e r fo r ­
mance and s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Journal o f  A pplied  P sychology  
Monograph. 1972,  75-94 .

Puck, S . E . ,  & F o lg er , J . P .  A coding manual fo r  re q u e st-  
cen tered  r e la t io n a l  com m unication. Unpublished  
m anuscript, 1976.

Raush, H.Lb, Barry, W.A. , H e r te l ,  R . K . , & Swain, M.A.
Communication, c o n f l i c t ,  and m arriage. San F ra n c isco  ; 
J o sse y -B a ss , 1974.

R ogers, L.E.  Dyadic system s and tr a n s a c t io n a l  com m unication
in  a fa m ily  c o n te x t .  Unpublished d o c to r a l d i s s e r t a t io n ,  
M ichigan S ta te  U n iv e r s ity ,  1972.

R ogers, L . E . ,  & F arace, R.V. R e la t io n a l com m unication  
a n a ly s is :  New measurement p roced u res. Human
Communication R esea rch , 1975,  2 2 2 -2 3 9 .

Rubin, Z. L ik ing and lo v in g  : An in v i t a t io n  to  s o c ia l
D svchology. New York: H o lt, R in eh art, and W inston,
1973.

Sacks, H ., S c h e g lo f f ,  E . , & J e f fe r s o n , G. A s im p le s t  
sy s te m a tic s  fo r  o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  tu rn  ta k in g  fo r  
c o n v e r sa tio n . In  J .  Schenkein  ( E d . ) ,  S tu d ies  in  
th e  o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  c o n v e r sa tio n a l in t e r a c t io n .
New York: Academic P r e ss , 1978,  1 -6 .

S in c la ir ,  J . M .H . , & C ou lth ard , R.M. Toward an a n a ly s is  o f  
d is c o u r s e . London: Oxford U n iv e r s ity  P r e ss , 1975.

S p u h ler , J .N.  A s so r ta t iv e  m ating w ith  r e s p e c t  to  p h y s ic a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  E ugenics Q u a rte r ly , 1968,  15,
128-140 .

S tech , E.L.  S e q u en tia l s tr u c tu r e  in  human s o c ia l
com m unication. Human Communication R esearch , 1975,  
i ,  168-179.

S tec h , E.L. A grammar o f  c o n v e r sa tio n  w ith  a  q u a n t ita t iv e  
e m p ir ic a l t e s t .  Human Communication R esearch , 1979,
5 ,  158-170.

T h ib au t, J .W. ,  & K e lle y , H.H. The s o c ia l  p sych o logy  o f  
g ro u p s. New York: John W iley and S on s, 1959.

Thomas, E.J .  M arita l com munication and d e c is io n  making : 
A n a ly s is , a sse ssm en t, and change. New York;
Free P r e ss , 19771



240

Tough, J . The developm ent o f  m eaning! A study o f  c h i ld r e n 's  
use o f  la n g u a g e . New York: John W iley and Son s,
i .  ✓ /  /  0

Traupmann, J,M. E quity and in tim a te  r e la t io n s :  An
in te r v ie w  study o f  m arriage. Unpublished d o c to r a l  
d is s e r t a t io n .  U n iv e r s ity  o f  W isconsin  a t  M adison,
1978.

V a le n z i, E . R . , & Andrews, I . E .  E f f e c t  o f  h o u rly  overpay  
and underpay in e q u ity  when t e s t e d  w ith  a new 
in d u c tio n  procedure. Journal o f  A oolied  P sv ch o lo ev . 
1971,  22-27.

W a lster , E . , Aronson, V .,  Abrahams, D . , & Rottman, L, 
Im portance o f  p h y s ic a l a t t r a c t iv e n e s s  i n  d a tin g  
b eh a v io r . Journal o f  P e r s o n a lity  and S o c ia l  
P sy ch o lo g y . 1966,  4 ,  5 0 8 -5 1 6 .

W a lster , E . , B ersch e id , E . , & W alster , G.W. New d ir e c t io n s
in  e q u ity  r e se a r c h . Journal o f  P e r so n a lity  and
S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y . 1973,  2 5 ,  151-176.

W alster , E . , B ersch e id , E . , & W alster , G.W. New d ir e c t io n s
in  e q u ity  r e se a r c h . In  L. B erkow itz & E. W alster
( E d s . ) ,  Advances i n  E xperim ental S o c ia l  P sy c h o lo g y . 
V o l. 9 , New York: Academic P r e s s ,  1976,  1-42.

W a lster , E . , Traupmann, J . , & W a lster , G.W. E quity  and 
e x tr a m a r ita l s e x u a l i t y .  A rch ives o f  sex u a l 
b e h a v io r . 1978,  7 ,  127-142.

W alster , E . , W alster , G.W., & B e r sch e id , E. E q u ity :
Theory and R esearch . B oston: A lly n  and Bacon, 1978.

W alster , E . , W alster , G.W., & Traupmann, J . E quity  and
p rem a rita l s e x . Jou rn al o f  P e r so n a lity  and S o c ia l  
P sy ch o lo g y , 1978,  36,  82 - 92 .

W a lster , E . , W a lster , G.W., Abrahams, D . , & Brown, E. The 
e f f e c t  on l ik in g  o f  u n d erratin g  or  o v erra tin g  
a n o th e r . Journal o f  E xperim ental S o c ia l P sy ch o lo g y , 
1966,  2 ,  7 0 -8 4 .

W axier, N.E. ,  & Mi s h ie r , E.G. S corin g  and r e l i a b i l i t y  
problems in  in te r a c t io n  p ro cess  a n a ly s is  : A
m eth o d o lo g ica l n o te . S o c io m etry , 1965,  29 , 3 2 -4 9 .



241

Weick, K.Eo R eduction  o f  c o g n it iv e  d isso n a n ce  through ta sk  
enhancement and e f f o r t  e x p e n d itu r e . Jou rn al o f  
Abnormal and S o c ia l  P sy ch o lo g y , 1964 . ~68.  53 3 -5 3 9 .

Wilraot, W.Wo Dyadic com m unication. R eading, Mass . :  Addison-
W esley , i  979.

W inter, W.D.,  & F e r r e ir a , A . J .  I n te r a c t io n  p r o c e ss  a n a ly s is  
o f  fa m ily  d ec is io n -m a k in g . Fam ily P r o c e s s . 1967,
6 , 155-172.



2 4 2

Appendix A 

F ly e r

HELP! HELP! HELP!

I need your h e lp  in  com p letin g  my d o c to r a l d i s s e r t a t io n  h ere  
in  th e  Department o f  Communication o f  th e  U n iv e r s ity  o f  
Oklahoma. The d i s s e r t a t io n  in v o lv e s  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  t a lk  in  
a p u b lic  c o n v e r s a t io n  betw een husbands and w iv e s . Time i s  
running s h o r t . and I do not have a c c e s s  to  v ery  many 
co u p les  a t  t h i s  t im e . I f  you would be w i l l in g  to  h e lp ,  
h ere  i s  th e  p ro ced u re--

a .  One n ig h t ,  a t  your co n v en ien ce , I  w i l l  come 
over  to  your h o u se , e x p la in  th e  p r o je c t  in  
d e t a i l  and ask you to  com plete s e v e r a l  q u es­
t io n n a ir e s  ( th e  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  are not le n g th y  
and in c lu d e  some b io g r a p h ic a l in fo rm a tio n  as  
w e ll as some a t t i t u d e - t y p e  q u e s t io n s ) ;

bo A pproxim ately 1 to  2 weeks l a t e r ,  you and your  
sp ou se w i l l  come o v er  to  th e  home o f  th e  f a c u l t y  
d ir e c t o r  o f  t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  where :

1 0 you  and your sp ou se  w i l l  ca rry  on a p u b lic
c o n v e r sa tio n  con cern in g  fo u r  g e n e r a l q u e s t io n s  
( t h i s  c o n v e r sa t io n  w i l l  l a s t  ap p rox im ately  
30-40 m in u tes);

2 . you  and your sp o u se  w i l l  com plete one
a d d it io n a l  q u e s t io n n a ir e  and answer q u e s t io n s  
about th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  which you w i l l  have  
j u s t  com pleted ( th e  e n t ir e  p r o c ess  shou ld  
ta k e  j u s t  s l i g h t l y  over one h o u r).

In  order th a t  I may a n a ly ze  th e s e  c o n v e r s a t io n s , th ey  w i l l  
be both  au d io  and v id e o -ta p e  reco rd ed . L et me a ssu re  you  
o f  two th in g s  regard in g  th e c o n f id e n t ia l i t y  o f  th e se  ta p e s :  
(1 )  o n ly  th e  fa c u lt y  d ir e c to r  o f  t h i s  p r o je c t  and m y se lf  
w i l l  v iew  and a n a ly ze  th e se  ta p e s ,  and (2 )  i f  any p a r t o f  
th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  i s  ex cerp ted  f o r  use in  my d i s s e r t a t io n  
(a s  an exam ple to  i l l u s t r a t e  a p o in t ) ,  any proper names th a t  
could  p o s s ib ly  id e n t i f y  you as a cou p le  w i l l  be changed,
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d e le t e d ,  or  o b lite r a te d »  F u rth er , a t  th e  c o n c lu s io n  o f  t h i s  
p r o j e c t , th e se  ta p e s  w i l l  be d e s tr o y e d . These req u irem en ts  
were proposed by me and approved by th e  Human S u b je c ts  Review  
Board o f  th e  U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma.

I need your h e lp  b a d ly . About th e  o n ly  th in g  I can  g iv e  you  
f o r  your p a r t ic ip a t io n  i s  a good cup o f  c o f f e e  o r  tw o, but 
perhaps th e  knowledge th a t  you have h elped  in  th e  under­
sta n d in g  o f  com m unication betw een married p a rtn ers  w i l l  be 
g r a t i f y in g .

I f  you would be w i l l in g  to  h e lp ,  o r  have any q u e s t io n s , p le a s e  
c o n ta c t  me as q u ic k ly  as p o s s ib le .  The b e s t  way to  g e t  me i s  
to  le a v e  a m essage a t  325-3111,  Mondays through F r id a y s ,
8 :00  - 12:00 ,  1:00 - 5 : 0 0 ,  w ith  th e  Department o f  Communica­
t io n  s e c r e ta r y . I f  I  am n ot i n ,  I  w i l l  r e tu r n  your c a l l  
im m ediately  upon r e c e iv in g  th e  m essage. A l s o ,  you can  
reach  me a t  home e a r ly  in  th e  morning (b e fo re  8 :0 0  a . m. )  
o r  l a t e  a t  n ig h t  ( a f t e r  10:00 p . m . ) .  The tim e c o n s tr a in t s  
I  am under fo r  t h i s  p r o je c t  r e q u ir e  th a t  I g iv e  up some 
s l e e p - - s o ,  f e e l  f r e e  to  c a l l .  The home number i s  36 4 -2 6 3 4 ,

Thank you fo r  c o n s id e r in g  h e lp in g  me in  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  P le a se  
c o n ta c t  me q u ic k ly  i f  you are  w i l l in g  to  do so .

S in c e r e ly ,

Karl J . Krayer
Department o f  Communication - U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma 
Norman, Oklahoma 73019 
(4 0 5 ) 364-2634 (home)

325-3111 (work)
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Appendix B 

U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

T it le  o f  P r o je c t  :

P r in c ip a l  
I n v e s t ig a to r  :

"Communication E quity  and C on versation  in  
M arita l Dyads: A S tr u c tu r a l,  F u n c t io n a l,
and Topic-Change A n a ly s is  o f  P u b lic  
C onversation"

Karl J . K rayer, Department o f  Communication

T his i s  to  c e r t i f y  th a t  I , ________________________________________ ,
hereby agree to  p a r t ic ip a t e  as a v o lu n te e r  in  a s p e c i f i c  
in v e s t ig a t io n  as p art o f  an a u th o r ized  resea rch  program o f  
th e  U n iv e r s ity  o f  Oklahoma under th e  su p e r v is io n  o f  Dr. Ralph 
E, Cooley as in v e s t ig a te d  by K arl J . Krayer.

The purpose o f  t h i s  re sea rch  i s  t o  exten d  th e knowledge and 
a p p lic a t io n  o f  e q u ity  th eory  in  in tim a te  r e la t io n s h ip s  by 
exam ining com m unication e q u ity  i n  m a r ita l dyads. Communica­
t io n  e q u ity  w i l l  be d escr ib ed  b e h a v io r a lly  through an 
a n a ly s is  o f  p u b lic  c o n v e r sa tio n s  betw een husbands and w ives  
ta lk in g  about t h e ir  m arriage w ith  each .other, and p ercep tu a­
l l y  through an a n a ly s is  o f  s e l f - r e p o r t  q u e s t io n n a ir e s , a sk in g  
s u b je c ts  about th e  nature o f  t h e i r  com munication in  t h e ir  
r e la t io n s h ip .

I  understand t h a t ,  by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  t h is  p r o je c t ,  I may be 
su b jected  to  th e s o c ia l  r i s k  o f  ta lk in g  about my p a st  
e x p e r ie n c es  and th e  s ta tu s  o f  my cu rren t m arriage p u b lic ly .  
The c o n v e r sa tio n s  w i l l  be record ed  both  on v id eo  and au d io ­
ta p e .

I  understand th a t  I am fr e e  to  p a r t ic ip a t e  in  any procedure 
o r  to  r e fu s e  to  answer any q u e s t io n  a t  any tim e w ith ou t  
p re ju d ice  to  me. I understand th a t  I am fr e e  to  withdraw  
my con sen t and to  withdraw from th e  re sea rc h  a t  any tim e 
w ith o u t p r e ju d ic e  to  me.

I understand th a t  by a g ree in g  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  t h i s  resea rch
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and s ig n in g  t h i s  form I  do not waive any o f  my l e g a l  r ig h t s .

I  understand th a t  th e  re se a rc h  in v e s t ig a to r s  named above w i l l  
answ er any o f  my q u e s io n s  r e la t in g  t o  th e  re sea rch  p rocedures  
a t  any t im e .

D ate S ig n a tu re



2 4 6

Appendix C 

B io g r a p h ica l In form ation

In  t h i s  p o r t io n  o f  th e  p r o j e c t ,  th e r e  a re  th ree  b a s ic  
q u e st io n n a ir e s  fo r  you to  co m p le te . The f i r s t  q u e s t io n n a ir e  
g a th ers  b io g r a p h ic a l in fo rm a tio n  about you and your m arriage, 
th e  second q u e s t io n n a ir e  g a th e r s  in fo r m a tio n  about your 
p er ce p tio n  o f  your m arriage, w h ile  th e  th ir d  q u e s t io n n a ir e  
ask s about th e  com m unication th a t  ta k e s  p la ce  in  your  
m arriage.

P le a se  be a ssu red  th a t  your answ ers a r e  h e ld  in  th e  s t r i c t e s t  
c o n fid en ce  and th a t  no one o th e r  th a n  th e  p r in c ip a l i n v e s t i ­
g a to r  (Karl J .  K rayer) and f a c u lt y  d ir e c to r  o f  t h i s  p r o je c t  
(Ralph E. C ooley) w i l l  have a c c e s s  t o  them . A ll  r e s u l t s  
from th e se  q u e s t io n n a ir e s  th a t  appear i n  p u b lish ed  form  
w i l l  not in c lu d e  any r e fe r e n c e s  to  your name where any 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  by any rea d er  cou ld  be made.

Name 

Age _

Number o f  y e a r s  i n  cu rren t m arriage

Number o f  c h ild r e n  ___________________ Ages

L ast e d u c a tio n a l grade com pleted ________

O ccupation  ___________________________________

Have you b een  p r e v io u s ly  married? 

How many tim es?  ____________________
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Appendix D 

R e la t io n a l E quity

1 . How would you d e sc r ib e  your c o n tr ib u t io n s  to  your  
r e la t io n s h ip ?

CONTRIBUTIONS are p erso n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t ic s  and 
b eh a v io rs  th a t  p eop le  put in to  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  
These p erso n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t ic s  and b eh a v io rs  may be 
POSITIVE, such as good lo o k s , u n d ersta n d in g , or  
lo v e .  They may a ls o  be NEGATIVE, l ik e  b e in g  too  
c r i t i c a l ,  n o t h e lp in g  w ith  hou seh old  c h o r e s , o r  
b e in g  moody.

Extrem ely N egative  Very N egative  M oderately N egative  

S l ig h t ly  N egative  S l ig h t ly  P o s i t iv e  M oderately P o s i t iv e  

Very P o s i t iv e  E xtrem ely P o s i t iv e

2 . How would you d e sc r ib e  your p a r tn e r 's  c o n tr ib u t io n s  
to  your r e la t io n s h ip ?

E xtrem ely N eg a tiv e  Very N egative  M oderately N eg a tiv e  

S l ig h t ly  N egative  S l ig h t ly  P o s i t iv e  M oderately P o s i t iv e  

Very P o s i t iv e  E xtrem ely P o s i t iv e

3 . How would you d e sc r ib e  your outcom es from your  
r e la t io n s h ip ?

OUTCOMES r e f e r  to  how much o r  what th in g s  p eop le  
g e t  ou t o f  t h e ir  r e la t io n s h ip .  These may be 
POSITIVE such as a l o t  o f  a p p r e c ia t io n , g e t t in g  to  
s le e p  la t e  in  th e  morning, o r  b ein g  a b le  to  do 
th in g s  th a t  one cou ld  not do a lo n e . They may 
a ls o  be NEGATIVE, such as h av in g  to  be a lo n e  to o  
much, having l e s s  money to  spend than i f  you were 
n ot in  th e  r e la t io n s h ip ,  or h ead ach es.

E xtrem ely N egative  Very N eg a tiv e  M oderately N eg a tiv e  

S l ig h t ly  N egative  S l ig h t ly  P o s i t iv e  M oderately P o s i t iv e
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Very P o s i t iv e  E xtrem ely P o s it iv e

4 .  How would you d e s c r ib e  your p a r tn e r 's  outcomes from 
your r e la t io n s h ip ?

Extrem ely N egative  Very N egative  M oderately N egative  

S l ig h t ly  N egative  S l i g h t l y  P o s i t iv e  M oderately P o s i t iv e  

Very P o s i t iv e  E xtrem ely P o s it iv e
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Appendix E 

C o n tex t-F ree  Communication E q u ity  S c a le s

The fo llo w in g  s c a le s  r e f e r  to  your c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  your
sp o u se . For each q u e s t io n , you w i l l  be asked how s tr o n g ly
you agree o r  d isa g r e e  w ith  th e  item . You w i l l  th e n  be asked
to  in d ic a te  your f e e l i n g  con cern in g  th e  s ta te m e n t.

AGREEMENT: VDA - very  d e f in i t e l y  agree; DA -
d e f i n i t e l y  a g r e e ;  A - agree; SLA -  s l i g h t l y  agree;
SLD -  s l i g h t l y  d isa g r e e ;  D - d isa g r e e ;  DD - 
d e f in i t e l y  d is a g r e e ;  VDD - v ery  d e f i n i t e l y  d isa g r e e

FEELINGS; EN - ex trem ely  n e g a t iv e ;  VN - v e r y  n e g a tiv e ;
N - n e g a t iv e ;  SLN - s l i g h t l y  n e g a t iv e ;  SLP - s l i g h t l y  
p o s i t iv e ;  P - p o s i t iv e ;  VP - v ery  p o s i t iv e ;  EP - 
ex trem ely  p o s i t i v e

1 . I fr e q u e n tly  don’ t  g e t  "my say" in  c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my 
p a r tn e r .

2 . I  i n i t i a t e  our c o n v e r sa tio n s  more o f t e n  th an  my p artn er  
d o es .

3 . When c o n v e r sa t io n s  w ith  my p artn er in c lu d e  t o p ic s  \d iich  I 
f e e l  l e s s  ex p er t  and c o n f id e n t  on than  my p a rtn er  i s ,  I  
u su a lly  t a lk  l e s s .

4 .  In c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p a r tn er , I do most o f  th e  ta lk in g .

5 . When c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p artn er a re  o v e r , I u su a lly  
f e e l  s a t i s f i e d o

6 . In c o n v e r sa tio n s  w ith  my p a r tn er , I change th e  su b je c t  
more o f t e n  th a n  h e /s h e  d o es .

7 . I b r in g  up more in t e r e s t in g  th in g s  to  t a lk  about than  my 
p a rtn er  d o e s .

8 . My p a rtn er  dom inates our c o n v e r s a t io n s .

9 . When my p artn er  and I are ta lk in g  a t  th e  same t im e , I 
u su a lly  "give in"  and s to p  ta lk in g .



250

10 . When my p artn er b r in g s  up to p ic s  about vÆiich I do not 
want to  t a lk  ab ou t, I  u s u a lly  in te r r u p t  h im /h er  or  
attem p t to  change th e  s u b je c t .

1 1 . T opics which are  uncom fortable to  me fr e q u e n t ly  occu r  
i n  c o n v e r sa t io n s  w ith  my p a rtn er .

12 . I w ish  my p artn er  would t a lk  w ith  me more o f t e n .

13 . My p a rtn er  fr e q u e n tly  in te r r u p ts  me w h ile  I  am ta lk in g .

14 . I e x e r t  g r e a te r  e f f o r t  during our c o n v e r sa tio n s  th an  my 
p a rtn er  d o e s .

15 . My p a rtn er  would r a th e r  ta lk  w ith  me th an  w ith  any o th er  
p erso n .

16 . There are  some t o p ic s  I d o n 't  f e e l  com fortab le  ta lk in g  
about w ith  my p a r tn er .

17 . My p a rtn er  t a lk s  to o  much.

18. I w ish  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  I have w ith  my p a rtn er  would 
l a s t  lo n g e r .

19 . My p a rtn er  and I f e e l  th e  same way about our co n v ersa ­
t io n s  w ith  each o th e r .

20 . I  en jo y  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n s  I have w ith  my p a rtn er  more 
than  I do w ith  anyone e l s e .
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Appendix F 

I n s tr u c t io n s  f o r  th e  In te rv ie w

You a re  about to  conduct a c o n v e r sa t io n  w ith  each o th er  
con cern in g  f i v e  g e n e r a l q u e s t io n s  about m arriage i n  g e n e ra l 
and your own m arriage in  p a r t ic u la r .  The f i r s t  q u e s t io n  i s  
in ten d ed  to  l a s t  ap p rox im ately  f i v e  m inutes ; th e  rem aining  
fo u r  q u e s t io n s  should  l a s t  from about e ig h t  to  te n  m in u tes. 
Let me em phasize th a t  t h i s  c o n v e r s a tio n  i s  in ten d ed  to  be 
betw een th e  two o f  you and n ot w ith  me. I  w i l l  o n ly  p rov id e  
th e  q u e s t io n s  f o r  th e  two o f  you to  t a lk  about and w i l l  in  
no o th er  way attem p t to  in t e r a c t  w ith  you in  t h i s  co n v ersa ­
t io n .  When th e  tim e l i m i t  f o r  each  q u e s t io n  has been met,
I w i l l  in tr o d u c e  a new q u e s t io n . During t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n ,
I w i l l  be ta k in g  n o tes  in  ord er th a t  I may ask  you c e r t a in  
q u e stio n s  about t h i s  c o n v e r s a t io n  l a t e r .  Because o f  t h i s ,  
and b ecau se t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  i s  in ten d ed  to  be betw een th e  
two o f  you , my c o n tr ib u t io n s  in  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  w i l l  be 
l im ite d  o n ly  to  th e  ask in g  o f  q u e s t io n s .

Do you smoke? Can I g e t  you an ash tray?

Would you l i k e  som ething to  drink?

R elax and l e t ' s  b e g in .



2 5 2

Appendix G 

I n s tr u c t io n s  f o r  th e  Topic In terv iew

( fo llo w in g  th e  in te r v ie w )

The second phase o f  t h i s  s e s s io n  r e q u ir e s  th a t  th e  two o f  
you be sep a r a ted . One o f  you w i l l  f i l l  i n  a q u estio n n a ir e  
in  an a d jo in in g  room w h ile  th e  o th er  w i l l  answer q u e stio n s  
con cern in g  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  you j u s t  com pleted w ith  me.
When we are f in i s h e d , th e  two o f  you w i l l  r ev er se  p o s i t io n s  
u n t i l  both  o f  you have com pleted th e  two p a rts  o f  t h i s  
phase o f  th e  s e s s io n .

(co u p les  se p a r a te )

During t h i s  c o n v e r sa t io n , as p art o f  answ ering th e se  q u e s t io n s ,  
th ere  were s e v e r a l t o p ic s  d isc u sse d  such as (name s e v e r a l th a t  
are on th e  l i s t  th a t  th e  in te r v ie w e r  made during th e  co n v er­
s a t io n ) .  I would l i k e  to  ask you some q u estio n s  about th e  
t o p ic s  th a t  you d isc u s se d  and how you f e l t  about them during  
th e c o n v e r sa tio n  which you j u s t  com p leted . Remember th a t  I 
am in te r e s t e d  o n ly  in  th e  to p ic s  and your r e a c t io n s  to  them  
w ith  reg a rd s to  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  s p e c i f i c a l l y .
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Appendix H 

I n s tr u c t io n s  f o r  th e  Q u estion n aire

T his q u e st io n n a ir e  has se v e n te e n  item s vdiich ta p  your  
r e a c t io n s  to  th e  c o n v e r sa tio n  which you j u s t  com p leted .
Each o f  th e  item s has two p a r t s .  For exam ple, lo o k  a t  
q u e st io n  number tw o, "1 ta lk ed  f i r s t  in  most o f  th e  
q u e st io n s  d isc u sse d  during t h i s  co n v ersa tio n ."  1 would 
f i r s t  l ik e  fo r  you to  r e a c t  to  t h i s  statem en t from very  
d e f in i t e l y  agree to  v ery  d e f i n i t e l y  d isa g r ee  u sin g  th e  key  
a t  th e  to p  o f  th e  f i r s t  p age. Second, 1 would l i k e  fo r  you  
to  t e l l  me how you f e e l  about your r e a c t io n  to  th e  s t a t e ­
ment w ith  regards to  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  vdiich you j u s t  
com p leted . For exam ple, you m ight "agree" th a t you ta lk ed  
f i r s t  in  most o f  th e  q u e st io n s  d isc u sse d  h ere , and f e e l  
th a t  th e f a c t  th a t  you d id  t a lk  f i r s t  was good f o r  t h is  
c o n v e r sa t io n . You would th en  c i r c l e  " p o sitiv e"  fo r  
exam ple. However, you m ight n o t l ik e  th e  id ea  o f  having  
to  i n i t i a t e  c o n v e rsa tio n  on most o f  th e  q u estio n s  d iscu sse d  
h e r e . You may, fo r  exam ple, have enjoyed the c o n v e r sa tio n  
more i f  your p artn er had i n i t i a t e d  some o f  the t a lk  under 
more o f  th e  q u e s t io n s . You m ight th en  c i r c l e  "negative"  
fo r  exam ple. The key to  th e  second p art o f  th e  q u e s t io n  
i s  a ls o  a t  th e  to p  o f  the f i r s t  p age. For each i t e m ,  th en , 
th e r e  are two s e t s  o f  answ ers. The im portant th in g  to  
remember i s  th a t  th e s e  q u e s t io n s  r e f e r  o n ly  to  th e  co n v ersa ­
t io n  ^ i c h  you have j u s t  com pleted  and n ot to  co n v e r sa tio n s  
in  g e n e r a l.  1 w i l l  be g lad  to  answer any q u e st io n s  co n cer ­
n in g  any problems you m ight have w ith  any o f  th e  s p e c i f i c  
i t e m s .
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Appendix I

C o n te x t -S p e c if ic  Communication E q u ity  S c a le s

The fo llo w in g  q u e s t io n s  r e f e r  to  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  vdiich you  
have j u s t  com p leted . Each q u e s t io n  has two major p a r ts .  
F i r s t ,  you w i l l  be asked th e  e x te n t  to  t t i ic h  you agree or  
d is a g r e e  w ith  th e  s ta te m e n t. Second, you w i l l  be asked to  
r e a c t  t o  your agreem ent o r  d isagreem en t w ith  th e  sta tem en t  
co n cern in g  your f e e l i n g s  about t h i s  c o n v e r sa t io n .

Key Î

VDA - v ery  d e f i n i t e l y  agree  
DA - d e f i n i t e l y  agree  

A - agree  
SLA - s l i g h t l y  agree  
SLD - s l i g h t l y  d isa g r e e  

D - d isa g r e e  
DD - d e f i n i t e l y  d isa g r e e  

VDD - v ery  d e f i n i t e l y  d isa g r e e

EN - ex trem ely  n e g a t iv e  
VN - v ery  n e g a t iv e  

N - n e g a tiv e  
SLN - s l i g h t l y  n e g a t iv e  
SLP - s l i g h t l y  p o s i t iv e  

P - p o s i t iv e  
VP - v ery  p o s i t i v e  
EP - ex trem e ly  p o s i t iv e

1 . I  g o t  my say  in  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  w ith  my p a rtn er .

2 . I  ta lk e d  f i r s t  i n  most o f  th e  q u e s t io n s  d isc u sse d  d uring  
t h i s  c o n v e r s a t io n .

3 . On th e  t o p ic s  in  t h i s  c o n v e r sa t io n  o f  which I am l e s s  
e x p e r t  and c o n f id e n t  than  my p a r tn e r , I  ta lk ed  l e s s .

4 .  I  d id  most o f  th e  t a lk in g  during t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n .
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5 . I f e e l  s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  c o n v e r sa t io n  \d iich  has j u s t  
en d ed .

6 . I changed more t o p ic s  d u rin g  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  th an  my 
p artn er  dido

7 .  The t o p ic s  I  i n i t i a t e d  d u rin g  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  were more 
in t e r e s t in g  th an  th e  t o p ic s  vh ich  my p artn er  i n i t i a t e d .

8 . My p artn er dom inated t h i s  c o n v e r s a t io n .

9 . On th o se  o c c a s io n s  d uring t h is  c o n v e r sa t io n  where my 
p artn er  and I were both  ta lk in g  a t  th e  same t ime ,  I  
stopped t a lk i n g .

10 . On th o se  t o p ic s  which my p artn er  i n i t i a t e d  i n  t h is  
c o n v e r sa t io n  t h a t  I was n o t e x p e r t  or  com petent in ,  or  
did n ot want to  t a lk  a b o u t, I in te r r u p te d  him or h er  
o r  attem pted  to  change th e  s u b je c t .

11 . There were s e v e r a l  t o p ic s  in  t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  which I 
was uncom fortab le t a lk in g  ab ou t.

12 . My p artn er fr e q u e n t ly  in te r r u p te d  me during t h i s  
c o n v e r sa tio n .

13. I ex er ted  g r e a te r  e f f o r t  during t h i s  c o n v e r sa tio n  th an  
my p a rtn er  d i d .

14.  My p artn er  ta lk e d  to o  much during t h i s  c o n v e r s a t io n .

15 . This c o n v e r sa t io n  d id  n o t l a s t  lo n g  enough.

16 . My p artn er  and I f e e l  th e  same way about t h i s
c o n v e r sa tio n .

17 . I enjoyed  h av in g  t h i s  c o n v e r sa t io n  w ith  my p artn er  more
than  I would have en joyed  th e  same c o n v e r sa tio n  w ith  
anyone e l s e .
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Appendix J 

Sample T r a n sc r ip tio n  

Keys to  F u n ctio n a l Markings :

Marker (M); S ta r te r  (S) ;  E l i c i t a t i o n  ( E ) ; D ir e c t iv e  CD); 
In fo rm a tiv e  ( I ) ;  Clue (C);  Acknowledge (A); Reply (R 
A ccept (A cc) ; E valu ate (EV); Met a -sta te m e n t (MS); Loop ( L ) ; 
Bid (B);  N om ination (N); Prompt (P);  Comment (Co)
H

RE
W / W e l l ,  I th in k  y o u ’ve changed a l s o , / y o u 'r e  w i l l in g  t o . . .

BREAK
A

H /Y e a h ./

FP I
W uh se e  t h a t  o th er  p eop le  have f e e l in g s  t o o . /  /C ause

RE
H / I t  w a sn 't  th a t  I  d id n 't  c a r e . / I  was

E
W you j u s t  d i d n ’ t  c a r e . /

I
H oool  was regim ented  in  a m il i t a r y  environm ent W iere what 

UNSUCCESSFUL INTERRUPTION 
, B I

W /W e ll, th e s e  p eop le thought you d i d n ' t  c a r e . /

H th e  r ig h t  th in g  to  do was to  have a s te r n  fa c e  and to  be 

W
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I

H a b le  to  g iv e  and ta k e  ord ers/and  th a t  a l l  works toward

W

I I
H . . .  u h . . .s u b o r d in a t in g / . 0 .show ing f e e l i n g s . / I  t h in k . /

W

H
TOPIC-CHANGE

I E
W / I  c a n 't  stand p eo p le  who have s e l f - c o n t r o l . /T h a t  d r iv e s  me

BREAK
B RE

H / W e l l ,  s e l f  c o n tr o l i s  g r ea t  i f  you c o n tr o l the r ig h t
UNSUCCESSFUL INTERRUPTION 

I
W c r a z y . /  /T h a t 's  what you h a v e /

H t h in g s . /

A I I
W /Y e a h ,/b u t ev ery th in g  i s  c o n t r o l le d , /n o th in g  i s

A A Acc
H /O h ./Y e a h ,/I  understand what

I
W free ./H o w  you f e e l  and t h in k . /

I I I
H you m ean ./I  d o n 't  l e t  my h a ir  down/and y e a h , /I  d o . / I  do

W

I
H much more than I used t o . /

I
W /Or you j u s t  come home and say I
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EV

H / I ' v e  s a id  t h a t . /

I
W m issed you ./Y ou  would n ever do t h a t . /

A A
H /O h, y e a h ./  /R ig h t /( la u g h )

EV I
W /You have n o t . /  /Now i t s  on t a p e . /

I  I
H /P rob ab ly  n o t . . . b e f o r e  f i v e  y e a rs  a g o ./B u t s in c e  th en  I

W

E
H h ave./Y ou  d o n 't  remember?/

RE I
W /No ,/an d  I th in k  I would remember

H

FS I
W som ething l ik e  t h a t , / I  t h e r e ' s . . . j u s t  l i t t l e  th in g s /a n d  I

H

I  I I
W know you now s o / . . . I  r e a l i z e  you did m iss m e / . . m a y b e . /

/What about my c a l l

I
W (la u g h )/B u t I c a n 't  p in  i t  down y e t . /
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E

H from C hicago/w hen I went to
SUCCESSFUL INTERRUPTION

RE I
W /T h a t was n ic e /a n d  I asked you

H

I A
W why are you doing t h i s ,  Tora?/lVhat's h a p p en in g ? /R ig h t? /I

SUCCESSFUL INTERRUPTION 
E

H / I was even  f e e l i n g  bad about n ot b ein g  to g e th e r  on

I
W was shocked 0/

H our a n n iv e r s a r y ./

B RE
W / W e l l ,  you w eren 't  h ere  l a s t  year/an d  d i d n ' t

B I
H / W e l l ,  I  d o n ' t  know what th e  c ircu m stan ces

W b oth er c a l l i n g . /

MS
H were t h e n . /  /The o th e r  th in g  was . . .vd i at

MS
W / I  th in k  w e’re  o f f . /

B
H weakens a m a rr ia g e? /!  th in k

SUCCESSFUL INTERRUPTION 
B MS

W /O h, we d i d n ' t  even  g e t  in to
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A B

H . /Y ea h ,/a n d  I » . . I  th in k  th a t  b a s i c a l ly  i f  we were to  

W t h a t . /

H say  th a t  th e  i n a b i l i t y  to  s i t  down and ta lk  th in g s  o u t . /

W
TOPIC-CHANGE 

E
H /Remember th e  r u le  we e s ta b lis h e d  one tim e th a t  i f  we g o t  

W

H angry a t  each o th e r , we w ou ld n 't go to  s le e p ? /  /We'd

RE
W /Y e a h ./

I I
H even  la y  in  bed and la y  aw ake./B oth  o f  us v ery  s tu b b o r n ./

W

B R I
H B u t . . . y o u  know no o n e . . . n o  one would break f i r s t  or say

W

I
H an yth in g  but we a ls o  fo llo w ed  th a t  r u le /a n d  w ou ld n 't f a l l

W

H a s le e p /s o  f i n a l l y ,  some somebody'd g e t  to  i t / . . . I  never went 

W


