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This study investigated'the emotionally disruptive
effects of double binding communication, as compared with
overtly punitive, and warm, accepting interactions.
Forty-two college undergraduates scoring above the mean on
the Neuroticism Subscale of Eysenck's Personality
Questionaire were each directed to play the part of a small
child in a spontaneous role—played family interaction. A
pre-post mood test (Multiple Adjective Affect Check List),
sensitive to changes in deprgssion, hostility, and anxiety
was administered. It was found that subjects in the
double~bind and punitive conditions evidenced significant
mood disturbance while subjects in the control group did not
(all ps < .05). Implications for Double Bind Theory were

discussed,
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DOUBLE BINDING COMMUNICATION: EM{OTIONALLY

DISRUPTIVE EFFECTS ON COLLEGE STUDENTS

A little over twenty five years ago, Bateson introduced
the concept of double binding communication in an attempt to
explain the 2atiology of schizophrenic behavior (Bateson,
Jackson, Haley, & Weakland, 1956). Since than, repeatad
attempts have been made to link double binding communication
with schizophrenogenic family patterns (Beavers, Blumber,
Timken, & Weiner, 1965; Weakland & Fry, 1962; Haley, 1963)
as well as with delinquency in youth (Ferreira, 1960; B3eakel
& Mehrabian, 1969; Lessen, 197%), disturbed families
(Sluzki, 1967; Bugental, 1971), neurosis (Arieti, 1960;
Batason, 1966; Veron, 1970), and with anxiety in normals
(Smith, 1973). It has even been proposed as a universal
theory of pathogenesis (Sluzki, 1971). 1In addition, double
bind theory has been used to explain such diverse phenomena
as humor (Fry, 1963; Zuk, 1964), hypnosis (Haley, 1953),
therapy (Haley, 1955, 1961; Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson,
1967), play and creativity (Bateson, 1969; Haley, 1955}, and
epistemology (Bateson, 1969, 1978).

In its purast form, double bind refers to paradoxical
injunctions in an intense ralationship (Bateson et al.,
1955; Watzlawick et al., 1967; Abeles, 1975; Sluzki, 1976;

Haley, 1976), whers one injunction is contradicted by



another at a higher level. Rep2ated communication of this
naturz is said to be quite debilitating when experiancad in
the contaxt of a significant ralationship in which l2aving
the field is not perceivad as a possible option, and meta-
commanting is disallowed, This is thought to be espacially
truz w#hen the injunctions imply some form of punishment if
they are not carried out.

Any message that comments on another message is said to
pe of a higher logical order than thaz nessage baing
commentad on. For example, the statement "I anm kidding”
qualifies, or commants on, any behavior followingy it. It
provides a contaxt within which ths next statement would
normally be understood. Thus if the statament "I am
kidding" were followed by a statament "I am not kidding," it
would be impossible to detarmine the meaning of the sscond
statemant without entering into a never-ending circle of
ambiguity.

This paradox is even mors insidious when both messaygas
take the form of injunctioas rajquiriag a responsae. For
2xample, a mota2r tells her son, "Be mora indapendent." If
the so0a tries to obey at one level, he fails to couply at
another level because by doing as she says, he is no longer
actiang independently. He is double bound.

In its broadast form, then, the Aouble bind can be any
situation in which, a child for example, is expactad to

respond to on2 wmessage while simultaneously also being



responsible for attending to anothar zontradictory message
that disqualifies the first. This countsr-qualification may
taks the form of implied family rules (Wynne, 1969), ante-
cedent comments which frame the incident (Bateson et al.,
1956; sluzki, 1971), nonverbal gestures which metacomment on
the action (Haley, 1976; 3atason, 1956), or unexpressad,
sharad assumpktions that form’the background of a relationship
(Abales, 1975; 3cheflen, 1978). The revarbecating effacts
of such apparently trivial incidents can be quite Aisor-
ganizing. A parson is forced to maka a choice in situations
where choice itself is bankrupted. Bateson suggests this
may lead an individual to doubt his own perceptions, to
impose bizarre interpretations on the world, or to totally
withdraw. Cognitive functioning is impaired, smotional
stability is disrupted, and a pervasiva distrust of one's
own perceptual process begins to ensu2. In short,
scnizophrenic behavior would appear to be a natural
concomitant to double binding communication {(Bateson et al.,
1956; Watzlawick, 2t al., 1967).

Relatad Reasgearch

While the double bind concept in its most basic form
seems guite clear, ressarch that has been done on the doubla
bind is all but clear. Each investigator seems to have cast
the concept in a slightly different mold. <Conseguently, the
rasults are often uninterpretable. Reviewers have lamentad

this fact, even to the point of claiming that the double



bind phenomenon is totally unrescarchable (Schuham, 19567;
Olson, 1972, Abales, 1976). Howevar, research paradigns caan
essentially be classed into two types: (1) attempts to
correlate double binding communication with distarbed family
interactions, and (2) attempts to creata double bind
situations in various experimental settings.

Most of the earlier studies were correlational in
nature. A higher incidence of double binding communication
was cexpected from mothers of schizophrenic children than
from mothars of non-schizophrenic children, as evidenced in
latters written (Weakland & Fry, 1962; Yi, 1962; Ringu=tte,
1966} or in types of comments rememberad from childhood
(Berger, 1965). Success was Juestionable.

Family interactions in various interview settings wera
also analyzed, comparing schizophrenic with non-schizo-
phrenic familias (Beavers et al., 1965), disturbed and
normal families, (Bugental, 1971), delinquent families
{Lessen, 1979; Beake2l & Mehrabian, 1969), schismatiz
families (3luzki, 1967), and normal, cystic fibrosis,
ala2rative colitis, and schizophreniz families (Sojit, 1969,
1971). The findings from these sorrelational studies, while
interesting, have been decidedly mixed., They found that
while disturbed families did indeed have a high incidencs of
double binding communication, "normal" families also had a
nigh amount. Other factors, such as overall negativity of

interactions, seemed to contribute as well. Double binding



communication, as a singular implicating factor in pathology,
<ould not clearly be substantiated,

Since studies baszd on a correlational approach have
limited explanatory value, other ra2searchers have takan a
diffarent approach. They have attemptad to recraatz the
double bind in laboratory settings, and then assess an
individual's ra2sponsae to that double bind. Phillips (1970)
administared a paper/pencil forced choice "double bind tast"
to high school s2niors. Guindon (1971) similarly
administared 49 double bind statements to collegas stulents
3aparated by MMPIL scoras into schizoid and obsassiva-
compulsivz groups. Loeff (1966) compared r=sponsas of
normal, delinguent, and schizophrenic females to 48 double
bind statements, and Abeles (1975) applied a similar test to
schizophrenics, alcoholics, and normals. Schaefer (1972)
contrastad ne2urotics and schizophrenics in their response to
a series of double bind statements. All thess studies have
in common an analysis of a subject's rasponss to a series of

single, non-relat=d double bind statements. They also all

have in common the fact that they did not achieve the
rasults they had hoped for.

Though differential consequences warse also applied, the
double bind in each case coasisted of either logically
paradoxical statements (Abeles, 1975), forced-choice
statements (Philips, 1970), or some iacongruzney in dzlivary

of statements (Loeff, 1966; Guindon, 1971; Schasffar, 1972).



Howevar, one singla statement, no mattar how paradoxical or
conflicting in nature, is insufficient to create a double
bind, since the double bind refaers to a process of raverber-
ating disqualifications in tha context of an intens=2
ralatioanship (Bateson et al., 1956; Haley, 1959, 1963;
Sluzki, 1976; abalas, 1975). 1In othar words, the stataments
must progr2ssively build on each oth2r in such a way that
aven though the person percaives nimself to have a genuine
choice, the choice he makas is always incompatible with the
situation,

Thus other researcners, using the notion of double bind
as process, have tried to demonstrata the debilitating
effects of double binding communication by reguiring
subjacts to respond to an extended series of doubls binding
stimuli. The subject is placed in a situation w#here his
original 2xpectations (2ither explicitly or implicitly
darivad from the exparimental paramaters) are later
contradicted by incongruous expectations., Thus schizo-
phrenics have been compared in responsaes to Prisoner's
Dilemma Game (Potash, 1965), in discriminating indi-
scriminable music notes (Citola, 1961), and solving Jackson
Pollack jigsaw puzzlas (Kingsley, 1970). Schizophrenics
w2re expectad to be more affacted by the double bind
situation than non-schizophranics, as double binding
axpariences w2r2 hypothesized to be central to their

etiology. Expectations were not confirmed,.



Promising results have, however, been obtained by using
interpersonal interactions as the means of genarating double
binds. Melowsky, (1973), for instance, placed students in
an extended interview situation in which the student's
expactations derivaed from explicit instructions were
undermined by implicit cues emitted by the interviewer.
Similarly, Schreibesr (1970) analyzed subjects rasponsas
after being in an interactioa consisting of a series of

transactional disqualificatioas.

Perhaps the most elaborate attemot to create the double
bind in a laboratory setting has been done by Smith (1973).
Subjects were asked to respond for one aad a half hours to a
series of 30 double binding letters written from an imagined
mother. Through computer-assistad false feedback, and using
whnite noise as punishment, Smith was able to craate a
situation whars the subject interact=d with tha mother
indirectly, and was submergsd in extended double binding
interactions. The 2ffect was 30 strong that for many of
Smith's subjects tha Jdebriefing was not anough, and they
evidenced anxiety even weeks later. These studies suggest
that the double bind, if conceived of as process operating
in an interpersonal interaction, can inda2d be researchable.

Rationala for Proposed Study

This study investigates the possible negative aeffects
of double binding communication. More specifically, it

attempts to assess whether double binding communication is



as emotionally disruptive as overtly punitive and hostilea
comnunication. These two negative conditions were
contrasted with one involving positive, understanding
communication. The three experimental conditions ware
respactively intended to simulate the "schizophranogenic
mother" family system, overtly punitive, verbally rejectiag
families, and the Rogerian ideal of a warm, unconditionally
accepting family. Two parts of this study in particular
require comment: the choice of a spontaneous role-playing
metnodology to create the manipulation in experimental
conditions, and the contrast of double binding communication
with overtly punitive commuanication,

Use of Role Play. The double bind is a process in
which a series of reverberating disqualifications build on
2ach other, creating an entangling chain of interactions
{see again Watzlawick =2t al., 1967; Abelas, 1976). The
subject is progressively stuck, no matter what responsa he
2hooses. As such, 2xXperimantal re-creation of the double
bind will necessarily involve more than a series of

independent stateinents, no mattar how incongrous they nay

be. It will require placing a subject in a situation where
counterdisqualifications build on each other arocund tha same
theme for an extended period of time. Role-play offers such
a situation. Anacdotal comments in both the studies by
Abel=s (1975) and Melowsky (1378) are instructive here,

where subjects expressed faars that if the experience had



been longer thz2y might have succuabed to the tennaclas of
the double biad.

In addition to baiangy a process, double binding
communication~--if it i3 to be binding ia nature--a13t Samur
in the conte2xt of an intense ra2latioanship where leaving tha
field is zithar blocked or seversly limitad., Most typically,
this is inherent in all parent-child iataractions. The
child needs the parents' love for emotional survival and
f2els that all the powar is iavestad ia the parant. Indeesd,
most of the double bindiny literatur: to date has focusad on
familial interactions, =2specially those between mothar and
child,

Therefore, ra2quiring students to play the role of a
small child in a family setting would seem like an affactive
7ay to stady the double bind in a laboratory situation,
since: (a) it incorporates the astion of Aouble bind as a
raverberating process, rathar than just a single pair of
injunctions, (b) it closely approximatas those r=2al-lifa
31tuations whera doubls binds have been positad to most
often occur, and (c) it allows the subject to give
spontanzous, authentic responsa2s to parantal injunctions
with full emotional involvement, yet still be douple bound.
This study atteampted to accomplish the above-mantioned goals
Dy having subjects play tha part of a small <hild in a 15

minute family interaction scene.
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Role-playing of this natura has ba2en shown to be a
powarful mode for inducing r=zalistic interactions, even with
adult college students (Lehnev, 1980; Moreno, 1959;
Greenberg, 1974). Though no other study to date has used
spontanzous role-play to specifically study the double bind,
it has bezn successfully 2mployed in two studies investi-
gating general interpersonal intaractions. Graves (1976),
in assessing effects of inconsistant verbal-nonverbal
M2s3ages gave subjects a role induction, and then had them
enact a standard student complaint with a "therapist" for 15
minutes. Leathers (1975), placed students in groups
discussing hypothetical problems aad f£ilmed their responses
to a stooge delivering incongruent messayges. It should also
pbe noted that Smith's study (1973) indirsctly resembled this
approach in that he required subjects to pretend they were
answWering letters writtea from their mother. This use of
role~play methodology is echoed by Helms (1976), who sujyjests
in forceful terms that role-playing is a viable and
profitable approach to studying the double bind. This
present study, then, attempts to re-create the double bind
and assess its effects in a role-play family interaction
situation with college students,

Punitiva communicatioq. In the theoratical formu-

lations of Bateson (1956) and Haley (1963), double binding
communication i1s taken to be more debilitating than punitive

communication. However, little has beea done to specifically
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test this notion. The few correlational studies that have
touched on the issue seem to question this prediction.

For =2xample, 3eakal & Mehrabian (1969), found that for
disturbed families, thare was no significant difference
between them on prevalence of conflicting messages, but
theras was a high correlation of overall negativeness to
severity of disturbance. Bugental (1971) found disturbed
families to have more conflicting messages as well as more
nagativanass on all channels than normal families. Lessen
{1979) reports essentially the same finding in a study of
delinguent families, but the results may be somawhat
confounded due to demographic variables. Finally, Newman
(1977) atteamptad to assess schizophrenics' respons2s to
channel discrepancy in contrast to normals. He found that,
amony other things, schizophreniss were more sensitive to
conflicting nonverbal messages when the overall tone was
nzgative than when it was positive,

These studies suggest that both double binding and
negative (punitive) forms of communication are relatad to
pathogenesis, and that they can be discriminated froam each
othac. This study, therefore, contrasts double binding
communication with overtly negative communication in an
attempt to identify differential =ffects batween them.

Hypothesas

The following hypothases were therefore tested:

(1) Subjects in the Doubls Bind Condition will



evidence greater anxiety than will those in ths Punitive
Condition.

(2} Subjects in the Punitive Condition will evidenca
greater hostility than those in the Double 3ind Condition.

(3) Both Double Bind subjects and Punitiva subjects
will evidence an increase in Dzpression.

{4) Control subjects will not show a significant
increase in any negativa mood factor.

Double binding communication is posited to operate
below the lavel of awarensss, whereas overtly hostile
communication is takan to oparate at the obsarvable level.
The one is implicit, the other explicit in natura. The
subject in the Punitive Condition is therefore sxpacted to
oe able to identify a specific source Eor his negativa

feeling (i.e., the mother's overly punitive Dz2havior) and

12

will focus these negative feelings on the mothar ia the form

of increzased hostility. The subject in th2 Double Bind

Condition is not expacted to consciously attribute his

na2gative fe2lings to any particular element, thus is expected

Lo experiazace insecurity and uneasiness as evidenced by

incresasad anxiety. Since his anger is unfocused and cannot

clearly be dispelled, he may turn it inward on himself and

exparience an increase in depression. The punitive subject

is also expectad to exparience depression, stemming from a

32ns

v

0f learnad helplessness as a rasult of the mother's

relentless attacks and put-downs.
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Mathod

Subjects

A total of 42 subjects ware used, with 14 subjects par
2xperimental condition. Subjects were volunteers froa under-
graduate psychology classes of North Texas State University,
salected on the basis of their scores on the Neuroticism
Subscale of Eyseanck's (1975) Personality Questionaire. Only
subjects scoring abova the mean of the neuroticism subscale
for college students were s2lected (norms based on Eysenck,
1975). For men this was a score of 10 or above, for women a
score of 12 or abova. Consequently, of the 149 subjects
voluntearing, 44% were invited to participate in the study.

Eysenck states that those who score high on Neuroticisa
(N score) are typizally more emotionally sensitive and tend
to exhibit more visible emotional changes in strassfal
situations. It seems likely, then, that these would b2 tha
Lype of subjects most susceptible to the effects of double
binding and punitive forms of communication. On the other
hand, any subject showing obvious pathoiogy or disturbance
would have pv2en screeaned from participating in the family
interaction scene. Ample opportunity to observe each
subject's level of interpersonal functioning was providadd
in pre-test interactions with the experimenter and in the
role-induction setting. Treatment of all subjects was in

accordance with ethical standards of APA and NTSU.
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Materials

A modified version of the Today Form of the Multiple
Affect Adjective Check List (MAACL) (Zuckerman & Lubin,
1965) was administered, and pre-post changes on each of the
three subscales (Depression, Hostility, Anxiaty) were
racorded. Instructions werz modified to r=2ad: “"Place a
check-mark in front of all the words that describe how you

are feeling right now.™

Procedure

Subjects were randomly assignad to one of three
conditions. Each group was balanced for s=x and N score,

Subjects for all conditions, upon arrival, wers asked
to fill out a MAACL. After completing this pra—dAACL, each
subject was given a 5-minute role induction in which he or
she was asked to play the part of a l0-year-old child in a
family intzraction scaaa,

It was 2xplained that the purpose of the study was to
see2 how well each subject could actually feel like a small
child and authentically play that role, The subject was
introducad to the persons playing the part of the parents,
and various tachniques were used to help the subject
ganuinely feal like a small child, including Satir's
"sculpturing," visualization, hypnotic suaggestion, and
2lements adapted from Moreno's psychodrama techniques.

All subjects were given the same background setting for

the interaction scene (coming home from school with a bad
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report card after having had an argument with the mother in
the morning). It was stressad that the primary focus of the
study was on how well each subject could actually fe2l like
1 small child. Therefore, what subjects said to the parents
and how they chose to interact was left up to them, the only
rzquirement being that thay try to act and fe=2l like a small
child.

As an added incantive for playing the role, subjects
were told that they had already besn craedited with a saall
amount of money for participating in the study. They were
told that they would be obscerved through a one-way mirror by
a pair of trained raters, and if they sincarely trizd to get
a2a0tionally iavolvad, to feal liks a child, and make tha
interaction as realistic as possibla, they would be able to
add to that amount, but if they did not sincerely try or
fully participatas, they could lose it all. Each subject
raceived $2,900.

Subjects ware randomly assigned to one of the three
role-play conditions in which they were allowed to interact
for 15 minates. The family scene consisted of a mother, a
father, and the child.

In the Double B8ind Condition, the parents (especially
the mother) acted in such a way as to continually double
bind the child. The parents had a specified series of
statements, interactions, and nonverbal gestures that

appeared in all double bind interactions, but which could be



16

modified to respond to any poteatial mansuvers by the
subject., Pilot research showed that this application of
psychodrama tachniguas can be implemented to maintain both a
spontana2oius, naturalistic interaction and one which is
well-controlled in terms of the content of parental
injunctions. Bxplicit messages by the mother expressaed lova
for the child and granted indepandence, while implicit
messages 2aphasized rvejaotion and demandzd dapandence,

These are the themes most characteristically associated with
double binding communication. (Watzlawick, 1967; Sluzki,
1976).

In the Punitive Coaditiona, tha parents acted in a
punitive, vrejactiny, hostile manner, as evidenced by tone
and volume of voice, nonverbal gestures, and by specifiad
comments that were included in all of the Punitive Condition
interactions. Emphasis was on powar and punishaent. Whila
communication was negative in nature, care was taken to

ensdrs2 that it was not abusive.

In the third condition, the Control Group, the parents
e@ssentially acted in an acceptinag, respectful, and
understanding manner, as described in humanistic and
Rogerian literatucrs (Rogers, 1967). The parents conveyed
the message that they were interested in the child, and

emphasis was on constructive corrective action rather than

punishment.
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All interactions lasted 15 minutes and wers designad
such that parents could include the required specifiad
elements for each condition (i.e., particular statements,
vocal style, body movam=nts), but also remain flexible to
respond to all potential actions oa the part of the subject,
All interactions were monitored via a one-way mirror, so
that any interactioa that did not meet required specifi-
cations for its condition would not be usad in data
analysis.

A palir of upper-level undergraduats studesnts ware
trained to play the part of the parents. The same two
parents were used for all scripts, with order of conditions
randomized. Appropriate props were usad to add to tha
emotional auathenticity of the role play. The mother wore an
apron and hous2 slippecvs and had her hair covered. Tha
father wore a robs, smoksed a pipe, and held a nawspaper,
Subjects carried a report card and sat on a tiny stool in
front of the parzats. Immediately after complating the
spontanaous role-play ianteraction, subjects were then asked
to fill out a post-MAACL, after which they wera thoroughly
dabriefed.

Results

A 2 (pre-post trials) ¥ 3 (conditions) analysis of
variance was run on each of the three MAACL subscales
(Deprassion, Hostility, Anxiety). Significant condition

2ffects (p < .001), trials effects (p < .001), and condition
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by trials interaction effects (p < .001) were found for all
mood subscalaes. (See Figures 1, 2, 3 and Appandices H, I, J).
3ecause of the significant interaction effact, a simple
2ffects analysis was done on all possible contrasts using
Neuman Keul's multiple range test. It was found that for
each of the MAACL subscales, the Punitive and Double Bind
Conditions differed significantly from the Control Group on
post-test scores (p < .053), but not on pre-test scores. The
Control Group showed no significaat change from pre- to
post—- on any aood subscale.

These results indicate that subjzcts in both the Doubla
Bind and Punitiva Conditions experizaced a significant
increase in despression, hostility, and anxiety following tha
spontaneous role-play interaction, while subjects in the
Control Group did not avid=sace any change in emotions. This
is consistant with predictions.

Howaver, two differential predictions were not
confirmed. Subjects in the Punitive Condition did not
@xperience greater hostility than did subjects in the Double
8ind Condition, and double bind subjects did not =xperience
significantly more anxiety than Punitiva subjects, as
measurad by the MAACL.

Discussion

Thres points were suggestad by this study: a) Double

binding communication was found to be emotionally

debilitating, even when experienced for a relatively brief
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pariod of time, b) Dounle binding connunicationa was not
>learly distinguishable from punitive comauanication in its
amotional =2ffacts (2.3., both iaducad feelings of hostility,
depression, and anxiety), and ¢) Spontanzous role-play
intaraction was found %o h2 an appropriate and viable
methodology for the study of double binding communication.

Thus it appears that it is emotionally aversive for
childecan to interact with a mother who tells them explicitly
that she loves them buat implicitly disqualifies that
messaya. Such children--if they continue in this typically
sw#2et but insidious relationship--are very likely to
avidence severe emotional pathology. The literaturs
suggests that this is especially true if the relationship is
important to the child and he or she does not s=e
ternination as a possible alternative (Bateson at al., 1956;
Abeles, 1976).

It also appears that children ars just as likely to
2xXperience severe deprassion, anxiety, and hostility towards
a mother if she yells at them, ra2jects them, and harshly
punishes then as if she were to double bind them by stating
overtly that they are expected to make their own dacisions,
while implying the opposite through hidden assumptions,
vague comments, tone of voice, and nonverbal gasturas. In
other words, double binding communication and punitive
commnunication were found in this study to have similar

2motional =2ffects on racipiants.
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The fact that both double bindiag and punitive subjects
showad siwmilar levels of hostility may be an artifact of the
MAACL Hostility subscale. A high score on this scale arises
from failing to check non-hostile items, in contrast to nigh
scores on the Depression and Anxisty scales which stem from
actively checking items loaded for dapression and anxiety.
For example, the Hostility scale is coaposed almost antirely
of words like "friendly," “"warm," and "caring" for which the

subject is cradited a point if he does not check. Thus, the

Hostility subscale measures primarily implicit hostility,
and has very few terms measuring explicit hostility (see
Zuckzrman & Lubin, 1965). This scale may fail to differ-
entiate, then, between punitive and double bind subjects who
were posited to differ in terms of explicit and implict
expressions of hostility.

In addition, th=2 fact that subjects in the Double Bind
Condition did not evidence more anxiety than subjects in the
Punitive Condition may be a result of the father's intense
enotional iavolvement in the punitive script in contrast to
his relativaly benign involvement in the double bind script.
This differ=nce in par=atal roles was intended to approx-
imate real life families, where the mother tends to atilize
underdog strategias (double bind statements), and the father
utiliz2s a top dog stratagy (power and punishment).

Comments mada by subjscts during exteasive dzbriafing

3uggest that there may, however, be a differance betwasen the
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two conditions not picked up by the measures used in this
study. For instance, it may be that the differsntially
aversive 2ffects of double binding communication are
avidencad in another sphere of parsonality aot measured by
the MAACL, such as cognitive disorientation. Double bind
subjects indicated they ware upset bacausa they felt
"confused" and "mixed-up" whereas subjects in the Punitive
Condition primarily expressed feelings of "frustration."
The high depressioa scores on ths MAACL may actually have
rapresaented measurement of two different kinds of
depression: on2, an unfocused, inner directed anger
stemming from disorientation, and the other lzarned
nelplessness stemming from the parents' relentless attacks
and put-downs.

The prasent findings suggest, then, that double binding
comnunication may ba a sufficient, but not a necessary,
component of asmotional disruption. Other factors, such as
negativity and emotional valznce of intsractions, are also
significant factors. This same observaition has bean made by
other researchers using only correlational studies {Beakal &
YMehrabian, 1969; 3ugental, 1971; Newman, 1977). In
addition, the presant rasults indicate that punitive
injunctions are not necessary components for a double bind.
A person can be double bound by injunctions that are 1ot
necessarily negative in nature. This is consistant with

Batason's later raformulations of his original double bind
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concept (Berger, 1978). Negative injuactions that are
discounted on another logical leval reprasaent only one class
of double binding situations.

This study also provides stong a2videnca that
spontaneous role-play interaction is a viable methodolojy
for the study of double binding communication. This use of
role play iacorporates the notion of double bind as
reverberating process in the context of an intense
relationship. It successfully re-creates authentic and
naturalistic responses to those situations, while simulta-
neously controlling for important variables, Thus, it
allows one to look at the process of double binding
comaunication in a way that correlational studies cannot.

In conclusion, this study suggests that people are as likely
to experience an increase in negative emotions whan
interacting with a mother who tells them explicitly that she
loves them but implicitly disgualifies that message as when
interacting with a mother who clearly punishes, threatens,
and rejects the child. 1In contrast, congruent behavior on
the part of the mother, where she tells the child directly
that she loves him or her and also shows that love
nonverbally, is unlikely to precipitats negative affsct in
the child, even when the content of conversation centers

around sensitive topics, such as poor school performance.
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Appendix A

USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS

INFORMED CONSENT

NAME OF SUBJECT:

l. I hereby give consant to Dr. Critelli to perform or
supervise the following investigational procedures or
treatmant:
I will participats in a short role-play family
interaction. This will involve being videotapad and
answaring a fow short questionairas regarding the
interaction. The videotapes will be used as stimulus
material in later research projects.

2., I have {(seen, heard) a clear explanation and understand
the nature and purpose of the procedure or treatment;
possibla appropriate alternative procedures that would be
advantageous to me; and tha attendant discomforts or risks
involved and the possibility of complications which might
arise. I have (seen, heard) a clear explanation and
understand the benefits to be expected. I understand that
the procedure or treatment to be performad is
investigational and that I may withdraw my consant for my
status. Witn my understanding of this, having received this
information and satisfactory answers to the questions I have
asked, I voluntarily consent to ithe procadure or traatment
designatad in Paragraoh 1 abova.

DATE

SIGNED: SIGNED:
Witness Subject
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ROLE INDUCTION

(Throughout the Role Induction the subject is seated on
his small chair, facing the parents, who are standing).

In this part of the experiment, you will participate in
a family interaction scenz. Your task is to play the part
of a ten year old boy (girl). I want you to meat Cathy and
Bill. They will be working w#ith you playing the part of the
parents. (Present parents).

Can you remember back to when you wera ten? Can you
picture it? Try to do so. What did you call your mother
and father when you were tan? _and
?2 OK, I want you to try that out now.
(Child addra2sses parents). And what did they call you whean
you were little? (Parents us2 that aame in the interaction).

It's very important that you think back and get the
feeling for what things are likes for a ten year old. You're
very small comparad to your parents. You have to look up to
them to talk to them--like that. You love them very much
and could not survive without tham. You nead for tham to
love and accept you. Without them, you really have no one.
You ar2 a child--just a little kid--and as such are
relativaly helpless and totally dependent on and

Close your eyes. Try verbalizing right now what its
lik2 to you as a child: "I'm very little. I'm very small.
I feel very dependent...atc."

OK, in this scene, you've just come home from school.
BEarlier in the morning, you had a little argument with your
aother. She had promised you pancakes and just gave you
cereal instead. You got upset and yellad at her., #When you
Look back on it now, you feel badly about it and want to
apologize to her. You also got your report card today and
did not do very well on it (subject is handed report card).
You feel badly about it. You really are a nice child, and
you want your parants to love and accept you. You're not a
wise-guy, but you do want to express your feelings on
things.

Now, I hava observed your parents before, However, I
do not know what mood they are in right now or how they will
interact. That has bezn left up to them. What I am
interestad in is to see how w2ll you can get into the role
of a child. We believe that all your experiences as a child
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are still with you and it is still possible for you to
actually feel that part. I really think that you can help
us on this,

One other thing: As an added incantive for trying hard
to get into the role, we have already craditad you with a
small amount of money. That is yours for participating in
this expzsrimaent. However--listen closely, now-- w2 have two
trained observers who #ill be watching you. If by their
evaluations you are sinzarely trying to play the role and
trying to get emotionally involved in that part, you will be
able to add to that sum. If however, it appears that you
are not sincerely iavolved and are not fully participating,
you may lose what has been credited to you. Is that clear?

OK, you have just come home from school. The argument
has been on your mind all day and is bothering you. Here's
your chair. There is no right or wrong response, nor a
right or wrong way of playing your role. Most important of
all, we want to see if you can emotionally get into the role
of a ten year old and make the Interaction as realistic as
possible for you. Try to feel just what a child would in
this situation.

OK, you can come outside with me, and you can begin
when you enter the door. (Bubject is given a chance to look
ovar his report card, and is allowed to take as much time as
he wants before eateriag again).
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SAMPLE SCRIPT

DOUBLEBIND CONDITION

C: Greeting...apology.
Parents: Greeting.

M: (Whether or not child apologizas): Bobby, honey-- you
know you really hurt my feelings when you raised your
volice and just walked off and left me all alone this
morning.

F: What happ2ned?
C: Explanation.

M: Oh, it's OK. I know you didn't really mean it, d4id you
3obby? You just weren't feeling yourself, that's all, and
you can't help that., (Pause, looks at Bobby). But when
you talk back to me like you did this morning it makes me
afraid that maybe you're not well. Have you been freling
OK lately?

(Child may "rebel" and deny being disrespectful, or the
child may comply and accept the mother's interpretation of
illness).

C-1l: (Rebellionus response on part of child).

M-l: I'm glad you're feeling better. I would hate for
anything to be wrong with you. 1It's just that when you
said that tnis moning, I thought for a moment you might be
upset with me, and I just couldn't handle that.

C-1: But I was upset. I didn't think it was fair for you
to--

M=-l: (Cutting in) When people try to make excuses to me,
it makes me think they don't trust Mme....But I understand.
You know that I love you and it's OK with me if you're not
feeling well.

C-2: (Compliant response on part of child).

#A-2: 1It's not that there's anything wrong with you. I just
want you to feel well, that's all,
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C-2: (No talk....silence)

M-2: When people don't talk to me it makes me think they
don't trust me. But I understand. You know that I love
you and its OK with me if you're not feeling well,

C: But, Mom, I'm trying to tell you.

A: Sweatie, I know you didn't really mean to lsave me like
that, but sometimes I wonder if you love me the way a son
should love his mother., After all, yoa kXnow you're just
like a son to me and you're the only one that really makes
me happy.

F: Oh, Martha, I'm sure Bobby loves you (looks at Bobby).
(If Bobby does not respond by saying 'I love you', Father
can say: "Bobby, you really should tell your amom that you
love her.")

C: Mom, I really do love you. I didn't mean to yell at
you.

M: Yes, I love you too, honey (shaking head back and
Eorth). And I know that it's only becausa you haven't
n2an yourself that you waited until now to apologize,

F: (To Bobby) You nsed to show her how much you love her.
Go ahead and show her.... Don't be afraid of how you
really feel...... Go on.....

(Child hesitantly gets up to hug her. If he rebals, Mon
starts to cry, Dad gets up and comes ovar to Bobby):
Look, you hurt her feelings again. Go over and show her
how you love hear.

M: (Hug Scene: Hom stiffans, grimaces with an unpleasant
look on her face, turns her face away, stretches her arms
out partly blocking child's hug while simultanaously
saying):

You know I love you too, honey, and thera's no reason to

o2 embarrassed about showing how much you love your

mother,

C: (Showing hasitakion, sits down).

M: ©Oh, what's the matter? (Then in a teasiag tone, says):
Oh, honey, you're so silly. You don't need to be
ambarrassed about your feelings for me. You always were
such a shy littls thing (laaghs).
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F: Yes, Bobby, you know your mother is right. Don’'t be so
silly.

C: {(Annoyed and frustrated),

M: ©Oh, come on, now. You know I'm only kidding. You know
not to take me seriously.

I know that if you were feeling well you would have
wanted to hug me. You wouldn't do it just cause you were
asked. Sometima2s I wondar how it can be as if I give so
much love to my family and nobody aven cares. You aust
think I'm a bad mother or something.

C: (Denial)

F: You need to apologize to your mom for hurting her
feelings.

M: Sometimes I wonder why you can't just be your real self
instead of hurting the people who love you,

M: (If Bobby argues, or even looks questioningly at her):
Let's just drop it. You don't need to try to explain. We
know you're not feeliny yourszlf right now. Let's just
forget it, shall wa?

F: Hey, Bobby, I sze you broujht your report card home
today. (Pause--looks at Bobby). Let us have a look at
it. (Father takes card, then shows it to mother).

C: Here it is.

M: Yes, I hope you did well. While I love you becausea
you're my son, I know that you'rs a good student. That's
vary important, you know. (Mother takes card, then looks
away in disgust).

F: (Slowly) Bobby, it looks liks you nead some improvement
in math, I guess (looks at mother for verification).

C: (Agrees and/or gives excuses).

M: B8ad grades again. I knew it. You're making poor grades
on puarpose, arsn't you? dow do you think that makes us
feel?

C: {Sincere...apologetic...uns=t.)

M: (Laughing)} S8illy! Don't take me so seriously. I was

only kidding. I know that you're doing all that you can.
Just try harder, 0K?
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s. (If Bobby disagrees, mothar raspoads with:
Don't contradict your mothar).

F: Yes, try harder. That's what youa nzed to do.

M: Yas, that's all that's aeed=d. Just take your studies a
little more sariously. We can't have this sort of thing
happen again to us. Homework has Jot To be done avery
night from now on.

C: Respons=.

M: Oh, by the way, I almost forgot. Your good friend
Jackie Dugan called a faw minutes ago. He wants you to
coma over tonight. He said that sinte his father is a
math teacher, wall, his father is going to show him how tn
do these naw math problems tonight and he want2d to know
if you culd come over and do your hom2work with them.

F: Yes, that sounds like a good id=za. And after my meeting
toaight I'll check over your homework, ton. You'll ba a
math whiz in no time (looks at Bobby).

M:  (After a pause, and looking hurt) I didn't know you had
a m=2eting tonight.

F: Yes, I didn't tell you? 3ut I'll be back by 9:30.

M: It's just that I'll pbe left all alone tonight... But
that's OK. I'll just watch a movie by uyself on TV or
som2thing. Bobby's schoolwork is more important.

F: (To Bobby). Um-ann. W2 surz doa't want anothar one of
these, 40 we Bobby? (holding report card).

4:  (After pausza, if child does not say anything) That was
very consideratz of Jackie Dugan. He's such a nice boy.
And smart, too. I'm glad you hava friends lika that. But
sometimes I wonder if he isa't a bad influence on you.
Didn't you spend a lot of time with him last week?

C: Agress/Disagraes,

M: (Regardless of what child says). Yas, I thought so.
Tt's just that T waat you to have a lot of friands, not
just one or two.

M4: (After a while2) You know, I was talking to Grace Adams
the other day, and she said that if one of her kids esver
turned his back and left har alons the way Jackie--er, I
mean Jerry Richards across the stre2et did to his
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parznts--why she said she would just disown him, I just
zan't see how a mothar could ever disown her own flesh and
olond,

F: Well, I'm glad we don't have a son like that. That's
all T can say. Right, Bobby?

Z: Agrees.

M: Oh, 3obby, why don't you have sone cookies as a snack
now befores dianer time. T spent all afternoon baking
thes2 just for you. But you Xknow that I don't mind
bacause I love you as a son. Here you go, Sweztie,

C: Thanks, #on.

M: (Mother has stacked two dAiffarant kinds of cookias on
plate. Depending on which type he does not eat first, she
says}): What's wrong, honey? Don't you like the peanut
outtzr cookies I made for you?

C: Trias to explain.

M: Pleas2 Jon't make excuses. I know how you really feel,
You didn't eat hardly any peanut butter cookies last time
either.

C: Response (tries to explain).

4: Honey, I don't want you fZo force yourszlf, Really,
honey, just eat the ones you want and turn your ba--just
leave the rest. I don't waant you spoiling your appetite
before supper.

F: There you go again, acting differaat thaa you really
are. Bobby, sometia2s I think you don't act like your
real self., You do things that maka it seem you don't lika
your own mother. You na2ed to try to be differant,

C: I took what shs gava aa.

M: Ar2 you going to b2 rzady for dinner?

C: Compliz2s/Rebels.

M:  ("Tnat's good.") I love to sez my family eat the yood
£554 I make for tham. But, Bobby, before we gat ready for
dinnar, you know you ought to call up Jackis Dugan and

tell him what you're going to do for toanight. What did
you decida to tell him?
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C: What do you think I should do?

4: That's your decision. 1It's up to you. I want you to
start making up your own mind. After all, you're getting
to be a big boy now, and it's important that you learn how
to make the right decisions. You need to think on your
own and not always be dependent on other people,

[Child may "rebel" and deny being at fault, or child my
comply and accept the mother's interpretation of illnes!.

C-1: (Decides to stay home).

M-1l: I don't get it Bobby. Here's the perfect chance to
bring up your failurs in math and you're not going to do
anything about it. I just can't figare out what's wrong
with you.

F-1: Yas, Bobby, I know you like your Mother =nough to
bring up your grades for her.

C-2: (Decides to go to Jackie's).

F-2: That sounds likz2 a good idea. First step to an A in
matn.

M-2: Yes, that's OK. (Pause)}. You know, when I think of
it, that Jackie Dujan's father has a lot of nerve--just
because he's a math teacher acting like other people's
parents don't know anything about math. I just don't
think it's good for kids t» be around someone like that.

C-2: B3ut he's my friend.

M~2: Weall, maybe. 3But if he were really your friend, ne
wouldn't thiank of some things the way he does. I just
think he doesn't show 2nough respact., But it's not your
fault, so just keep that in mind, will y»ou honey? Now
4hat did you say you were going to tell him?

C-2: Going to Jackie's.

4: (After a while; looking and acting very sick): I don't
know if I can even eat dinner now, I just feel a little
nauszous. But I'll be alright. I just need to lies down
for awhile and be by myself, Don't worry about me.
(Struggles to get up out of her chair). I don't know, I'm
Just not feeling well all of a sudden, but it's not your
fault. (Father helps her leave roon).
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SAMPLE SCRIPT

PONITIVE AND REJECTING CONDLTION

(Mother and Father act in a ra2jecting, hostilas maanar,
Wwith an emphasis on powsr, puaishment, argumentatioa, and
control of child. M™Minimal expressions of lovz, and when
it i3 present, is expressed in pursly conditional tarus,
Little respect for child. Pather is strong, stern, and
powertful buat navar abusive).

C: Greaeting (and apology).
M & F: Greetiayg

M: Bobby, you shouldn't have raisad your voice this morning
the way you did. That's not the way to beshave.

F:  You talkad back to your mother this mocniag?
C: Explanation/ Excuses,

M: 3obby, 1 know you w@w2r2 angry, but that's no excuse. We
just cannot tolerate that typ2 of behavior from you,

F: what do you havz to say for yourself, Boboby?

C: Rebelliaj/ Excusinyg/ aApologizing.

M: That i3 no excuse for what you did, young man. Who do
you think I am, anyway? I'm you're mother, aad don't you
talk to your mother that way. You've got to learn to show
mora respect for your parents--that's all,

F: Your mother's right, and you know it. I don't know how
may times you have to be punishad before it sinks in.

C: Excuse/ Apoloyy.

F: WAell, what do you nave to say for yourself, 3obby, Boy?
Adhat is your side of it?

C: Explains.

M: Disputes child's explanations,
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F: Booby, it's obvious that you'ra in the wrony. You're
just getting impossible to deal with.

M: I don't know what w2 hava to do to sorresct your

behavior. Herb, what sort of punishment do you think we

should think about? I think Bobby should be punished for
this.

F: You're right, Martha. Bobby--do you agrea?
C: Agreas/ Disagraas,

4: You have to be punish2d and that's all ther= is to that.
(Points fingsr at him).

F: How about this--no TV tonight at all. You'll just hava
to study or son2thing.

C: Protests/ Complies.

M: That sounds good, and I hope this i3 a lesson to you,
Bobby, I don't want you t> talk back to me aver again.
(Points finger at him).

F: Yes. That goes for m2 too, And now I want you to say
you're sorry to your mother. Go on,

C: Apologizas,

F: OK, now that that's settled, what 4id you do in school
today, 3obby?

C: Talks about school.

M: (Small talk--with negativa intonatinn--until report card
is metioned).

F: So you 3ot your report card today. How'd you do?
C: Explains/ Hands over card.
F: You didn't do too wall in math, I see,.

M: Yes, your grades are very poor again., Thesa grades are
just not acceptabla!!l! (Shakes report card at him).

F: Aell, what adout this, Bobby?

C: Explains.
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A:  You've jot to start taking your studies mors seriously.
domework has got to be dona 2very night from now on.

Z: Responds.

F: (Getting up and moving toward child, pointing finger or

pipe at him, and ia sevare tone of voice): Yes!
Homework's got to be done every night!

M: On, by thz2 way, I almost forgot. Your good friend
Jackia Dugan called a few ainates ajgo. H2 wants you to
come over tonight., He said that since his father is a
math teachar, well, his father is going to show him how to
4o thzse new math prooleas tonight and he wanted to know
if you could com2 over and do your homework with them.

F: Yes, that sounds likz a good idea. Aad aftar ay meeting
tonight I'll check over your homework too , You'll bas a
math whiz ia no time.

M: Oh, what time will you be back?

F: About 9:30.

v: OK,

F: Ae sure don't want another one of these, do we Bobby?
(wavas report card ia his face).

C: Agrees.

M: That was very considerate of Jackie Dugan to call. He's
sich a nice boy. I'm glad you have frieads like that.
You've been spending a lot of time with him, haven't you?

C: Agrees.

M: What Jo you boys usually do?

C: Explains.

M: You know, I was talking to Grace Adams the other day and
she said that Jackie helped her raks her leaves without
asking for money or aaythiny.

¥: Yes, he is a nice boy.

C: Commant.

M: (After awhile). ©Oh, Bobby--way doa't you have some
cooKias as a snack now? I wmade some cookias for you this
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aftarnoon, (Gets up to get cookies).

F: (Before mother has brought cookies half-way back, he
stops har and in a sharp tone of voicz says): ¥artha--no
cookiasg for Bobby now! Show him we mean business about
those grades. W2 need to maks this sink in.

M: Yes, 3obby, your father is right. I wish you would have
dona well enough 30 I could give you thesa cookisas.
(Turns around and puts cookias hack).
And Bobby, my boy, befors we get ready to =at dinner,
you know you ought to call up Jackis and tell him what
you'rs going to do for tonight.

-

Cc: Commant.

M:  And then, well, we've got aboat 45 minutas befora
dinner, and I want you to work on your schoolwork Ya2fora
#2 2at too., You've got to start taking your school work
mora2 seriously,

F: Yas, [ ¥Xnow youa usually watch M*A*3*H on TV bafore
supper, but you'r: not goilng to watch TV tonight anyways.
You migh:t as well get a headstart on your studying.

C: <Commant,

M: (More small talk about school, the day, etc. Mothar
talks in harping and nit-picky tonz2 of voicg2)

M: (After a while) And that reainds me, why didn't you
cle2an your room wha2n you got ap this morning?

F: Y¥You didn't clean your ¥204 this morning?!!

C: Explanation/ Excuses.

M: You know you're not supposad to l2avae the housa unless
your bed is made and your things pisked upl! (Pointing
finger).

F: That's right. Why didn't you clean your room, Bobby?

C: Argues/ Explains.

M: (Continues to argue against explanation, with =2levated
voica),

F: There are certain jobs zach of us has to do around the
hous2 and you're responsibla for keeping your room na2at
and cl2an.
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C: Agrees/ Makes axcuses.

M: What's wrong with you anyway? Are you some kind of slob
or something?

C: Defends s=1f.

F: Now don't go talking to your mother that way, you hear?
I son't stand for your acting like that.,..

M: Lataly you've just been getting to be ridiculus, Bobby
boy!

(Let argumentation coantinue).

M: (Rises abruptly, and says curtly) I'm going to go get
dinner ready. Now I want you to get on to your houework
right now! (as she abruptly walks out th2 door).

F: (Rises and leaves at the same time). Yas, I've got to
mova the car ianto the garage. And get on that homework,
young man, (Points pipe as he walks by).
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SAMPLE SCRIPT
CONTROL CONDITION (ROGERIAN IDEAL)

(Mother and father ara about egual in power. Parents are
understanding, warm, loving, and concearned, but are not
overly compliant or push-overs. No emphasis on punishment
but an =mphasis on constructiva corractive action, Also
an emphasis o1 continueing to love and accept the child
whether or not he does wall in school (i=2., unconditional
acceptance). The parzsnts convey the messaga that they are
intarested in the child, want in interact with hin, and
arz2 there to enjoy him, not to coatrol, nunish, or
manipulatz hin).

C: Greeting (and apology)
1 & F: Greeting,.

M: 3obby, how are you doing, honey? I was very upsaet about
what happenad this moraning and I want to talk about it
with you.

F: I would liksz to hear about it too, Bobby.

SV
-

Agre=s to talk/ Makes excusaes.

4:  How do you fz2el about this moraing?

ral

C: Explains/ Blames mother/ Accepts responsibility.

M: (Gets hia to =2xpress his fesliags, parapnrases what he
says to maka sure that sh2 understands his perception of
the situation and that h2 knows she undarstands).

F: (Can join in anywherae, amaking sure that the aim is
understanding and not punishment. States his feelings and
his position).

M: (Work out a mutually acceptable--to child and to
nother-- resolution to the problea., 3e firm if he tries
to be manipulative or rebellious).

M: (When tais seems to have been resolved and workad
tarcugh) I'm 3lad that w2 could work this out, and I want
you to know, 3obby, that I love you very much (said
sincerely).
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C: Reciprocatas.

F: Go ahead and show your aother how you feal about her.
Don't be afraid of showing how you rzally fa2l.

2: Responds (if not, Father proampts again).

M: (Responds waraly and sincarely, in a genuina fashion,
being careful not to overdo it). That makas me feel
really good.

F: Yes, me too. BSay, 8obby, how are thiags going in
school? What sort of interesting things are you learning
thera?

C: Discusses school.
(Small talk, giving child a chancs to briag up raport
card himself).

C: I got my report card today.

F: Good, I'd lik2 to see it, Bobby (takss report card)
Well...it looks like you could usz some improvement in
matn, but you did a good job in English. Here, Martha,
you have a look at it too (hands report card to her).

M: Yes, math has been a little troublesome for youa, but you
showed improvement in some of these othar subjects.

C: Agrees/ Explains.

M: 30obby, how do you sea the problem in math? Do you naed
to spend more time stadying that sublject, or is it
something else?

C: &Explains.

F:  Yes, nath is an important subject. It orepares you for
many interesting careers. I remember wh2n I was in
32hool, I had a rezal hard time in math and for a while I
thought it would just be impossible for me to do it.

C: What happened?

F: Well, it was sort of like this: I just decided I was
Joing to sea if I could do it, I set aside some time
everyday just to w#ork on math and it wasn't long before
could see myself getting better and better at it. Then
started to like math quite a bit and really began to
appreciate what a nice little system it is.

I
I
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C: Reaction.

M: Yes, without understanding math, it would be impogsihle
to send a man up to the moon.

¥: Yes, and look at how they use math in baseball. wWhy we
couldn't even play one gamnz if we didn't use math. (Or
use2 some other such example that ties into the child's
interests).

C: Comments.
(If child disagrees, find out why and get him to propose
an altsrnate plan to bring up his math scores).

M: Yes, I think that's a vary good plan., I'm very proud of
you, son. I'm glad wa can work things out together,

M: ©Oh, by the way, I almost forgot. Your good friaad
Jackie Dugan callad a few minutes ago. H2 wants you to
come over tonight, He said that since his father is a
matn teacher, well, his father is going to show him how to
Jdo thes2 new math problams tonight and he wanted to know
if you could come over and do your homework with themn.

F: Yes, and after my meeting tonight I'll check over your
homework too. You'll be a math whiz in no time.

M: W#hat meeting do you have tonight?

F: [ nave to ses somz clients who are driving up from
Dallas. I should be back by 9:39 though.

M: OK, fine.¥You know, that was very considerate of Jackie.
Ae's such a nice boy. I'm glad you have friends lika him.

C: Responds.

M: You know, I was talking to Grace Adams the other day,
and she said that Jackie helped her to rake ner leaves up.
He really is a nice boy.

F: Yes, I'm glad you two are friends,.

(More small talk about activities, playing with Jackie,
school, =2to).

M: Bobby, would you like some cookiaes as a snack now? I
baked your favorite cookias--oatmeal and peanut butter.

C: Thanks, 4om.
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M: I hopa you like them, Some of the oatmeal cookies got a
little burned, bat I think they're OK.

C: Responsz. (If he doesn't like them, Jdothar 31ys that's
OK, he doasn't have to eat them),.

M: Bobby, you probably should call Jackie and tell him what
you're going to do befors dinner tine,

C: Agree.

M: We should be done eatiny by 7:00 and I'd like you to be
home by 9:390.

C: Responds. (If he disagrzes, dother axplains that it's a
school night).

M:  (After mores small talk), Herb, would you give me a hand
in the kitchea. I probably should gat startad on supper.

F: BSare, Martha, what are we having?

M: Lasagne, French bread, and grzen beans.

F: Great. I better move the car in the garage first.

(Both get up and leava),
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Appendix F

Due to copyright restrictions, the
Multipla Affect Adjective Check List,
Today Form, was omitted. A copy of the test
may be obtained from:

fducational & Industrial Testing Servica
P, 0. Box 7234
San Diego, California
92137
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Appendix G

Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Pre-Post
Measures for All Conditions

Double Bind Punitive Control
Mean  5.D. Mean  S.D. Mean 5.D,
Depressioa
Pra- 13.54 4.70 13.71 5.47 11.21. 3.68
Post 25.856 5.59 25,85 6.44 13.50 6.11
Anxiaty
Pra- 2.57 3.16 8.00  2.96 5.64  3.13
Post 14.71 2.5% 16.14 2,96 3.71 3.73
Hostility
Pre- 9.21  3.49 8.14 3.18 7.21 2,78
Post 16.00 4.13 17.43 4.50 8.93  4.55

14

§=]
I
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Appendix H
Table 2

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance
Trials (Pre-Post) by Condition for Depression Subscale

Depression
Source Ss df et F
Betw=en Subjects
Condition 1025.17 3 512,53 11.45*
Error 1745.89 39 44 77
Within Subjects
Trials 15656.30 1 1656.30 90.54%*
Cond X Trials 456,73 2 228.37 12.438*
Error 713.46 39 18.29

*B < L0201
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Table 3
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of Analysis of Variance

by Condition for Anxiety Subscale

Anxiety
Source 55 af us F
Betwesen Subjects
Condition 366,17 2 133.08 14,09*
Error 506.89 39 13.00
Within Subjeczts
Trials 550.30 1 550.30 88.26%*
Cond X Trials 129.02 2 64.51 10.35*
Error 24.18 39 5.24

*E < L0001
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Table 4

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance
Trials (Pre-Post) by Condition for Hostility Subscale

Hostility
sSourace 55 df MS F
Betwaan Subjects
Condition 399.73 2 199.37 9,34%
Error 334.75 39 21.40
Within Subjects
Trials 738.11 1 738.11 92.85%
Cond ¥ Trials 208.36 2 104.138 13.11%*
Error 310,04 39 7.95

*p < ,001
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Appendix K

Table 5

Neuman Keul's Test on All Conditions
for Pre-T2st Mood Scores

Depression
Control Double Bind Punitive
(11.21) (13.54) ALy
Control -—— 2.43 2,50
DB -— .97
Punitive —-—=
Anxisty
Control Punitive Double 3ind
(6.64) (8.00) (9.57)
Control ——- 1.36 2.93
Punitive - 1.57
D3 -
Hostility
Control Punitive Double 3ind
(7.21) {3.14) (9.21)
Control ——= 72,93 2.00
Punitive - 1.07
a8 _———

.35
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Table 6
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Heuman Keul's Tast on All Conditions
for Pogst-Test Mood Scores

Depression
Control Punitive Double Bind
(13.50) (25.86) {25.86)
Control —— 12.35% 12.36*
Punitive -—= 0.00
D3 ———
Control DB Punitive
(8.71) (14.71) (16.14)
Control ——— 5.00%* 7.43*
DB - 1.43
Punitive -—
Hostility
Control bB Punitive
(8.93) (16.90) (17.43) ‘_
Control —= 7.07* 8.50%
DB --- 1.43
Punitive ———
*p < .05
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