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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1970, Bienvenu contended that good communication 

is essential to the appropriate development and maintenance 

of marital relationships. However, the potential benefits 

of open, hones^ commun_î cation patterns are often blocked 

by numerous environmental influences. First, there are 

social and cultural norms which tend to retard the develop-

ment of open communication patterns (Hastorf, Schneider, & 

Polefka, 1970). Second, there is a lack of good parental 

modeling of communication skills in many families. Some

times the modeling of poor communication styles plays a 

significant role in the development of pathological tenden

cies in children (Jacob, 1975; Mishler & Waxier, 1968; 

Liem, 1974; Bowen, 1960; Lidz, 1978). Third, the lack of 

any consistent teaching of effective communication skills 

can make it very difficult for many individuals to develop 

constructive, effective communication skills. 

Individuals with ineffective communication skills 

are likely to continue to conmiunicate ineffectively after 

they get married. Therefore, many married couples in this 

country appear to lack the communication skills necessary 

to potentially enhance or maintain satisfying marital rela

tionships . 



One very promising approach to the problem of in

effective marital communication has been the development 

of skills training programs. Such programs have been 

constructed to improve marital communication by the teach

ing/modeling of effective communication skills (Hickman & 

Baldwin, 1971; Guerney, 1977; Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 

1976). The primary goal of such programs has been the 

teaching of personal and interpersonal skills and attitudes. 

Individuals thus learn to be aware of their own feelings 

and to express them to others in socially appropriate ways 

(Guerney, Guerney, & Stollak, 1971). 

To make sure that communication training programs 

are helping resolve marital cormnunication problems, it is 

important to determine the effectiveness of such programs. 

Guerney (1977) states that this testing for effectiveness 

of skills programs should be based on sound scientific 

methodology. However, research on skills training program 

effectiveness has been fairly limited (Gurman & Kniskern, 

1977; Cookerly, 1976). Only the programs of Couple 

Communication (CC: Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1976) and 

Relationship Enhancement (RE: Guerney, 1977) have really 

been examined by numerous studies. CC and RE evaluative 

research appears to be strong from a methodological stand

point because these studie's have used both behavioral and 

self-report measures. Other skills programs have tended to 



rely heavily on self-report measures (Gurman & Kniskern, 

1977r Cookerly, 1976). Such measures are very subjective 

in nature and tend to rely on the ability of the subjects 

to accurately and truthfully assess how they communicate 

(Blood, 1958; Straus, 1964; Sussman, 1964; Olson & Cromwell, 

1975). 

Hobart and Klausner (1959) stated that marital 

communication is a concept assessing various components of 

coirmiunication. As such, accurate assessments of communi

cation skill improvement should utilize both subjective and 

objective scientific measures. Numerous authors (Webb, 

Campbell, Schwarts, & Sechrest, 1966; Lemon, 1973; Murphy & 

Mendelson, 1973; Olson & Cromwell, 1973) have discussed 

the advantages and reasons for using both objective and 

subjective measures. 

Therefore, the use of both objective (behavioral) 

and subjective (self-report) measures appear to be helpful 

in research examining the effectiveness of communication 

skills training programs. However, since a majority of the 

past programs have only been examined through self-report 

methods, there appears to be a need to demonstrate change 

(communication skills improvement) with objective measures 

(Gurman & Kniskern, 1977). 

The Communication Rapid Assessment Scale (CRAS; 

Koval & Joanning, 1979) was developed to fulfill this need. 



The CRAS objectively rates a couple's verbal communica

tion behaviors and then places a couple on a continuum 

ranging from positive 2 (excellent skills which could 

strongly foster the relationship) to negative 2 (a lack or 

misuse of skills which could have a negative influence on 

the relationship). Initial studies on the verbal scale's 

validity and reliability appear promising (Hegi, 1979; 

Koval & Joanning, 1979; Joanning, 1979; Joanning, 1982). 

In other words, these initial studies have generally found 

the CRAS to be highly reliable and to possess large degrees 

of both face and concurrent validity. 

Statement of the Problem 

The verbal CRAS is helpful in solving some of the 

methodological problems previously mentioned. That is, 

the verbal CRAS is a much needed objective tool that can 

be used to determine the efficacy of cormnunication skills 

programs. However the verbal CRAS generally overlooks the 

measurement of what many researchers (Mehrabian, 1971; 

Birdwhistell, 1970; Gottman, Notarius, Gonso & Markman, 

1976; Buerkel-Rothfuss, Millar & Yerby, 1982) consider to 

be the most important element of marital interactions: non

verbal coirmiunication. Mehrabian (1971) stated that the 

most salient or important messages are expressed through 

nonverbal (rather than verbal) channels. Thus, it appears 

to be imperative to develop an objective instrument that 



examines nonverbal marital communication. Such a scale 

could be utilized in research examining the ability of 

programs such as CC and RE to improve couples' communica

tion skills (i.e., the ability of such programs to improve 

marital nonverbal communication). Such a scale could also 

be used by therapists to assess a particular couple's 

ability to communicate constructively in a nonverbal fas

hion at different points throughout the therapy process and 

by social skills trainers as a teaching aid. The purpose 

of this study was to develop and examine the reliability of 

such a scale, the Communication Rapid Assessment Scale -

Nonverbal Form (N-CRAS). 

An Overview of Nonverbal Coirmiunication 

Literature 

There has been an enormous amount of research 

completed on the effects of nonverbal communication on 

interpersonal relationships. The following is a limited 

overview of this research (1978-1981 mainly), with special 

emphasis being placed on the interactions between teacher-

student, job interviewer-interviewee, spouse-spouse, 

person-environment and therapist-client. Studies are 

organized according to the number and type of nonverbal 

elements examined (all studies dealing primarily with eye 

contact are grouped together, etc.). 



The studies examining eye contact as a nonverbal 

element are generally very interesting. Siler (1975) found 

that Blacks interpreted direct eye contact of Black inter

viewees differently than they interpreted the indirect eye 

contact. For Whites, the interpretations did not differ. 

In other words, indirect eye contact could keep a Black 

interviewee from getting a job from a Black interviewer. 

This finding seems to conflict with other research (LaFrance 

& Mayo, 1978; Ivey & Downing, 1980) demonstrating the 

acceptability of infrequent eye contact for Blacks when 

among other Blacks. 

Van Dan Berg and Gilliam (1978) also examined Black-

White differences in the perceptions of eye contact. Thirty 

Black and 30 White male subjects engaged in conversations 

with Black confederates. In half of the conversations, the 

confederate engaged in eye contact 50% of the time. In the 

other half of the conversations, the confederate avoided 

all eye contact with subjects. The subjects then completed 

questionnaires which were designed to measure their com

fort level and to guage their perceptions of the confede

rate ' s attention level. When the Black confederate main

tained a 50% eye contact level, both Black and White sub

jects rated him as attentive and as comfortable to be 

around. However, those confederates avoiding eye contact 

were rated (by White subjects only) as being significantly 



less attentive and less comfortable. Black subjects, on 

the other hand, rated the confederate similarly in both 

eye contact and no eye contact conditions. A second study 

by the authors used White confederates. Again, only the 

White subjects viewed the eye contact and no eye contact 

conditions in different ways. These findings agree with 

most of the Black-White studies done in this area (Ivey 

& Downing, 1980). 

Eckman (1978) examined the correlates of anxiety 

in 20 college-age males. Their hand shrugs, face-play 

manipulations, and frequency and duration of mutual eye 

contact were recorded in response to a female confederate 

who varied her assertiveness and attractiveness in a two 

by two factorial design. Mutual eye contact (which in

creased under attractive conditions) was found to be a use

ful negative correlate of anxiety: more anxious individuals 

(generally and situationally) decreased the frequency/ 

duration of their mutual eye contact. The hand shrugs 

and face-play adapters did not significantly change under 

conditions of situational anxiety, however. 

Cherulnik, Neely, Flanagan, and Zachau (1978) 

demonstrated the importance of social skills during visual 

interactions. Mixed-sex dyads (who were broken into 

groups based on frequency/infrequency of dating and high/ 

low scores on two social skills tests) interacted in 
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informal conversations. Findings seem to indicate the 

positive influence of social skill because the highly 

skilled subjects (those who also dated more) engaged in 

more eye contact, looked more at their partner while 

speaking, and shared the speaking time more equally. 

Rutter, Stephenson, Ayling, and White (1978) 

attempted to study looks as a way of initiating speaker 

turn change in dyadic interactions. Kendon (1967) had 

previously found that looks were used to synchronize tran

sitions from speaker to speaker: over 70% of all long 

utterances began with a speaker looking away from the lis

tener, and over 70% ended when the speaker looked at the 

listener. Rutter and his associates found different pat

terns than those of Kendon, however. They found that 

whether or not the speaker looked at the listener was not 

of critical importance in speaker turn change. Such looks 

were not given frequently by subjects. Furthermore, such 

looks (when they occurred) were missed by the listener 

because he/she was often looking somewhere else. The 

authors suggest that the importance of visual communica

tion in controlling speaker turn is not that it permits 

eye contact, but that it allows speaker and listener to 

simply see and be seen by the other. 

Reed (1981) used a 2 (groups) by 5 (verbal level) 

by 10 (eye contact percentage) analysis of variance to 



examine the effects of different levels of counselor eye 

contact on subjects' ratings of counselor empathy and 

genuineness. These differing eye contact percentage levels 

were paired with different verbal levels (of empathy, 

genuineness) to obtain some very interesting outcomes. 

Generally, confederate counselors who used level 1 verbal 

empathic statements (lowest level) received the lowest 

ratings. As predicted, verbal level 1 statements were 

given higher empathic ratings when grouped with the 77% 

and 100% eye contact levels. Likewise, level 2 verbal 

statements were rated as more and more empathic as eye con

tact increased. Level 3 (neutral empathic level statement) 

was given its highest empathy ratings at the 100% and 77% 

eye contact levels, while its lowest ratings were obtained 

at the 0% and 11% eye contact conditions. Verbal level 4 

(fairly high empathic verbal statement) was given the 

highest empathic ratings at the 77% condition. However, 

decreased ratings of empathy were given level 4 at the 88% 

and 100% conditions. The same findings also were found 

for level 5 statements (highest empathic verbal responses). 

Also, the 66% eye contact level was generally rated as less 

empathic than lower levels of eye contact. Similarly, the 

88% level was usually rated lower than the 77% level. 

Generally, these findings seem to indicate that either too 

much or too little eye contact can result in lower levels 
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of perceived counselor empathy. Also, it was generally 

found that the higher the percentage of eye contact, the 

higher the ratings of genuineness. However, subjects 

rated the 77% eye contact condition as showing the most 

genuineness (under all verbal conditions except the neutral 

condition). It thus appears that eye contact beyond the 

77% level tends to reduce genuineness ratings of both the 

lowest and highest empathic statements. Overall, it seems 

that either too much or too little eye contact tends to 

reduce perceived levels of empathy/genuineness in thera

peutic (and possibly marital) relationships. 

In summary, these studies revealed some mixed fin

dings concerning Black-White differences in use/perception 

of eye contact and in whether or not looks facilitate a 

change in speaker turn. Reed's study, however, effectively 

demonstrated the importance of eye contact in the therapeu

tic process. 

There have also been several interesting studies 

done on the nonverbal element of touch. Eman and his 

associates (1978) studied the effect of sexual identity on 

touching behavior. They found that individuals with dif

ferent sexual identities do demonstrate different amounts 

of touching behavior. "Androgynous" individuals expressed 

the highest amounts of touching while "feminine" indivi

duals expressed the least amount. 
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Shuter (1979) studied the nonverbal communication 

patterns of Jews and Protestants. The distance and axis 

at which interaction took place, and the type of gestures 

and touching behavior displayed were examined. Few signi

ficant differences were found between Jews and Protestants, 

Genders differed significantly on gesturing only. 

Major and Heslin (1978) investigated the nonverbal 

behavior patterns and perceptions of males and females. 

Thirty-six men and 30 women viewed slides of actors stan

ding side by side. Half of the subjects saw the left-side 

person touching the shoulder of the other person. Half 

of the subjects saw slides where no touching took place. 

Subjects were then asked to rate both actors on the dimen

sions of status/dominance, instrumentality/assertiveness, 

and warmth/expressiveness. Results indicated that: (1) 

the toucher was higher on all three dimensions than the 

receiver; (2) male-male pairs were rated higher on status/ 

dominance than any pair including a woman; and (3) cross-

sex pairs were perceived as indicating more sexual desire 

than were same-sex pairs. 

Summerhayes and Suchner (1978) tested Henley's 

(1973) assertion that nonreciprocal touch is used by men 

to keep women in inferior status conditions. Subjects 

were shown photographs of male-female interactions and 

asked to rate the pictured actors on the degree to which 
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each dominated the interaction. The interactions differed 

across two dimensions: status differences demonstrated by 

age and dress (female higher vs. equal vs. male higher) and 

by who was touching whom (female toucher vs. no toucher vs. 

male toucher). Results tended to support but qualify 

Henley's status reminder assertion. Nonreciprocated touch 

reduced the perceived power of the touched person, regard

less of situation (male toucher, female toucher, etc.). 

Thus, nonreciprocated touch can serve to strengthen the 

status of both men and women. These results tend to sug

gest that touch alone is insufficient to establish a power 

advantage for either party. 

Maier and Ernest (1978) examined male-female per

ceptual differences in the area of touch. Women were 

found to produce more positive affect when they touched. 

Women also were perceived as liking to be touched more than 

men. Generally, perception of touching was correlated 

positively with self-esteem for males, correlated nega

tively with Machiavellianism (sociopathic tendencies) for 

women, and correlated positively with trust for women. 

Alagna and his associates (1979) found that clients 

who were touched by their therapists evaluated the counse

ling process more favorably than those who were not touched 

The positive evaluations were even stronger when clients 

were touched by therapists of the opposite sex. 



13 

In summary, the studies examining touch demonstrated 

that higher amounts of touching behavior were associated 

with androgyny and with more favorable perceptions of 

therapy. Sex differences were found for males and females, 

but touch alone was not found to be strongly associated 

with a power advantage for either sex. 

Three studies were examined dealing with the non

verbal element of voice tone/loudness. Duncan, Rice, and 

Butler (1968) found that effective counseling interviews 

were characterized by open vocal chord control and soft 

intonations. Poor or ineffective counseling sessions were 

found to be exemplified by a forced overloud intensity 

with an overhigh pitch coupled with overly soft patterns 

at other times. 

Eldrid and Price (1958) studied the presence of 

therapist anxiety in counseling interviews. They found 

that anxiety is demonstrated by larger numbers of breaks 

and dissonance in speech. 

Labov and Fanshel (1977) examined similarities in 

intonation patterns in therapist-client interactions. They 

found (through the use of an oscilloscope for detailed 

analysis) that vocal tone synchrony between the client and 

the therapist usually appears in times of effective com

munication . 
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In summary, these three studies revealed that 

appropriate voice intonations were indicative of the effec

tiveness of counseling sessions. Also, client-therapist 

vocal tone synchrony was found in times of effective commu

nication. 

Five studies examined the nonverbal decoding skills 

of individuals. Rosenthal and Depaulo (1979) examined 

some of the differences between males and females in the 

area of nonverbal cues. They found that females were more 

likely to interpret deceptive cues as the deceiver wanted 

them to be interpreted. Also, they found that women's 

nonverbal cues were more easily read than men's. 

Sweeney, Cattle and Kobayashi (1980) examined the 

nonverbal acuity of American and Japanese mental health 

professionals. Females were found to be more accurate in 

judging nonverbal cues. Also, American subjects tended 

to be more accurate nonverbal judges than Japanese subjects. 

Japanese-American accuracy scores for the facial expression 

subtest were very similar, however. 

Depaulo and Rosenthal (1979) tested the hypothesis 

that nonverbal decoding skills become significantly more 

sophisticated and effective with age. Results supported 

their hypothesis. 

Finally, Isenhart (1978) examined the variables of 

sex and dominance as they related to the ability of students 

to decode emotional meaning from nonverbal cues. This 
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study was based on the assumption that submissiveness is 

positively related to skill in decoding nonverbal cues. 

Results, however, indicated that females are better de

coders than males, that dominance and decoding may not be 

related importantly, and that femininity and ability to 

decode nonverbal cues are negatively related. 

Hall (1978) summarized the results of 75 studies 

that examined the accuracy differences in males and females 

in decoding nonverbal communication. More studies found 

a female advantage than would occur by chance. This gender 

effect was found mainly for visual-plus-auditory studies. 

In summary, the results of these five studies 

tended to support the contention that females are better 

nonverbal decoders than males. Decoding skills were also 

found to develop with age, especially for American (as com

pared to Japanese) subjects. 

Four studies examined the impact of smiles, head 

nods, and eye contact. Seals and Kaufman (1975) found that 

college students held a much more positive or favorable 

attitude about instructors who were nonverbally active 

(i.e., established eye contact, smiled, nodded their heads, 

etc.). Teachers who made no attempt to communicate non

verbally were not very likely to be thought of (by students) 

in a positive manner. 

Byron, Sherman, and Fisher (1980) were able to dis

tinguish learning-disabled students from nondisabled stu-
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dents by the examination of their nonverbal behavior. 

The learning-disabled students spent less time looking at 

the interviewer while speaking and less time smiling while 

talking. The learning-disabled students also were found 

to use more filled pauses. 

Feldman and Orchowsky (1979) tested the hypothe

sis that the nonverbal communication or behavior of 

teachers is affected by the race and performance of their 

students. They found that subjects were, as predicted, 

more nonverbally pleased (demonstrated by smiles, nods, 

etc.) with successful than unsuccessful students. Also, 

subjects were found to be more pleased with White than 

Black students. 

Feldman and Allen (1979) analyzed the nonverbal 

behaviors of 56 sixth graders tutoring 3rd graders. The 

nonverbal behavior of the tutors tended to mirror the per

formance of the tutee. That is, those tutees doing poorly 

tended to receive fewer smiles, head nods, and less eye 

contact from their tutors than those tutees doing well. 

In summary, these studies found that more eye 

contact and smiling lead to more favorable impressions. 

Racial and performance perceptions were also found to 

influence the nonverbal behavior of smiles, head nods and 

eye contact. 

Several studies examined the nonverbal elements of 

smiles, gazing and/or touching. LaFrance and Carmen (1980) 
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found significant differences in the nonverbal behaviors 

of androgynous and nonandrogynous individuals. Smiling 

and gazing were defined as indicators of intimacy while 

interrupting and filling pauses were defined as indicators 

of masculinity. Examination of the androgynous indivi

duals' nonverbal behavior showed that they blended both 

masculine and feminine behaviors. Sex-typed (nonandrogy

nous) individuals demonstrated more cross sex behavioral 

avoidance and more sex consonant cohesion. 

McGinley, McGinley and Nichols (1978) found that 

regardless of a woman's body position, one who smiled most 

of the time (70%) was seen as more interpersonally attrac

tive than one who seldom smiled (20%). Seldom smiling wo

men were perceived as more interpersonally attractive when 

they demonstrated open body positions (facing the person 

squarely, not crossing one's arms, etc.) than when they 

displayed closed body positions. A second study by the 

authors replicated the findings of the first study. 

Massil (1978) rated mother-infant interactions in 

the home movies of prepsychotic and normal infants. An 

attachment scale measured the amount of mother-infant 

avoidance and reciprocity in the infants' first six months. 

He found that the two groups of infants were not signifi

cantly different in touching and eye gaze behaviors. How

ever, mothers of prepsychotic infants exhibited less ade

quate touching and eye gaze than the normal infants' mothers 
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In summary, adequate amounts of touching, smiling 

and gazing were found to be associated with more effective 

relationships and impressions. Inadequate amounts were 

linked with pathology and less intimate relationships. 

Two studies were found that examined the non

verbal element of interpersonal distance. Leipold (1963) 

found that liking in an interview setting will lead to 

physical closeness. One group of students were told that 

their grades were poor and that they had not done their 

best. They were then told to take a seat in another room 

and that Mr. Leipold would come in to discuss this with 

them. Other groups heard either neutral or positive state

ments about course performance. Those subjects who re

ceived praise sat significantly closer to the interviewer. 

Those who were criticized chose to sit farther away. 

Walsh (1971) used imitation procedures to success

fully increase how attracted a group of patients were to 

a group interviewer. Before the interview, the office was 

arranged so that the patient's chair was physically light, 

on wheels and located at the other end of the room (approxi

mately eight feet from the interviewer's seat). Upon en

tering the room, the interviewer suggested to the patient 

that he "pull up a chair". Attracted patients were found 

to pull the chair significantly closer to the interviewer 

than did unattracted patients. 
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Generally, these two studies demonstrated that 

like/attraction are exhibited nonverbally. Dislike/lack 

of attraction were also nonverbally demonstrated. 

Numerous studies have examined the influences of 

nonverbal communication as a dyadic process. Claiborn 

(1979) studied the impression of undergraduates who viewed 

videotaped counseling sessions. Therapists who used inter

pretation and responsive nonverbal behaviors (maintained 

eye contact, open body position, slight forward trunk lean) 

were perceived as more expert, attractive and trustworthy 

than those therapists who did not. 

Ranelli and Miller (1978) examined the relationship 

between nonverbal behavior and treatment outcome with an 

antidepressant drug in 18 female depressed patients and 

18 controls. They found that those responding to the drug 

could be differentiated from nonresponders before treatment 

on the basis of several key nonverbal bahaviors. Nonre

sponders demonstrated numerous body-focused self-adaptors, 

posture shifts, pauses and very few smiles. Responders 

demonstrated long speech pauses and long durations of head 

aversion. 

Dimatteo and Taranta (1979) looked at the effects 

of nonverbal communication on patient-doctor rapport. 

Results supported the authors' contention that a doctor's 

image of sensitivity and caring was dependent on his abi

lity to communicate affect (caring, concern) through the 
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use of nonverbal behaviors (eye contact, smiles, etc.). 

Sherer and Rogers (1980) studied the effects of 

therapist nonverbal communication on others' perceptions 

of him as being skillful and effective. A 2 by 3 factorial 

experiment was used to look at how three dimensions of 

nonverbal communication (immediacy, status, and responsi-

vity) facilitate therapy. Verbal content was held constant 

in the videotapes, but all combinations of the three non

verbal dimensions were manipulated. Results revealed that 

the nonverbal cues of immediacy (close therapist-client 

distance and eye contact) significantly improved the raters' 

perceptions of the therapist skill and effectiveness. The 

authors concluded that a therapist's nonverbal behavior 

is, indeed, a basis for viewing that therapist as an em

pathic, warm, genuine and effective helper. 

LaFrance (1979) used a longitudinal design to 

examine the relationship between a measure of nonverbal 

synchrony and self-report indications of rapport. He 

found that posture sharing (therapist smiling after the 

client smiles, etc.) and rapport were positively related. 

This relationship remained significant across time. 

Bonfanti (1979) found that blind individuals can 

be taught to engage in more appropriate nonverbal and ver

bal behaviors. Such training was found to facilitate the 

blind people's interactions with sighted people. Teaching 

such skills as appropriate head nodding, smiling and body 
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positioning facilitated the interactions between blind 

and sighted individuals. 

Siegel (1980) studied the effects of objective 

evidence of expertness, nonverbal behavior, and sex on 

the clients' perceptions of therapist-expertness. A 

2 X 2 X 2 ANOVA revealed that both objective evidence and 

nonverbal behaviors had a significant impact on clients' 

expertness perceptions. Also, there was no difference 

found in the perceived expertness of male and female thera

pists . 

Fretz, Corn, Tuemmler and Bellet (1979) studied 

101 undergraduate students' perceptions of counselors 

using different patterns of nonverbal behavior. They 

found that counselors who were high in eye contact, direct 

body orientation, and forward lean were rated as being 

significantly more attractive and facilitative. 

Siegel and Sell (1978) examined the effects of 

specialized training and expert nonverbal behaviors on 

counselor credibility or expertness. Both were found to 

significantly affect perceived expertness, but expert non

verbal behaviors (eye contact, forward lean, use of smiles 

and head nods, etc.) had a greater effect on subjects' 

perceptions. 

One of the most comprehensive and ambitious stu

dies of client-therapist nonverbal interactions was con

ducted by Tepper and Haase (1978). They examined verbal 
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and nonverbal cues in counseling sessions in order to 

determine their effect on the communication of empathy, 

respect, and genuineness. Counselors and clients rated 

videotaped sessions, each portraying a different combina

tion of verbal message, trunk lean, eye contact, vocal 

intonation, and facial expression. Eye contact, forward 

lean, verbal following, and a comfortable physical dis

tance were all found to be important in the positive 

rating of counseling interviews. 

Saigh (1980) examined the influences of effective 

nonverbal examiner behavior on WISC-R performance. In one 

group, the examiner engaged in effective nonverbal be

haviors (consistent forward lean, establishing eye contact 

while simultaneously smiling and nodding after each exami

nee response). In the other group, the same examiner sat 

back, consistently looked down, and kept a bland expression 

on his face while scoring the answers. The first group 

achieved higher WISC-R scores than did the second group. 

Group 1 was also found to be much less anxious than group 2 

Schag, Loo, and Levin (1978) examined the effects 

of (among other things) nonverbal behavior on a person's 

perception of acceptance. They found that, indeed, non

verbal attending behavior (eye contact, forward body lean, 

etc.) was highly correlated with people feeling accepted 

in dyadic interactions. 
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Goldstein (1971) tested the notion that close 

sitting and certain posturing leads to a favorable thera

pist-client relationship. For some patients, the inter

viewer sat close by (27 inches) and assumed a posture 

shown in other research (Haase & Tepper, 1978; Fretz 

et al., 1979; Claiborn, 1979) to reflect liking. Speci

fically, he leaned toward the patient (20% forward), 

maintained eye contact 90% of the time, and directly faced 

the patient (shoulder orientation of 0°). Very different 

distance and posture were used in the contrasting condition 

The interviewer sat 87 inches from the patient, leaned 

backward 30%, showed eye contact only 30% of the time, and 

maintained a shoulder orientation of 30°. Results demon

strated that appropriate distance and posture did influence 

the patient liking which developed. These findings led 

Goldstein (1980) to view close distance and an "interested" 

posture as probable enhancers for numerous types of rela

tionships . 

Wasileski (1979) examined the relationship between 

verbal/nonverbal communication and therapeutic effective

ness, and level of therapy training in 15 male therapists, 

clinical psychology students and undergraduate seniors. 

All these held a 45 minute interview with both a male and 

female client. Bales' (1950) Interaction Process Analysis 

System was used to examine therapist verbal communication, 

while 15 nonverbal communication categories were utilized 
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to look at nonverbal cues. Three nonverbal categories 

(laughs, swinging of chair, and scratching) proved to 

be significant indicators of therapy training levels. 

However, significant results tended to be inconclusive. 

Oyekan (1979) developed a positive self-esteem 

training program using nonverbal communication (facial 

expressions). Findings revealed such training (which 

taught students much about their feelings and their non

verbal representations of those feelings) was effective 

in raising self-esteem levels of low self-esteem subjects. 

However, studies of such programs are needed on larger, 

more representative populations. 

Claiborn (1979) examined the effects of counselor 

verbal and nonverbal behavior on the clients' perceptions 

of counselor expertness, trustworthiness, and attractive

ness. Counselors using interpretation (instead of restate

ment) were seen as significantly more expert and trust

worthy. Counselors using responsive nonverbal behaviors 

[vocal variety, facial expressiveness (including head 

nodding) eye contact, and gestures] were perceived as 

significantly more expert, attractive and trustworthy. 

Furthermore, those counselors using both interpretation 

and responsive nonverbal cues were seen as being the most 

expert, trustworthy and attractive. Generally, perceived 

attractiveness, especially in the first interview, seemed 

highly dependent on nonverbal (responsive) behavior. Per-
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joint result of counselor verbal and nonverbal behavior. 

Seay and Alterkruse (1979) looked at effects of 

counselor orientation (affective vs. behavioral) and use 

of nonverbal cues (eye contact, smiling, head nodding, and 

forward trunk lean) on subjects' perceptions of counselor 

empathy, regard and genuineness. Eye contact was posi

tively correlated only with genuineness (regardless of 

verbal style). The behavioral counselor who utilized 

some smiling was perceived as having more regard for the 

client. However, excessive smiling produced lower regard 

rating for both verbal styles. Generally, clients rated 

counselors higher in genuineness the longer they smiled, 

while increased smiling benefitted only the behavioral 

counselors. Smiling behavior was not found to be corre

lated with empathy. Also, head nodding was predictive of 

regard. Furthermore, amount of time spent with forward 

trunk lean was found to be positively related to genuineness 

and regard. Finally, behavioral counselors were rated 

higher than affective counselors on all three conditions of 

empathy, regard, and genuineness. However, the more this 

group used nonverbal behavior, the lower their ratings be

came. The opposite was found for the affective-style 

counselors. 

Norton (1978) looked at how counselor effective

ness is influenced by training in the detection and use of 

nonverbal behavior. Basically, the nonverbal training was 
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most helpful in helping therapists to develop specificity 

skills. Counselors were better able to focus on relevant 

client concerns after nonverbal training. Norton con

cluded that knowledge of nonverbal behavior does facilitate 

the production of more effective therapists. 

McGovern and Ideus (1978) found that the level of 

nonverbal behavior had a significant effect on 39 out of 

40 ratings made by professional interviewers. The dimen

sions most influenced by nonverbal behavior (eye contact, 

body posture, smiles, forward lean) were enthusiasm/ 

motivation, confidence in self, and persuasiveness. 

McGovern and Tinsley (1978) examined the nonverbal 

communication of interviewees. One of four videotapes 

was shown to 52 interviewers. The verbal content was 

kept constant, but the interviewee nonverbal behavior was 

manipulated. Twenty-three of the 26 interviewers who saw 

a "high nonverbal" candidate (maximum eye contact, high 

energy level, much affect and voice modulation, and an 

abundance of speech modulation, and an abundance of speech 

fluency) would have invited him/her back for a second 

interview, while all 26 of the interviewers who saw the 

"low nonverbal" candidate would not have invited him/her 

back. 

Forbes, Ray, and Jackson (1980) looked at the 

effects of nonverbal behavior on job interview outcome. 

Students (N=101; 15-17 years old) were interviewed for 
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engineering apprenticeships by a four-member panel. The 

nonverbal behavior of each applicant was codified during 

the interview using a schedule of 10 classes of nonverbal 

behavior divided into 30 components. Several nonverbal 

behavior differences emerged when the interviewees were 

grouped by outcomes (i.e., accept, reserve, and reject). 

The authors found that those candidates who were immediately 

accepted smiled more, nodded and shook their heads more, 

and looked directly at the interviewer more often. Those 

candidates who were immediately rejected were involved in 

more avoidance gaze and eye wandering, more neutral facial 

expression (less smiling), and head static (no head move

ment). Body position (forward lean) was unexpectedly not 

an effective discriminator between "accept" and "reject" 

candidates. Other components (leg position, arm position, 

etc.) were also found to be ineffective discriminators. 

Judd (1980) examined the frequency of various types 

of communication (including nonverbal) and their relation 

to wives' marital satisfaction. She found that positive 

nonverbal communication (smiling or winking at one another, 

watching T.V. together, or any considerate act for one's 

partner) was significantly predicted only by problem 

severity. Negative nonverbal communication (defined as any 

time of silence between spouses during which negative 

emotions are felt) was significantly predicted by problem 

severity and satisfaction with marriage. Furthermore, an 
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increase in problem severity (neglect of home or children, 

financial problems, infidelity, sexual incompatibility, 

drinking, in-law troubles, mental cruelty, lack of love 

and excessive demands) tended to lead to an increase in 

negative nonverbal communication and a decrease in posi

tive nonverbal communication. In general, the author con

cluded that women who were more satisfied with their mar

riages had more calm pleasant discussions, fewer arguments, 

and less frowning or withdrawing than women who were less 

satisfied with their marriages. However, Judd's study did 

not answer the question of causality (did good nonverbal 

skills lead to better marriages or did good marriages lead 

to more positive nonverbal behaviors?). 

Yost (1980) examined and compared the nonverbal and 

verbal communication patterns of distressed and nondis

tressed marital couples. She formulated three hypotheses 

based on the Watzwalick, Beavin and Jackson (1967) model: 

(1) distressed couples will send significantly more nega

tive nonverbal messages than nondistressed couples; (2) 

distressed couples will send significantly more mixed 

messages (+ verbal, - nonverbal) than will nondistressed 

marital couples; and, (3) the nonverbal channel will be 

much more indicative of the level of marital adjustment 

than the verbal channel. The first and third hypotheses 

were both confirmed by the findings. The ideas that couples 

nonverbally exhibit the nature of their relationship and 
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that nonverbal behavior is a better indicator of distress 

than verbal behavior (both contentions of Watzwalick et al.) 

were supported by this study's findings. 

Gottman (1980) studied the nonverbal behavior con

sistency of 38 married couples on two tasks—a high-

conflict, decision-making task about sex and a low-conflict, 

nondecision-making, conversational task. Half of the 

couples were seeking marriage counseling, and half reported 

satisfying relationships. Consistency was explored sepa

rately for (a) the frequencies of positiveness and negative-

ness of affects taken from facial expressions, voice-tone 

cues, and body position/movement cues, and (b) sequential 

analyses of positive and negative affect reciprocity. 

Gottman found consistency to be the highest for negative 

(rather than positive) affect reciprocity. In other words, 

negative nonverbal behavior (be it a judgmental voice-tone, 

a withdrawn body posture, etc.) tended to be reciprocated 

by the partner more consistently than positive nonverbal 

behavior. Such a finding implies that spouses appear to 

be more likely to be more powerfully influenced by the 

negative nonverbal behaviors that their partners display 

than by the positive nonverbal behaviors. 

Horowitz (1978) examined some of the relationships 

between marital adjustment, sexual satisfaction/adjustment, 

and communication. Nonverbal and verbal communication were 

measured by the Primary Communication Inventory (PCI). 
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Sex and highest educational degree were the best predictors 

of nonverbal PCI scores. The number of children living 

at home was also found to be a significant predictor of 

nonverbal levels. These findings lead the author to con

clude that intake interviewers should be aware of demo

graphic variables and that marriage and family therapists 

should at least give some of their attention to a couple's 

verbal and nonverbal communications. 

Kahn (1970) examined nonverbal communication and 

marital satisfaction. He compared the accuracy of satis

fied and dissatisfied couples in interpreting nonverbal 

communications under conditions in which standard verbal 

content could hold several different meanings. Results 

indicated that dissatisfied marital couples were less 

accurate in interpreting their nonverbal communications. 

However, the source of the inaccuracy (sender, receiver, 

or both) could not be determined. Future studies that 

carefully examine the source of the inaccuracy could help 

to determine whether or not dissatisfied couples simply 

lack some of the nonverbal skills or abilities that satis

fied couples have mastered. 

In summary, these numerous studies demonstrated 

that effective attending behaviors (forward trunk lean, 

good eye contact, open body position, use of some smiles 

and head nods, etc.) are related to effective counseling 

and interpersonal relationships. Also, inappropriate 
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attending behaviors (little eye contact, backward trunk 

lean, etc.) are associated with ineffective/dysfunctional 

counseling and interpersonal relationships. 

Review of Relevant Nonverbal 

Behavioral Measures 

Numerous nonverbal behavior scales have been 

developed for use in the study of teacher-student inter

actions (Keith, Tornatzky, & Pettigrew, 1974; Bradley 

et al., 1978; Gafner et al., 1978; Rankin, 1978; Fitzgerald, 

1978; Stankus, 1978). Numerous formal and informal non

verbal scales have also been developed in studies of job 

interview situations (McGovern & Tinsley, 1978; Forbes, 

Ray, & Jackson, 1980; Martin, 1979; Trent, 1979; Tessler 

& Sushelsky, 1978; Gordon, 1970; Sigelman & Davis, 1978; 

McGovern & Ideus, 1978; and Sigelman & Davis, 1978), and 

person-person interactions (Sinclair, 1980; Brock, 1980; 

Engeman, 19 80; Saigh, 1980; LaFrance & Carmen, 1980; 

Shuter, 1979; Frances, 1979; Rosenthal & Depaulo, 1979; 

Duncan, Brumer, & Fisk, 1979; Major & Heslin, 1978; Van Dan 

Berg & Gilliam, 1978; Eckman, 1978; Andersen & Libowitz, 

1978; and Maier & Ernest, 1978). A large abundance of 

formal and informal nonverbal scales have also been deve

loped in studies of counselor-client interactions (Sherer 

& Rogers, 1980; Siegel, 1980; Kaplan, 1980; Alagna et al., 

1979; Claiborn, 1979; Sielski, 1979; Wasileski, 1979; 
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Dimatteo & Taranta, 1979; La France, 1979; Fretz, Corn, 

Tuemmler, & Bellet, 1979; Seay & Altekruse, 1979; Siegel 

& Sell, 1978; Tepper & Haase, 1978; Norton, 1978; and 

Schag, Loo, & Levin, 1978). 

A majority of the above mentioned studies have 

taken place in the past four to five years. The litera

ture is full of other such studies, which are simply too 

numerous to mention here. However, the number of studies 

examining marital nonverbal communication is much more 

limited. Only about eight important studies (Judd, 1980; 

Yost, 1980; Gottman, 1980; Buerkel-Rothfuss, Millar, & 

Yerby, 1982; Horowitz, 1978; Kahn, 1970; Hops, Wills, 

Patterson, & Weiss, 1972; and Gottman, Notarius, Gonso, 

& Markman, 1976) have been published in the past ten 

years. Furthermore, only three of these studies 

(Buerkel-Rothfuss, Millar, & Yerby, 1982; Gottman, Notarius, 

Gonso, & Markman, 1976; and Hops, Wills, Patterson, & 

Weiss, 1972) have developed formalized scales that examine 

marital nonverbal communication. The purpose of this 

section is to examine these three major scales called the 

Millar scale (Millar et al., 1982), the Gottman scale 

(Gottman et al., 1976) and the Marital Interaction Coding 

System (MICS; Hops et al., 1972). 

The Millar scale appears to hold much promise for 

helping researchers and therapists to get a detailed 

picture of a couple's nonverbal and verbal patterns over 



33 

any given time period. In this, scale, nonverbal communi

cation is examined in terms of the effects that it has 

on the control dimension of a married couple's relation

ship. That is, Millar and his associates assume that the 

control dimension-- "who has the right to direct, con

strain, and define the actions" (Millar, p. 16) of the 

couple—will be demonstrated or exemplified in a couple's 

nonverbal interactions. Physical-facial nonverbal be

haviors associated with claims to control (touches other, 

expansive gestures, relaxed body, impassive face, forward 

lean, and eye stare/look away while speaking) are included 

in the scale. Physical-facial nonverbal behaviors asso

ciated with claims to submission (averts eyes/looks when 

listening, tense-erect-stiff body posture, inhibited 

movement, self-touch/object touch, and backward trunk lean) 

were also included. The nonverbal elements are then com

bined with the verbal elements (which also claim control 

or submission) in such a way as to achieve a transactional 

redundancy score. "Redundancy describes the predictabi

lity of a given transactional sequence" (Millar, p. 30). 

Lower redundancy scores represent more flexible marriages; 

those in which both partners are able to take and do take 

both dominant and submissive stands on various issues at 

different times. The importance of the nonverbal elements 

were brought out by Millar and his associates in the exa

mination of a marital couple. Joe and Barbara were found 
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to have a verbal transactional redundancy score of 38, 

which made them appear to be a fairly flexible couple. 

However, their verbal and nonverbal redundance score was 

62, which demonstrated them to be a fairly rigid couple. 

The Millar device appears to be a promising scale, but 

research is now needed to assess its reliability and vali

dity. Also, the amount of time needed to code communica

tion using the scale appears to be a negative factor. 

Millar (1982) reported that initially it took almost one 

hour to rate one minute of couple transaction. The training 

of raters also appears to be a very time-consuming endeavor. 

Future refinement of the scale and implementation of 

validity/reliability reserach are the two areas that need 

to be dealt with before the final usefulness of the scale 

can be assessed. 

Gottman has developed a coding system that was 

based partially on the MICS and is of equal complexity to 

that system. Gottman's system codes both the verbal con

tent of each message and the nonverbal communication that 

accompanies the message. The scale contains 22 content 

categories. These are coded from verbatim transcripts 

and are classified into the eight summary codes of Agree

ment, Disagreement , Mind Reading, Problem Solving, Problem 

Talk/Feeling, Communication Talk, Summarizing Self, and 

Summarizing Other. In order to code nonverbal communica

tion, the coders simultaneously examine the transcripts 
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and videotapes for positive or negative facial expressions, 

positive or negative voice tone cues, and positive or 

negative body position and movements. Consider the fol

lowing husband-wife sequence: 

H: Let's spend Christmas at your mother's. 

W: You always get tense at my mother's. 

Gottman would code this message as a mind-reading state

ment (MR) because the wife attributes feelings (or 

thoughts, motives, and actions) to her husband. Accor

ding to Gottman, since all couples mind-read, it is the 

nonverbal delivery of the mind-reading statement that 

determines wheter it is labeled as a "sensitive feeling 

probe or as a criticism," (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979, 

p. 96). Gottman's system "attempts to determine the 

function of a statement within its context" (p. 96). The 

Gottman scale assumes that it can know the spouses' 

intentions while the MICS does not follow this assumption. 

Interobserver reliabilites for the Gottman system 

are 91% for verbal codes and 85% for nonverbal behaviors. 

Gottman also reported that verbal codes alone did not 

effectively discriminate between distressed and nondis

tressed couples. The combination of verbal and nonverbal 

behaviors produced a powerful discrimination tool, however. 

Other findings (Gottman, Markman, & Notarius, 1977) re

vealed significant differences between distressed and 

nondistressed couples on most of the verbal codes. How-
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ever, no significant differences were found for the non

verbal codes. Another study (Resnik, Sweet, Kieffer, 

Bau, & Ruby, 1977) found that rate of speech and gestures 

were not accurate discriminators between distressed and 

nondistressed couples. Future research appears to be 

needed in order to determine if Gottman's nonverbal scale 

elements are appropriate or not. Also, rating and rater 

training appear to take a large amount of time and effort. 

Future refinement of the scale, if possible, might reduce 

the amount of time needed to rate interactions and to 

train raters. 

The MICS is the most widely used instrument for 

the examination/evaluation of couple interactions (i.e., 

verbal and nonverbal behaviors). This 29-category coding 

system examines and provides data on verbal/nonverbal 

behaviors in the sequential patterns in which they occur. 

The nonverbal codes are divided into positive nonverbal 

behaviors and negative nonverbal behaviors. Positive be

haviors are Assent, Laugh, Positive, Physical Contact, 

and Smile. Negative elements of the scale are No Response, 

Not Tracking, and Turnoff. The MICS has been widely 

recognized as a pre- to postintervention comparison mea

sure (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979). The MICS has been 

mainly applied to ten-minute videotapes of spouses' 

attempts to reach a solution to two predetermined prob

lem areas. Major and minor conflict areas are included. 
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The two ten-minute discussions are completed consecutively 

by the couple (who are all alone in a room). The thera

pist and videotapes are in another room (and the couple 

knows this fact). "Observers code horizontally across 

the page within the 30-second intervals, alternating 

their focus between husband and wife" (Jacobson & 

Margolin, p. 94). An examination of MICS reliability 

studies reveals some mixed results. Interobserver relia

bility has been found to exceed the 70% agreement minimum 

criterion level (Weiss et al., 1973) when coders are pro

perly trained and continue to practice on a weekly basis. 

Test-retest reliability between the two ten-minute video

tapes has also been high (Margolin, 1978). However, no 

reported studies have examined the reliability of individual 

codes. Validity studies on the MICS have demonstrated that 

distressed couples (when compared to nondistressed couples) 

verbalize significantly fewer problem-solving statements 

and significantly more aversive behaviors (Vincent, Weiss, 

& Bichler, 1975). Patterson, Hops, and Weiss (1974) 

found that couples (compared on pre- and posttests using 

the MICS) increased their use of problem-solving statements 

and reduced the frequency of argumentative responses 

throughout therapy. Patterson, Hops, and Weiss (1974), 

in a study of pre- to postintervention comparisons utili

zing the MICS, found that couples did increase their use 

of appropriate problem-solving verbalizations and reduced 
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argumentative statements throughout the course of treat

ment. However, O'Leary and Turkewitz (1978) did not find 

the MICS to be an effective index of couples' improvement 

in therapy. No reported studies have exclusively examined 

the nonverbal elements of the MICS. Studies examining the 

nonverbal components appear to be needed greatly. Also, 

the MICS (as well as the Gottman and Millar scales) 

requires a large amount of time and effort for interac

tional sequence rating and for rater training. The in

efficient use of time and effort appears to be a major 

drawback or flaw in all three of the major marital non

verbal communication scales. 

As previously mentioned, initial studies of the 

verbal CRAS have demonstrated it to be a reliable, valid 

and simple assessment device. Therefore, it seems appro

priate to develop the nonverbal portion of the CRAS in 

order to examine what many researchers consider to be the 

most important component of dyadic communication - the 

nonverbal elements. 

Purpose of the Study 

Winter (1971) stated that counselors and therapists 

appear to need a method of assessment which would allow 

quick evaluations of client need and therapeutic inter

vention impact. In addition, Olson and Sprenkle (1976) 

report that therapists are now being hindered more and 
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more by economic and time concerns, and that such demands 

are leading therapists to employ short-term contracts in 

place of open-ended treatment. Time and economic issues 

appear to be forcing both therapists and clients to effi

ciently evaluate client need in order to best use their 

time together (Rappaport, 1976). Also, as research 

funding continues to become more difficult to obtain, 

family researchers will probably be forced to develop/use 

rating procedures which are time saving, easier, and quicker 

Unfortunately, the MICS, Millar scale, and Gottman 

scale, which appear to be the main nonverbal scales in use 

today, all tend to be time-consuming, difficult, and ex

pensive. Therefore, the development of a reliable and 

valid nonverbal scale that can quickly and efficiently 

assess marital communication appears to be a scientifi

cally legitimate and worthwhile endeavor. Such a measure 

could be utilized in numerous ways. First, the measure 

could be scored while watching videotapes or in-vivo 

couple interactions. Second, the measure could be used 

by therapists involved in short-term therapy, or by re

searchers as a diagnostic/evaluative tool with little 

training and/or equipment. Third, the scale could be 

easily and quickly utilized in research evaluating the 

effectiveness of marital couple communication skills 

programs. Indeed, research examining the efficacy of the 

nonverbal skills taught in social skills training programs 
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for couples (i.e., CC, RE, etc.) is very limited at this 

point in time. Fourth, the measure could be utilized 

as a teaching/training aid in social skills training 

programs. The purpose of this study, therefore, was the 

development of such a scale, the N-CRAS. The initial 

reliability and validity of the scale was also examined. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Twenty-five experimental couples were examined 

during the course of this study. Five of these couples 

were referred by Texas Tech University Counseling Center 

and were waiting to participate in the Couple Communica

tion program (CC). The remaining 20 couples were refer

red by marital therapists (both student and professional) 

or responded to local newspaper advertisements. Thus, a 

wide variety of couples ranging from distressed (some 

couples from therapists) to more adjusted/satisfied (some 

CC couples) were included in the study. Couples ranged 

in age from mid-twenties to mid-fifties. They were White 

and generally middle-class. 

Procedure 

All couples were required to complete two three-

minute videotapes. Between the first and second segments, 

couples completed three self-report measures concerning 

marital communication and satisfaction. During these two 

segments, each couple was requested to discuss a current 

relationship issue that they were finding difficult to 

resolve. These segments were taped consecutively (just 

minutes apart) to insure that the issue talked about 

41 
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during the first segment was still appropriate and rele

vant for discussion during the second taping. Taping the 

two segments consecutively was considered an appropriate 

procedure because Hops et al. (1972) used the same pro

cedure when assessing the reliability of the MICS. 

Fifty taped segments of couple interactions (two 

segments for each couple) provided the data utilized for 

the development and testing of the Nonverbal Communication 

Rapid Assessment Scale (N-CRAS). While most of the 

couples placed toward the positive (skilled; +1, +2) end 

of the scale, there were enough couples to adequately re

present the negative end of the scale (potentially destruc

tive; -2, -1) as well. Based on the judges' ratings, 

some of the segments were also neutral (conflicting or 

incongruent verbal and nonverbal messages, or inconsis

tent nonverbal cues exhibited by spouses; 0). 

Two female graduate students in Child Development 

rated the segments simultaneously. Seating arrangements 

prevented any sharing of information between raters. 

Raters were not trained to use the N-CRAS. They were 

given only the scale (Appendix A) and a brief instrumen

tal form (Appendix B). After seeing a segment, raters 

were given 30 seconds to reach a scoring decision. Raters 

were then requested to give adjective and behavioral des

criptors to each couple segment. This procedure was 

utilized so that any nonverbal element observed in a segment 
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(that was not already on the N-CRAS) could be added to 

the scale. No such elements were discovered, however. 

The raters viewed the segments twice (with sound 

on and sound off). Therefore, their ratings could be 

compared for both verbal and nonverbal influences. 

The two female graduate students used as raters 

had no experience as marital therapists. These students 

were used to examine the feasibility of the scale's use 

by individuals (inexperienced researchers/counselors, 

layman) who have limited knowledge of current dyadic 

communication theories. 

In addition to making two videotapes, each couple 

was required to complete the MCI (Bienvenu, 1970), MSI 

(Weiss & Cerreto, 1975), and the MAT (Locke & Wallace, 

1959) in the twenty minute time span between the taping 

of the first and second couple segment. These measures 

were used because of their short lengths and simple scoring 

procedures. This procedure was followed so that criterion 

validity could be examined. In other words, this infor

mation was gathered to see if the correlations between 

these measures and the N-CRAS were significant. 

Interjudge reliability and test-retest reliability 

were also computed from the N-CRAS ratings. The dimen

sions of Time 1 and 2 (the first or second couple segment) 

and Sound/No Sound (nonverbal communication alone or non

verbal and verbal communication assessed) were incorporated 
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into these correlations. 

Theory of Measurement 

Development 

Several researchers (Straus, 1964; Lemon, 1973; 

Koval, 1979) have discussed two basic yet different mea

sure development strategies. The two strategies are 

called the rational strategy and the empirical strategy. 

Investigators adhering to the rational strategy or 

approach begin with a theoretical model or concept. They 

then select indices for that particular concept. Finally, 

they gather these indices or characteristics in order to 

form a specific index (often a scale). Measures or scales 

evolving from the rational strategy attempt to assess or 

measure a behavior or trait that is predicted to be an 

important element of interpersonal interactions or rela

tionships. The immediate purpose of the scale or measure 

is not highly salient in the rational strategy. In other 

words, a scale evolving from the rational approach is 

predicted to be generally applicable; its scores function 

to effectively describe something significant about the 

population of individuals from which the scale was deve

loped (Lemon, 1973). 

A second instrument development strategy is called 

the empirical approach. Investigators utilizing the em

pirical strategy begin by selecting a set of indices. 
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They then combine these indices in such a way as to con

struct a measure. Finally, these empirical investigators 

try to discover the concept measured by the final scale. 

Measures evolving from the empirical approach are poten

tially able to predict and scrutinize the behavior of a 

group of individuals in a particular setting or context. 

In other words, empirical measures are constructed for a 

particular use and are only applicable in a particular 

context or group. 

Lemon (1973) pointed out that the differences 

between the rational and the empirical strategies are 

often not distinct in actual use. Indeed, the development 

of the N-CRAS supports this contention. The N-CRAS was 

constructed from elements of both the rational and empiri

cal approaches. The N-CRAS was partially developed from 

the theoretical origins of dyadic communication. Thus, 

the scale tends to follow the rational strategy. However, 

the N-CRAS elements selected did not adhere to any one 

particular communication theory concept. Rather, elements 

or indicators of effective/ineffective nonverbal communi

cation were selected from many different studies by this 

investigator because of their potential to discriminate 

between couples having higher or lower nonverbal skills. 

The scale places a particular couple's nonverbal 

interactions on a five-point continuum ranging from highly 

effective nonverbal communication (which can strongly en-
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hance a relationship) to highly ineffective nonverbal 

communication (which can be very destructive to a couple's 

relationship). This selection of nonverbal elements or 

descriptors from an assortment of different studies, with 

no specific theoretical adherence, demonstrates that the 

N-CRAS also tends to follow the empirical strategy. 

Becker (1970), dealing mainly with the empirical 

approach, discussed two methods that can be utilized in 

constructing a communication assessment device. The first 

method suggests that scale builders follow four basic 

requirements. First of all, knowledgeable observers 

(experts) are requested to develop a list of elements or 

descriptors which will point out subject differences on 

the variable of interest. Secondly, a scale is constructed 

that is derived from the experts' descriptors. Thirdly, 

the measure is tested on subjects (picked by the re

searchers) who are thought to encompass the whole range 

(all points) of the variable. This step allows the 

researchers to discover the elements that are characterized 

by rater agreement. Finally, initial interrater agree

ment rates are utilized as the basis from which further 

refinement and testings of the scale can take place. 

This final step or requirement (refinement and testing) 

can be repeated until raters can reach reliable agreement 

levels. In other words, this last step can be repeated 

until raters can effectively discriminate "between in-
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dividuals known to vary on the variable being tested" 

(Koval, p. 12). 

Becker's (1970) second method is very similar to 

the empirical strategy just described. Using this method, 

observers are required to keep a list of behaviors which 

they consider to be characteristic of one of the extremes 

of the variable in question. These behaviors are com

bined by the researcher and are used as the basic elements 

of the scale. 

Becker (1970) stated that there are not very many 

useful guidelines in the area of communication scale deve

lopment. Since the purpose of this study is to develop a 

reliable and valid scale for dyadic nonverbal interaction 

measurement, both of the procedures mentioned by Becker 

were at least partially utilized. In this study, the 

observers/experts utilized were those researchers and 

professors who have published numerous studies on facili-

tative/nonfacilitative nonverbal behaviors and dyadic 

communication. The partial list of nonverbal behaviors 

found consistently in numerous nonverbal studies were 

used by this investigator as one means of potentially 

achieving a reliable and valid measure of nonverbal dyadic 

communication. 
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Description of N-CRAS 

Development 

The N-CRAS (see Appendix A) consists of a five-

point scale which can be conceptualized as a continuum. 

Highly effective (positive or facilitative) nonverbal 

communication represents one extreme of the continuum (+2). 

Highly ineffective (negative or nonfacilitative) nonverbal 

communication (-2) is located at the other extreme of the 

scale. The middle of the scale consists of neutral non

verbal communication. This level represents those couples 

who do not exhibit enough positive or negative nonverbal 

behaviors to be classified as (+1) or (-1) or who exhibited 

many conflicting nonverbal messages. It is believed that 

this level will rarely be utilized by raters. The levels 

of (+1) and (-1) consist of nonverbal communications that 

are not extremely positive or negative, but these levels 

are certainly not neutral either. These descriptors were 

derived by this investigator, who utilized the large num

ber of nonverbal communication studies (on attending be

havior, etc.) already completed. This investigator was 

further helped in his development of the different levels 

of the scale by an experienced expert on dyadic communi

cation. Dr. Harvey Joanning, who has worked for twelve 

years as a marital and family therapist. Finally, this 

investigator utilized the excellent work of Koval (1979), 

who developed the verbal CRAS. Several of this study's 
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developmental and procedural points were first imple

mented by Koval. 

The descriptors defining the different levels of 

this scale focus on dyadic nonverbal behaviors. A be-

haviorally focused scale tends to be objective (Brown, 

1976), which tends to keep subjectivity to a minimum. 

The N-CRAS, a behavioral scale, will thus be more objec

tive. Furthermore, behaviorally focused scales (such as 

the N-CRAS) tend to be more reliable than those scales 

that require subjective value judgments (Becker, 1970). 

The purpose of this study was to develop a reliable 

and valid scale that requires a minimum amount of time, 

money and effort to use (since the other nonverbal scales 

previously developed have tended to be tedious and expen

sive to use). Therefore, N-CRAS raters were not trained 

before they rated the couple segments. Only brief instruc

tional sheets (see Appendix B) along with the scale itself 

(see Appendix A) were given to the raters before viewing 

the segments. Reliability, which is hypothesized to be 

adequately high with the initial use of the scale, will 

probably increase after raters work together for awhile. 

Indeed, other investigators have found that interrater 

reliability was better for trained raters than untrained 

raters (Wiseman & Barker, 1965; Hops et al., 1972). N-CRAS 

raters will, in essence, get training as they use the scale. 
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Appendix B provides the instructions for scoring 

the nonverbal interactions of the married couples. Basi

cally, raters were instructed to focus on the whole three-

minute interaction of the couple and not on one isolated 

nonverbal occurrence. In other words, raters were in

structed to rate the overall quality of the interaction 

and to avoid overemphasizing one isolated behavior (e.g., 

touch, eye contact). These instructions were given to 

help insure that a couple's nonverbal consistency was mea

sured instead of a couple's nonrepresentative nonverbal 

behavior. 

Furthermore, raters were instructed to use a 

three-step process before deciding on a final couple score, 

First of all, raters were requested to ascertain whether 

or not a couple's nonverbal interaction had a neutral 

effect on the relationship. Neutral in the N-CRAS would 

apply to those segments where couples exhibited incon

gruent verbal and nonverbal behaviors, or where couples 

exhibited confusing or conflicting nonverbal behaviors. 

Such incongruence or confusion would make it too difficult 

to determine the impact (+ or -) of the interaction. In 

the case of an affirmative answer, the process stops here 

and the couple is given a score of (0). Secondly, if the 

nonverbal communication was not neutral, raters were to 

determine the direction of the impact of the interaction 

(+ or-). Finally, raters were to determine the degree 
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of the impact [(+1) or (+2), (-1) or (-2)] that the 

interaction had on the couple's relationship. An advan

tage of utilizing a step-by-step rating procedure (rather 

than a one-step process) is that interrater reliabilities 

tend to be higher in such cases (Becker, 1960). Also, 

use of the three-step procedure allows for interrater re

liabilities to be calculated for each step (if needed). 

Such information could help to specify weaknesses and 

strengths of the N-CRAS. Refinements, if needed, could 

then be implemented. Koval (1979), in his development 

of the verbal CRAS, found lower reliability scores for the 

third step (degree of impact) of the process. Later scale 

refinement improved the CRAS reliability scores, and 

similar refinements on the N-CRAS could also improve over

all reliability. 

As previously mentioned, this study incorporated 

two communication scale construction strategies discussed 

by Becker (1970). Therefore, in order to fulfill the 

second strategy's requirements, raters were requested to 

list descriptive behaviors and adjectives for each 

couple's nonverbal behaviors (see Appendix C). Thus, 

additional elements could be added to the N-CRAS if the 

initial reliability was below acceptable levels. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Sex Differences Among Self-

Report Measures and N-CRAS 

Pearson correlations by sex revealed no signifi

cant differences. The sex (male or female) of the indivi

duals in each couple did not appear to have influenced the 

N-CRAS score (+2, +1, 0, -1, -2) given to each couple by 

the raters. 

T-tests comparing male and female subjects indicated 

no significant differences on the MCI (t=0.37, £>0.71), the 

MSI (t=1.20, £>0.23), or the MAT (t=0.14, £>0.89). Male 

and female subjects tended to respond to these three self-

report measures in a similar fashion. The sex of the 

individual (be it male or female) apparently did not in

fluence male or female scores to be higher or lower. 

Therefore, correlations among the four measures 

used in this study (N-CRAS, MAT, MCI, MSI) did not appear 

to have been influenced by the sex of the two individuals 

in each couple. This fact tends to increase the likelihood 

that the obtained correlations were meaningful and accurate. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges 

for N-CRAS, MCI, MSI, and MAT 

Means, standard deviations, and ranges for the 

52 
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N-CRAS, MAT, MSI, and MCI are presented in Table 1. These 

three statistics for the N-CRAS are given for the Sound/ 

Time 1 category (where raters used both verbal and nonver

bal cues to rate each couple's first videotaped segment) 

and the Sound/Time 2 category (where raters used both ver

bal and nonverbal cues to rate each couple's second or 

final videotaped segment). These three statistics for the 

N-CRAS are also given for the categories of No Sound/Time 1 

(where raters used only nonverbal behaviors to rate each 

couple's first videotaped segment) and No Sound/Time 2 

(where raters used only nonverbal behaviors to rate each 

couple's second or final videotaped segment). 

There was little difference between the four means 

presented. Means ranged from 3.6 to 3.9, and the overall 

mean was 3.8. The average rating given to each couple by 

the raters was closest to 4 (+1 category on the N-CRAS) 

for the categories utilized (Sound/Time 1, Sound/Time 2, 

No Sound/Time 1, and No Sound/Time 2). 

There was also little difference between the four 

standard deviations presented. Standard deviations ranged 

from 0.8 to 1 for the categories utilized (Sound/Time 1, 

Sound/Time 2, No Sound/Time 1, and No Sound/Time 2). The 

overall standard deviation was near 1 (.98). 

N-CRAS scores ranged from 1 (-2 communication on 

the N-CRAS) to 5 (+2 communication on the N-CRAS). The 

range of 1 (-2 communication) to 5 (+2 communication) was 

present in all four categories utilized (Sound/Time 1, 
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Sound/Time 2, No Sound/Time 1, and No Sound/Time 2). 

The mean MCI score was 95.52 and the standard de

viation was 19. MCI scores in this study ranged from 

55-129. The highest possible score on the MCI would have 

been 138 and the lowest possible score would have been 0. 

The mean MSI score was 1.86, and the standard de

viation was 2. Scores in this study ranged from 0 to 8. 

The highest possible score would have been 14 and the lowest 

possible score would have been 0. 

The mean MAT score was 101.88, and the standard 

deviation was 27.2. MAT scores in this study ranged from 

35 to 150. The highest possible score would have been 161, 

and the lowest possible score would have been 2. 

TABLE 1 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGES 
FOR N-CRAS, MCI, MSI, AND MAT 

N-CRAS 

Sound/Time 1 

Sound/Time 2 

No Sound/Time 1 

No Sound/Time 2 

Combined 

MCI 

MSI 

MAT 

Mean 

3.94 

3.68 

3.84 

3.76 

3.80 

95.52 

1 .86 

101.88 

Standard Deviation 

0.993 

1 .014 

0.884 

1.016 

0.977 

19.004 

2.000 

27.200 

Range 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

55-129 

0-8 

35-150 

N=50 (25 couples) 
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Interjudge Reliability 

of N-CRAS 

Table 2 contains the correlations between the two 

raters (i.e., how often the raters tended to give a parti

cular couple segment the same score or rating). All 

correlations were significant (£<.0001), and all were above 

r;=.70. Based on the recommendations of Weiss, Hops, and 

Patterson (1973), .70 was used as the minimum acceptable 

level of interrater reliability. Weiss et. al. used .70 

as the criterion when establishing interrater reliability 

for the MICS. Since the MICS is the most widely used 

behavioral measure of couple interactions (Heath, Kerns, 

Myskowski, & Haynes, 1977; Klier & Rothberg, 1977), it 

appeared appropriate to follow its guidelines when examining 

N-CRAS reliability. 

Correlations are given for the Sound/Time 1 category 

(where raters used both verbal and nonverbal behaviors to 

rate each couple's first videotaped segment) and the Sound/ 

Time 2 category (where raters used both verbal and nonver

bal behaviors to rate each couple's second or final video

taped segment). Interrater reliability coefficients are 

also given for the No Sound/Time 1 category (where raters 

used only nonverbal behaviors when rating each couple's 

first videotaped segment) and the No Sound/Time 2 category 

(where raters used only nonverbal behaviors when rating 

each couple's second or final videotaped segment). 
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The Time 1/No Sound coefficient (.72) was noticeably 

lower than the other three coefficients. The Time 2/No 

Sound coefficient was .96. The coefficient was .95 for 

the Time 1/Sound category. Finally, the coefficient was 

.96 for the Time 2/Sound category. 

TABLE 2 

INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE 
CATEGORIES OF TIME 1/TIME 2 AND 

SOUND/NO SOUND 

Time 1 Time 2 

Sound (Video and Sound) .95 .96 

No Sound (Video Only) .72 .96 

All correlations significant £<.0001 
N=50 (25 couples) 

Test-Retest Reliability 

of N-CRAS 

Table 3 contains the test-retest coefficients for 

Raters 1 and 2 (combined) and Raters 1 and 2 (individually). 

The coefficients are compared when ratings were obtained 

using Video and Sound and Video Only (No Sound). All 

coefficients were significant (£<.0001). The combined 

raters' coefficient utilizing Video and Sound was .70, 

while the combined rater's coefficient utilizing Video 

Only was .65. Rater 1 had a test-retest reliability score 

of .72 for Video and Sound and a score of .66 for Video Only 
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Rater 2 had a test-retest reliability score of .69 for 

Video and Sound and a score of .66 for Video Only. 

Generally, reliability scores were lower for Video Only 

(No Sound) segments (where only nonverbal communication 

was rated). Finally, these initial test-retest reliability 

coefficients were all very close to .70, which Jacobson 

and Margolin (1979) consider to be a high test-retest 

correlation for this type of behavioral scale. 

TABLE 3 

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR 
BOTH RATERS (COMBINED AND SEPARATELY) 

USING SOUND AND NO SOUND 

Sound (Video and Sound) 

No Sound (Video Only) 

t e r 1 

.72 

.66 

R a t e r 

.69 

.66 

2 Combined 

.70 

.65 

All correlations significant £<.0001 
N=50 (25 couples) 

Correlations Among the N-CRAS 

MCI, MSI, and MAT 

Table 4 contains the correlations by Time and Sound 

and No Sound dimensions with the MCI, MSI, and MAT. All 

correlations were significant (£<.0001). Correlations 

were also in appropriate or hypothesized directions. 

Correlations were positive for the MCI and MAT. Correla

tions were negative for the MSI (where lower MSI scores 
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were appropriately correlated with higher scores on other 

scales). Correlations ranged from .41 to .58 on the MCI 

and MAT. Correlations ranged from -.29 to -.51 on the MSI. 

Table 5 contains the correlations among all four 

measures. All correlations were significant (£<.0001). 

N-CRAS scores were computed when Raters (1 and 2) and 

Times (1 and 2) were combined or averaged. Correlations 

were in appropriate or hypothesized directions. In other 

words, correlations involving the MSI were negative, and 

correlations involving all other measures were positive. 

Correlations ranged from -.39 to -.54 for the MSI. Corre

lations ranged from .42 to .83 for the remaining measures. 

TABLE 4 

N-CRAS RATINGS (BY TIME AND SOUND/ 
NO SOUND DIMENSIONS) WITH 
THE MCI, MSI, AND MAT 

N-CRAS Ratings (Raters Combined) MCI MSI MAT 

Sound/Time 1 

Sound/Time 2 

No Sound/Time 1 

No Sound/Time 2 

All correlations significant £<.0001 
N=50 (25 couples) 

.56 

.53 

.58 

.48 

- . 5 1 

- . 3 3 

- . 4 9 

- . 2 9 

.56 

.41 

. 42 

.41 



TABLE 5 

CORRELATIONS AMONG THE N-CRAS, 
MCI, MSI, AND MAT 

MCI with MSI -.54 

MAT with MCI .83 

MSI with MAT -.5 3 
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Sound and Video Video Only 

N-CRAS with MSI -.42 -.39 

N-CRAS with MCI .54 .53 

N-CRAS with MAT .48 .42 

All correlations significant £<.0001 
N=50 (25 couples) 



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

Sex Differences Among Self-

Report Measures and N-CRAS 

In this study, Pearson correlations by sex revealed 

no significant differences (£<.0001). In other words, the 

sex or gender of each couple member did not appear to in

fluence or confound N-CRAS ratings or raters. One of 

the purposes in developing the N-CRAS was to develop a 

scale that measured a couple's communication process as a 

whole. A lack of sex differences tends to indicate that 

this goal was achieved. 

Also, there were no significant sex differences 

(as revealed by t-tests) found between males and females 

on the MCI, MSI, and MAT. In other words, males and 

females responded in a similar or reliable fashion to the 

questions contained in these three self-report measures. 

Thus, the correlations among these three measures were not 

confounded or influenced by sex differences. Therefore, 

it becomes much more likely that the correlations between 

these three measures and the N-CRAS were also not confounded 

by sex differences. 

60 
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Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges 

for N-CRAS, MCI, MSI, and MAT 

The mean for N-CRAS ratings was near 4 regardless 

of which couple tape was being rated [the couple's first 

tape (Time 1) or the second tape (Time 2)]. The mean was 

also near 4 when raters used both verbal and nonverbal 

cues to rate the couple (the Sound category) and when 

raters used only nonverbal behaviors to rate the couple 

(the No Sound category). Since the mean was close to 4, 

this indicated that most of the couples' N-CRAS scores 

were placed in the +1 category. Therefore, the average 

couple in this study tended to have at least moderately 

effective nonverbal communication skills. The average 

couple tended to have room for improvement (to +2 communi

cation on the N-CRAS) in their interactional or communi

cation abilities. Some of these +1 couples might do well 

in programs like CC and RE where their nonverbal (and 

also verbal) communication skills could be more refined. 

Couples scoring in the negative or neutral range (-2, -1, 0) 

on the N-CRAS would probably be the couples appropriate 

for marital therapy. The N-CRAS could then be given at 

a follow-up period to examine whether or not couples had 

made any improvements in their nonverbal communication 

skills. If N-CRAS means were higher after the couples had 

gone through therapy or enrichment programs, this would 
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tend to further establish criterion-related validity for 

the measure. 

The N-CRAS needs to be utilized with more couples 

in the general population (couples not taken from a uni

versity population). This might possibly change the stan

dard deviations and means found in this study's couple 

population. 

The MCI mean score in this study (95.52) was 

apparently similar to the mean found in Bienvenu's original 

sample of 344 subjects (105.78; Bienvenu, 1970). However, 

since Bienvenu did not report the standard deviation in 

his original article, it was difficult to determine just 

how similar the two means really were. 

The mean MSI score in this study (1.86) was 

apparently low, considering the fact that a score of 14 

was possible for each individual. The couples in this 

study apparently tended to be those that have a good pro

bability of staying together (not divorcing). 

The mean MAT score in this study was 101.88. 

According to Jacobson and Margolin (1979), couples scoring 

100 or above on the MAT tend to be nondistressed. There

fore, it appears that the couples in this study were 

generally nondistressed. However, since 101.88 is really 

very close to 99, it is probably not appropriate to con

sider this study's couples to be that well adjusted either. 
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Generally, the scores of this study's couples on 

the N-CRAS, MAT, MSI, and MCI could probably best be des

cribed as moderate. The scores were not low enough to 

label these couples as distressed. However, the scores 

were not high enough to label these couples as well-

adjusted either. 

Interjudge Reliability 

of N-CRAS 

As previously mentioned, interrater reliability 

correlations were obtained between the two raters at Times 

1 and 2 along with the Sound/No Sound dimension. All 

correlations were significant (£<.0001). Furthermore, all 

correlations were above the minimum acceptable range 

(r>̂ .70) for interrater reliability coefficients that was 

established by Weiss et al. (1973). Interestingly, the 

coefficient for Time 1/Video Only was noticeably lower 

(.72) than the other three coefficients (.95, .96, and .96). 

One explanation of this fact could be the small sample 

size of this study. This small size (only 25 couples) 

made it more likely that a larger number of difficult-to-

rate segments (those where couples exhibited conflicting, 

inconsistent, or incongruent nonverbal and/or verbal be

haviors) randomly fell into the Time 1/Video Only category. 

The small sample size in this study also limited the raters' 

experience in using the scale. A larger sample size (or 
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using the N-CRAS in future couple research) would serve 

to even out the number of difficult-to-rate segments ran

domly falling in each category. Interrater reliability 

scores might then become more uniform or equal in each 

category. Interrater reliability scores might also in

crease as raters get more experience using the N-CRAS. 

Finally, refinement of the scale in a fashion that Kerlinger 

(1973) suggests (by rewriting possibly ambiguous items, 

adding more items of equal quality and kind, and by further 

clarifying and standardizing the instructions) might also 

lead to even higher levels of interrater reliability. For 

example, raters might improve their reliability if they 

were given a fuller description on the instruction sheet 

of what constitutes the neutral (difficult-to-rate) cate

gory. Also, simplifying some of the terms in the N-CRAS 

(such as shoulder orientation, etc.) could improve inter

rater reliability. 

This study attempted to develop a reliable and 

valid measure of nonverbal communication. This purpose 

was therefore partially achieved since all inter-rater cor

relations exceeded minimum standards. 

Test-Retest Reliability 

of N-CRAS 

As previously mentioned, test-retest reliability 

was generally somewhat lower when the raters did not use 
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the sound category. This fact tends to indicate that 

relying solely on nonverbal behaviors in assessing a 

couple's communication is more difficult than when verbal cues 

are also utilized. The meaning of nonverbal behaviors 

alone may not always be clear enough to effectively assess 

couple communication. Incongruent couple communication 

(where the verbal and nonverbal communication channels pre

sent conflicting reports) may prove to be a powerful factor 

in some marriages. 

However, the initial test-retest reliability 

coefficients for the N-CRAS were generally strong. This 

contention was based on the examination of test-retest 

reliability scores for the MICS, which is (as previously 

mentioned) the most widely used behavioral scale for 

assessing couple interactions. Margolin (1978) found the 

test-retest reliability to be .70 for the MICS. Both 

Jacobson and Margolin (1979) have stated that this is a 

high coefficient. The .70 score for the MICS was obtained 

in 1978, which was six years after the initial publication 

of the MICS. The recently developed N-CRAS already has 

test-retest reliability levels near .70 (ranging from .65 

to .72). The N-CRAS thus compared favorably with the MICS, 

a highly used behavioral communication scale. Also, the 

test-retest reliability might increase as the N-CRAS is 

used with more couples. In other words, as the scale is 

refined, further improvements in N-CRAS test-retest relia-
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bility may occur. Following Kerlinger's (1973) suggestions 

for scale refinement (clarifying the description of a neu

tral segment, simplifying some of the terms) might also 

improve N-CRAS test-retest reliability. 

Correlations Among the N-CRAS, 

MCI, MSI, and MAT 

As previously mentioned, the correlations between 

all four measures were significant (£<.0001) and were in 

the appropriate or hypothesized directions. As scores in

creased on the MAT, scores also increased on the N-CRAS. 

In other words, as marital satisfaction levels increased 

for couples, N-CRAS scores evaluating positive couple 

communication also increased. This is a logical result 

because many researchers (Liberman, Wheeler, & Sanders, 

1976; Valle & Martinelli, 1975) tend to believe that im

proved communication can lead to improved marital satis

faction. The high correlation (.83) between the MCI and 

the MAT tends to support the contentions of these re

searchers and this investigator. Future research using 

the MAT and N-CRAS as pre- and post-test measures will 

probably be needed to further replicate this finding. 

A consistent finding in Tables 4 and 5 was that 

the correlations between the N-CRAS and the MCI were 

always the highest. The MCI is a measure of couple commu

nication abilities (both verbal and nonverbal). The N-CRAS 
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was designed to measure couple communication abilities. 

The strong correlations between these two measures tends 

to indicate that the N-CRAS is measuring what it was in

tended to measure. These solid correlations appear to 

establish criterion-related validity for the N-CRAS. 

Finally, correlations between the MSI and the 

N-CRAS were consistently the lowest computed. However, 

these correlations (generally in the range of .3 to .5) 

were not really that low. Future research should be 

done utilizing the N-CRAS and the MSI before any strong 

conclusions or statements can be made. 

N-CRAS Limitations 

A small sample size (limiting rater practice with 

the scale) is one of the major limitations of the N-CRAS 

at this time. Utilizing the scale in future marital re

search will help to alleviate this limitation. Further 

experience using the scale will help refine it. 

Criterion-related validity was established ini

tially by the solid correlations between the MCI and the 

N-CRAS. Content validity was established when experts on 

marital communication (Professors Joanning and Quinn) ini

tially examined the scale. However, construct validity 

has not yet been fully established for the N-CRAS. Future 

studies need to overcome this limitation by examining this 

form of validity. 
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Finally, this study did not utilize as many dys

functional or negative couples as was originally planned. 

The solid correlations between the N-CRAS, MAT, and the 

MCI tends to remedy this limitation. Yet, future research 

on the scale is needed to further assess the usefulness 

of the N-CRAS in distinguishing distressed and nondistressed 

couples. 

Implications for Use 

of N-CRAS 

Many studies have pointed out the importance of 

communication to marital satisfaction (Navran, 1967; Murphy 

& Mendelson, 1973; Valle & Martinelli,- 1975; Liberman, 

Wheeler, & Sanders, 1976). Therefore, marriage and family 

therapists would probably benefit from the use of a reliable 

and valid measure for examining couples' communication 

skills. Practitioners also appear to need scales possessing 

more immediate practicality, more specificity, and a more 

behaviorally oriented (objective) means to evaluate validity 

(Guerney, Guerney, & Stollak, 1973). The N-CRAS could 

serve to meet these needs. The N-CRAS could have many 

appropriate applications to the work of marriage and family 

therapists. First, the N-CRAS may prove useful as a diag

nostic instrument. The ability of the N-CRAS to be used 

as a fast and reliable measurement of couple communication 

enables it to blend in well with what Olson and Sprinkle 
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(1976) call the recent trend toward short-term therapy 

approaches. Second, the N-CRAS could prove helpful in 

pointing out particular dyadic weaknesses and strengths. 

For example, couples demonstrating poor nonverbal skills 

could then be taught these skills during the therapy pro

cess. Another example would be the referral of couples 

who score high on the N-CRAS (in both the Video and Sound 

and Video Only categories) to appropriate marital enrich

ment groups. Thirdly, the straightforward and fairly 

simple descriptors used in the different levels of the 

N-CRAS are easily understood by most couples. Therefore, 

the N-CRAS could be used as an appropriate training tool 

for couples. Couples could view their own communication 

interactional patterns on tape and then make appropriate 

changes in their communication patterns outside of the 

therapy hour. Destructive couples viewing their negative 

interactions on tape might be shocked by what they saw. 

Such shock could be used as a motivational force for change 

by a skilled therapist. The N-CRAS could then be used to 

see if the couples' changes were indeed helpful to their 

relationship. Couples viewing their improvements on the N-CRAS 

could be reinforced in their efforts to continue to im

prove and maintain their nonverbal communication skills. 

Guerney, Guerney, and Stollak (1971) believe that testing 

should measure a couple's learning progress. Again, the 

N-CRAS could meet this need by checking the progress of 
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couples in learning more effective communication styles. 

Finally, the scale could be used in marital research to 

help evaluate the effectiveness of both therapy and com

munication skills programs. Therapy couples who have 

higher post-test scores on both self-report measures (MAT, 

MCI, etc.) and observational/behavioral measures (the 

N-CRAS) would appear to have benefited from the therapy 

process. Likewise, couples who participate in programs 

such as CC or RE who have higher post-test scores on both 

self-report and observational measures would appear to have 

benefited significantly from a marital enrichment program. 

The next step in refining the N-CRAS might be the 

combining of the N-CRAS with the verbal CRAS. Couples 

could be given both a verbal score (obtained when raters 

just listen to the couple's verbal behavior), and a non

verbal score (obtained when raters observe only the couple's 

nonverbal behavior). Incongruent couples (such as those 

scoring +1 on the verbal CRAS but a -1 on the N-CRAS) might 

need therapy to help clear up the incongruencies. Couples 

who are congruent in a negative direction (those scoring -2 

or -1 on both scales) would probably also benefit from 

therapy. Those couples who are congruent in a positive 

direction (those scoring +1 or +2 on both scales might best 

be served in marital enrichment groups (such as CC or RE). 
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In summary, this study found the N-CRAS to be an 

initially reliable (test-retest, interrater) and valid 

(criterion, content) scale for the assessment of dyadic 

nonverbal communication. It was also found to be quick 

and easy to learn (as evidenced by the high interrater 

reliability of the raters given their lack of experience 

in the field and the fact that they were given no training) 

Most of its limitations can probably be overcome by rating 

more couples (of all communication skill levels) with the 

scale, and its potential in marital therapy/marital en

richment research and practice appears very promising. 
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APPENDIX A 

N-CRAS INSTRUCTIONAL FORM 

Rate the following videotapes using the 5-point provided 
below: 

RATING RATING DESCRIPTION 

65-90% steady eye contact for both partners 
The speaker may maintain eye conract less often 
than the listener, but both spouses establish 
eye contact at least 65% of the time when they 
are listeners. 

Numerous appropriate facial expressions by bcth 
spouses 

20% forward trunk lean by both spouses 
Spouses are 12-27 inches from each orher 

+2 Open, upright (no slouching) posture by both 
spouses, generally 

Shoulder orientation cf 0% for both spouses 
An absence of scratching, and face/hair touching 

for both spouses 
Arms/legs of each spouse are uncrossed 
Hand movements for both spouses are appropriate 
and relaxed 

An absence of fidgeting in chair (chair swinging) 
for both 

50 -64% steady eye contact for born partners, or 
one spouse tends to consistently establish higher 
levels of eye contact 

Mainly appropriate facial expressions, but one or two 
exaggerations/incongruities by one or both spouses 

Some head nods by both spouses, or one spouse nods 
affirmatively significantly more often than tne 
other spouse 

Both spouses have some amount of forward trunk lean 
+1 (not more than 19%), or one spouse consistently has 

more facilitative forward lean than the other spouse 
Spouses are 28-40 inches from each other 
Shoulder orientation of less than 20% for one or both 
spouses 

Some tenseness or exaggeration of hand movements by 
one or both spouses 

Occasional scratching, face/hair touching by one or 
both spouses 

Some leg or arm crossing by one or both spouses 
Some instances of fidgeting in one's chair (one or 
two instances) 

Some torso slouching for one or both spouses 

(continued) 
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Conflicting nonverbal cues (such as 65% eye contact 
but a 20% backward trunk lean, etc.) make it im
possible to ascertain the impact of the couple's 
nonverbal interactions 

Large amounts of gaze avoidance (less than 50% eye 
contact but more than 10%) by one or both spouses 

Large amounts of inappropriate (incongruent with ver
bal content) facial expressions by one or both 
spouses 

Few head nods and mainly static head movements by one 
or both spouses 

Backward trunk lean (less than 30%) by one or both 
spouses 

Spouses are 41-60 inches from each other 
21-30% shoulder orientation for one or both spouses 

-1 Significant amount of tense hand movements (fists, 
etc.) or exaggerated hand movements by one or 
both spouses 

Large amounts of arm/leg crossing by one or both 
spouses 

Large amounts of scratching, face/hair touching by 
one or both spouses 

Large amounts of slouched torso by one or both spouses 
Large amounts of chair fidgeting/swinging by one or 
both spouses 

Little (if any) eye contact (0-11%) by either spouse, 
or a total stare (100% eye contact) by both partners 

Much exaggerated use of smiles/frowns by both spouses 
or very large amounts of incongruent facial expres
sions (incongruent with verbal content) by both 
spouses 

A lack of head nods (static head movements) by both 
spouses 

30% or more backward trunk lean by both spouses 
Spouses are over 60 inches from each other 

-2 More than 30% shoulder orientation for both spouses 
Extremely slouched torso for both spouses 
Excessive movement (crossing, uncrossing, fidgeting, 
etc.) of arms and legs by both spouses 

Excessive scratching, face/hair touching by both 
partners 

Constantly tense hands (fists) or hand movements for 
both spouses 

Excessive fidgeting/swinging in chair by both spouses 



APPENDIX B 

RATING PROCEDURE 

Remember to consider the nonverbal communication of the 
couple as a whole. Do not allow for one behavior or man
nerism to be the total basis for your decision. Try to be 
as consistent as possible. Keep your cateacries separate 
in such a way that a category applies equally to all couples 
rated at that level. 

1. When raring, first decide if the dyadic nonverbal inter
action is neutral. If it is neutral, rate the couple as a 
0. If it is not neutral, move on to srep 2. 

2. If the nonverbal interactions that you observe have an 
impact (or potential impact) on tne quality cf the relation
ship, decide if the overall impact is positive or r.egative. 
Rate the couple as - or -. Then move on to step 3. 

3. Rate the degree to which the nonverbal communications 
that you observe are positive or negative using the cate
gories previously described. Rate the coutle as i or 2. 

DATE JUDGE = 

RATINGS (circle appropriate ratirig) 
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APPENDIX C 

DESCRIPTION SHEET 

In the provided space, please list adjectives describing a 
couple's nonverbal interactions. Also, please list specific 
nonverbal behaviors exhibited by the couple that lead^you to 
give the couple that particular adjective label. 

Couple 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Ad jective 
1 

Labels | Nonverbal Behaviors 
1 • - ••• -

' 

8 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

8 




