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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Bienvenu (1970) has noted that good communication 

is the key to the development and maintenance of marital 

relationships. Yet, the rewards of constructive communica

tion are often hindered by social and cultural norms which 

impair development of open communication (Hastorf, Schnei

der, & Polefka, 1970). Consequently, one promising 

approach to communication problems in marriage has been the 

development of training programs designed to improve com

munication skills (Hickman & Baldwin, 1971). As Guerney, 

Guerney, and Stollak (1971) have noted, the primary empha

sis of such programs is to teach personal and interpersonal 

skills and attitudes so that individuals can recognize 

their feelings and expres~ them to others in socially 

acceptable ways. 

To effectively help couples shape their own lifestyle 

it is highly desirable to determine the efficacy, of skills 

programs, based on sound scientific methodology (Guerney, 

1977). However, with the exception of Couple's Communica

tion (CC; Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1976) and Relation

ship Enhancement (RE; Guerney, 1977) supportive research on 
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the effectiveness of communication skills programs has been 

relatively limited (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; Cookerly, 

1976). One particular methodological strength of CC and 

RE evaluative research may be considered to be the utiliza

tion of both behavioral and self-report measures. Yet, 

many skills programs have relied primarily upon participant 

self-report measures. Many authors have questioned the 

reliability of studies which rely solely upon self-report 

measures. Such measures depend upon the subjective insight 

and truthfulness of the subjects (Blood, 1958; Straus, 1964; 

Sussman, 1964; Olson & Cromwell, 1975). 

Olson and Rabunsky (1972) suggest that researchers 

studying interpersonal interaction need to make use of a 

dynamic conceptual model which deals with the reciprocal 

nature of the interaction. More specifically, Hobart and 

Klausner (1959) consider marital communication to be a 

multi-dimensional concept. As such, accurate pre-to-post 

measures of change for -participants, resulting from train

ing in communication programs, should include both subjec

tive and objective assessment measures. The importance 

and merits for a multi-method analysis has been stressed 

by several authors (Webb, Campbell, Schwarts, & Sechrest, 

1966; Lemon, 1973; Murphy & Mendelson, 1973; Olson & Crom

well, 1975). Further, Levinger (1963) points out that both 

theoretical and empirical understanding of the family will 
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be expedited through the combination of both direct behav

ioral observation and self-report measures. 

Therefore, the utilization of a multi-method analy

sis of couples' communication skills would appear to be 

applicable to marital communication skills training 

research. However, due to past programs' primary reliance 

on self-report data, the issue which needs to be addressed 

is demonstration of change through objective behavioral 

rating measures (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977). The purpose of 

this study is to assess the adequacy of such a measure, 

the Communication Rapid Assessment Scale (GRAS). 

Efficacy of Behavioral 
Rating Measures 

Some authors (e.g. Straus, 1964; & Lemon, 1973) have 

argued that the efficacy of self-report measures cannot be 

assumed to be inferior to instruments assessing overt behav-

ior. Two self-report measures have been used extensively 

for outcome assessment .of couples participating in communi

cation skills programs. The Primary Communication Inventory 

(PCI; Locke, Sabagh, & Thomas, 1956) was initially devel-

oped to relate empathy and primary communication to marital 

adjustment. Bienvenu (1970) developed the Marital Communi

cation Inventory (MCI) to measure the patterns, character

istics and styles of couples' communication. 
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These scales have been found to be both reliable 

and valid (Collins, 1971). Self-report measures, such as 

the PC! and MCI, assess the perception of the level of com

munication from the subjective perspective of the marital 

partners (Olson & Cromwell, 1975). However, Mendelson 

(1970) has indicated that subjective measures can only 

assess variables that lie within the awareness of the 

respondent. Therefore, a behavioral instrument gathers 

objective data that elude subjective measures, that is, 

data which do not rely on the awareness and memory of the 

respondent (Blood, 1958). Olson (1969), for instance, 

found that while both husbands and wives almost always 

agreed that neither spouse would exercise power, in a decis

ion making task, their actual behavior was usually not con

gruent with their prediction. 

Although observational measures have been criticized 

for considering what is observed as representative of behav

ior in non-laboratory settings (Vidich, 1956); several 

authors have pointed out that essentially the same sequen

tial communication patterns occur consistently over time 

for marital partners (Huntington, 1958; Hoffman, 1971; 

Kantor & Lehr, 1975). Furthermore, Mendelson (1970) has 

indicated that observational measures focus on the process 

or structure of interpersonal communication. As mentioned 

earlier, the purpose of training programs is the teaching 



of communication principles and skills (Miller, Corrales, 

& Wackman, 1975). Therefore, observational methods are 

required and have been designed to assess the acting out 

of these dispositions and skills as taught within skills 

programs (Weick, 1972). 

Review of Relevant 
Behavioral Measures 

5 

Several behavioral rating scales have been developed 

as outcome measures in evaluating marital enhancement pro-

grams. Guerney (1977) describes two such measures used 

primarily in the Relationship Enhancement Program (RE). 

The Acceptance of Other Scale (AOS) is designed to 
I 

measure the level of empathy conveyed by the responder to 

verbal statements from their partner. The AOS is an eight-

point scale wherein the highest range of responses convey 

complete empathic acceptance of the speaker, the middle 

level of responses are considered as social conversation, 

and the lowest level of responses are accusative and argu-

mentative. 

The Self-Feeling Awareness Scale (SFAS) is designed 

to measure the subjective expression of the speaker's feel

ing awareness. The SFAS is also an eight-point scale in 

which a low level statement emphasizes the deficiencies of 

either oneself or another and is devoid of expression of 

feelings, a middle level statement is ordinary social 
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conversation, and a high level statement includes expres

sion of feelings put in subjective terms. 

To initiate conversation among partners the Verbal 

Interaction Task (VIT) is used as the interactional stimu

lus for both the AOS and SFAS. The VIT consists of two, 

four-minute structured verbal tasks. Each individual is 

assigned to either express their feelings about an issue or 

help their partner to express his/her feelings. 

A third behavioral measure designed to evaluate 

dyadic communication is the Verbal Communication Styles 

Framework (VCSF; Miller & Peterson, 1974). A modified ver

sion of the Hill Interaction Matrix (HIM, Hill, 1965), the 

VCSF is based on a three act sequential analysis of a five

minute dyadic conversation. The three act work sequence 

represents: (a) an invitation to work on a personal or 

relationship issue; (b) an acceptance or rejection of the 

invitation by their partner; and (c) a confirmation or dis

confirmation of the first act. Systemic work, or a dyads 

expressed willingness to resolve a current issue, is 

defined as occurring only if at least three work speeches 

follow in sequential order. While if one or two work 

speeches occur, the sequence is classified as a work poten

tial. Therefore, the VCSF rates a dyad's verbal statements 

as to their "work" or "nonwork" value (Miller, Wackman & 

Jorgensen, 1974). 



While the AOS, SFAS and VCSF have been designed 

primarily to evaluate outcome for participants resulting 

from training in communication skills programs; their 

applicability as measurement tools for use by counselors 
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is somewhat limited. Ard (1976) notes that if marriage 

counseling is to develop and progress as a science, coun

selors need to familiarize themselves with behavioral meas

ures. In addition, Olson and Sprenkle (1976) report more 

counselors, spurred by economic and time concerns, are 

employing short-term contracts rather than open-ended treat

ment. This forces both therapists and clients to expedi

tiously assess client need so as to maximize their time 

together (Rappaport, 1976). Yet, the factors of time and 

need for immediate objective feedback appear to limit the 

applicability of the AOS, SFAS and VCSF to rapid treatment 

approaches. As Guerney (1977) reports, raters utilized for 

assessing the reliability for both the AOS and SFAS scales, 

required 12 hours of training in the use of each measure. 

The VCSF is difficult and time consuming to score and 

interpret because it requires the transcription of audio

tapes (Wackman, 1976). Therefore, as Winter (1971) has 

stressed counselors appear to be in need of rapid method of 

assessment which would allow for a quick evaluation of 

client need and impact of therapeutic intervention. 
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Rationale 

Levinger (1963) has indicated that it is difficult 

to accurately investigate circular processes, such as 

dyadic communication, without recourse to both subjective 

and objective measures. Therefore, the development of an 

observational measure which can be quickly coded to provide 

reliable assessments of dyadic communication is called for. 

Such a measure could be: (a) scored while listening to 

audiotapes, reviewing videotapes or observing in-vivo inter

actions without assigning speaker-listener roles; (b) used 

by clinicians, engaged in short-termed therapy, or research

ers as a diagnostic or evaluative tool with little training 

or equipment, and (c) used in conjunction with self-report 

measures to further evaluate the performance of couples par

ticipating in communication skills programs. The purpose of 

this study is to assess the reliability of such a measure

ment tool, the CRAS. 



Subjects 

CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

A total of 14 experimental couples participated in 

the study. Twelve couples were recent participants in the 

Couples Communication (CC) program at the Texas Tech Uni

versity Counseling Center. These couples became aware of 

the program through referrals from friends and advertise

ments in local as well as campus newspapers. Only couples 

who were in a reasonably stable relationship, as determined 

by a screening interview, were accepted in the program. As 

a part of an evaluation of the CC program couples were 

required to complete a three-minute audiotaped session dis

cussing an issue current in their relationship. One evalua

tion was conducted prior to the program, one immediately 

following training and.one 16 weeks after completion of the 

program. Two couples were comprised of graduate students 

not involved in a committed relationship with their taping 

partner. These two student dyads role played marital coup

les discussing an issue current in their relationship. 

These 14 audiotaped interactions provided the data for the 

development and testing of the Communication Rapid Assess

ment Scale (CRAS). 

9 



Theory of Measurement 
Development 

Straus (1964) and Lemon (1973) have elaborated on 
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two different approaches to the development of a measure, 

the rational approach and the empirical approach. A 

researcher following the rational approach begins with a 

theoretical concept, selects indicators for the concept 

specified, and finally combines the indicators into some 

type of index. Measures developed by the rational approach 

attempt to measure some personality trait or behavior that 

is hypothesized as being an important aspect of interper

sonal interaction, without regard to immediate use of the 

instrument. That is, rationally developed measures are 

thought to have general applicability because its scores 

serve to adequately describe something significant about 

persons in the population for which it was designed (Lemon, 

1973). 

A second approach to the development of an instru

ment is the empirical approach. The researcher empirically 

developing a measure starts with a selection of 

indicators, combines these indicators to develop the meas-

ure and then attempts to determine the concept assessed by 

the final measure. Empirically derived measures are 

designed to predict or evaluate the behavior of some popu

lation in a particular life situation. In general then an 



empirically developed measure is designed for a certain 

specific use to be applied to a limited area. 

As Lemon (1973) has noted the differences between 

11 

the rational and empirical approaches are not always dis

tinct. The measurement construction of the CRAS incorpor

ated criteria defining both the rational and empirical 

approaches. As in the rational approach the CRAS was 

developed with the general concept of dyadic communication 

as a theoretical starting point. However, the CRAS descrip

ters were not selected on the basis of their conceptual 

relationship to a particular communication theory. Rather, 

descripters were selected by judges on the basis of their 

ability to discriminate between couples, placing their com

munication interaction on a five-point continuum ranging 

from highly constructive communication to highly destruc

tive communication. Such a selection of communication 

descripters, with no direct theoretical underpinning, 

closely follows the empirical approach of measure develop-

ment. 

Becker (1970) discussed two empirically based 

methods for the development of a communication measure. 

The first method involves a four-step process: (a) know

ledgeable observers define a list of descripters which dis

criminate between subjects on the variable of Interest; 
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(b) development of an initial scale based on these selected 

descripters; (c) testing of this measure utilizing subjects 

selected by the researchers as representing the extremes in 

the variable of interest, this is done to determine which 

descripters raters agree on; and (d) based on the prelimin

ary interrater reliabilities the scale may be further 

refined and tested utilizing different raters with each 

testing. This last step, refinement and testing, may be 

repeated until raters can make reliable judgments with the 

measure, accurately discriminating between individuals known 

to vary on the variable being tested. 

A similar procedure which Becker (1970) outlines 

involves having observers maintain a record of behaviors 

which they consider to be representative of one extreme or 

the other in the variable of interest. These behaviors are 

then collated by the researcher and provide the basic 

descripters for the measure. 

As Becker (1970) has noted there are few helpful 

guidelines in developing measures relevant to the assess

ment of communication. Therefore, to better arrive at a 

reliable index of dyadic communication both procedures for 

scale construction, outlined by Becker, were employed in 

developing the CRAS. 



Description of CRAS 
Development 
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The CRAS (Appendix A) is a five-point scale with: 

(a) the extremes representing highly positive communication 

(+2) and highly negative communication (-2); (b) the middle 

level delineating neutral communication (0); and (c) the 

levels of (+1) and (-1) representing communication clearly 

not neutral but neither highly positive or negative. 

Descripters defining each level were derived by the inves

tigator and a knowledgeable expert on dyadic communication 

with seven years of couples and family counseling experi

ence. Overall the descripters defining levels are behav-

iorally focused. Such a focus was chosen because measures 

requiring the rating of specific behaviors can be quite 

objective (Brown, 1976). That is, overall reliability 

between raters tends to be lower for measures requiring 

value judgements than more objective measures (Becker, 

1970). 

A primary purpose for the development of the CRAS 

was to develop a measure requiring little training or equip-

ment for its use. Wiseman and Barker (1965) found that 

interrater reliability was higher for trained than for 

untrained raters. In the present study, an attenpt was 

made to develop a scale which required little or no train

ing to use reliably. Therefore, CRAS raters were not 
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trained and were only presented the written instructions 

accompanying the measure. 

Instructions for the rating procedures for the CRAS 

are provided in Appendix B. Raters were instructed to 

assess the total interaction and to avoid assigning couples 

a score based on a single behavior or verbal statement. 

These instructions were given to maintain consistency with 

the focus of the CRAS. The measure is used to rate the 

overall quality of dyadic communication. As such, ratings 

based on the total interaction provide a better estimate 

of the consistency of communication quality than a score 

based on a single sequence. 

In addition, raters were instructed to follow a 

three-step· decision making process to arrive at a final 

couple score. Raters were asked to determine: (a) if the 

overall quality of the conversation had a neutral impact 

upon the relationship; (b) if the communication was not 

neutral then to determine if the impact upon the relation

ship was positive or negative, and (c) the degree to which 

the communication positively or negatively impacted upon 

the relationship. This dichotomization in rating was 

included to allow for calculation of an index of interrater 

a~reement at each step. 
b 

That is, if overall reliabilities 

between raters are not satisfactory, calculation of the per 

cent agreement between raters should provide information as 
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to weaknesses and strengths in the CRAS. In addition, 

interrater reliabilities tend to be higher if the concept 

to be rated is broken down into a series of steps rather 

than rating the concept in one step (Becker, 1960). 

As previously mentioned two methods for communica

tion scale construction discussed by Becker (1970), were 

incorporated in the development of the CRAS. To meet the 

criteria of the second approach raters were instructed to 

list adjective descripters based on specific communication 

behaviors for each couple (Appendix C). This specific 

method was included to provide additional behavioral des

cripters if the reliability of the CRAS, as tested, was not 

sufficient. That is, if interrater reliabilities are low, 

descripters agreed on by at least three of the four raters 

would be incorporated into a refined measure. 

Procedure 

Twelve three-minute audiotaped interactions of recent 

participants in the CC program were selected from a total of 

78 pre, post and follow-up tapes. Two judges, the investi

gator and a marriage and family counselor with seven years 

of counseling experience, selected the tapes. The couples' 

interactions were selected on the basis of their representa

tiveness on one of the five levels of the CRAS. Due to 

initial screening of participants in the CC program, couples 

with highly destructive patterns of communication were not 
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enrolled in the program. As a result, the pool of 78 tapes 

failed to provide taped interactions considered by the 

judges to adequately represent the (-2) level or highly 

destructive communication. Two couples comprised of a male 

and a female graduate student role played marital couples 

communicating at a highly destructive (-2) level. There

fore, a total of fourteen three-minute audiotaped interac

tions were utilized in this study. Based on the assessments 

of the judges, four of the 14 taped interactions represen

ted the (+2) level, one (+1), three neutral, four (-1) and 

two (-2). 

Four raters, two undergraduate females and one male 

and one female graduate student simultaneously rated the 

randomly presented tapes. Raters were seated so as 

to insure that no collaboration in rating occurred. Raters 

were not trained in the use of the CRAS and were provided 

only the CRAS measure and coinciding written instructions 

as to its use. To arrive at a couple score raters were 

presented the audiotaped interactions once. They were 

allowed 30 seconds between conversations to assign a couple 

their rating. As soon as the total 14 couples' interactions 

had been rated, the CRAS score sheet was collected by the 

researcher from all raters to insure couples' scores were 

not modified during the second listening. The audiotaped 

interactions were presented again to elicit from raters' 
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behavioral descripters for each couple. There was no time 

limit required of raters to arrive at the descripters. 

Raters were organized into three groups. Group I 

represented the investigator and communication experts 

agreed upon ratings for the fourteen interactions. Group 

II was comprised of the two undergraduate raters. These 

students, with no prior counseling experience, were used 

to provide a better index of the feasibility of the meas

ure's use by counselors and researchers with little or no 

familiarity in existent theories of communication. Group 

III was comprised of the two graduate student raters, each 

with over 300 hours of individual and marital counseling 

experience. Graduate student raters were utilized primar

ily for their input into the second task assigned raters, 

that of behaviorally describing the couples' connnunication .. 

That is, if the overall reliability between raters was low, 

experienced counselors should be able to provide more valua

ble information, for future refinement of the CRAS, than 

novices. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Means, standard deviations and summed ratings for 

all couples are presented by rater in Table 1. Possible 

scores for all couples ranged from a minimum score of 1 

(i.e., -2 communication) to a maximum score of 5 (i.e., +2 

communication). 

TABLE 1 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND SUMMED 
COUPLES' RATINGS BY RATER 

Rater Mean Std. Dev. Sum Min. Max. 

1 3.07 1.49 43 1.0 5.0 

2 2.71 1.54 38 1.0 5.0 

3 3.14 1.51 44 1.0 5.0 

4 2.92 1.68 41 1.0 5.0 

5 2.85 1.61 40 1.0 5.0 

CRAS Reliability 

Information regarding correlations among raters can 

be found in Table 2. All correlations were significant 

(~<.0001) and were well within the acceptable range for 

interrater reliability coefficients. 
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Rater 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TABLE 2 

CORRELATIONS &~ONG RATERS 

Experts 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 
Group I Group II Group II Group 

.946 

.984 .943 

.950 .909 .970 

.933 . 943 .956 .950 

All correlations significant E_<.OOOl. 

Group I = investigator and expert 
Group II = undergraduate student raters 
Group III = graduate student raters 

19 

4 Rater 5 
III Group III 

Percentage agreement between raters for the Neutral 

category are provided in Table 3. Percentages ranged from 

86 to 100, with an overall percentage of agreement of 92. 

Percentage agreement between raters for the Impact 

category can be found in Table 4. Percentages ranged from 

86 to 100, with an overall percentage agreement of 92. 

Percentage agreement between raters for the Degree 

category are provided in Table 5. Percentages ranged from 

50 to 93, with an overall percentage agreement of 68. 

An estimate of the overall index of interrater relia-

bility calculated using an intraclass correlation (Ebel, 

1951) can be found in Table 6. The computed overall index 

of interrater reliability is .988. 



Rater 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Rater 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT BET\~EN RATERS 
FOR NEUTRAL CATEGORY 

Experts 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4 
Group I Group II Group II Group III 

100 

93 93 

86 86 93 

86 86 93 86 

Overall percentage agreement is 92 

Group I = investigator and expert 
Group II = undergraduate student raters 
Group III = graduate student raters 

TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT BETWEEN RATERS 
FOR IMPACT CATEGORY 

Experts 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4 
Group I Group II Group II Group III 

100 

93 93 

86 86 93 

86 86 93 93 

Overall percentage agreement is 92 

Group I = investigator and expert 
Group II = undergraduate student raters 
Group III = graduate student raters 

2.0 

Rater 5 
Group III 

Rater 5 
Group III 



Rater 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TABLE 5 

PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT BETWEEN RATERS 
FOR DEGREE CATEGORY 

Experts 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 
Group I Group II Group II Group 

64 

93 57 

71 50 79 

64 71 71 64 

Overall percentage agreement is 68. 
Group I = investigator and expert 
Group II = undergraduate student raters 
Group III = graduate student raters 

TABLE 6 

4 
III 

ANOVA SOURCE TABLE TO ESTIMATE OVERALL 
INTERRATER RELIABILITY 

Sum of Degrees of 
Source Squares Freedom 

Ratees 152.97 13 

Raters 1.62 4 

Ratees x Raters 7.17 52 

Reliability of ratings is .98. 

21 

Rater 5 
Group III 

Variance 

11.77 

. 40 

.13 



22 

Behavioral descripters provided by raters are pre

sented in Table 7. While raters appear to be describing 

similar behavioral cues, overall indexes of interrater 

reliability were high enough not to warrant inclusion of 

the descripters in the present version of the CRAS for 

future testing. 

TABLE 7 

ADJECTIVE DESCRIPTERS PROVIDED BY RATERS 

Level of Connnunication Descripters 

+2 sincere caring 
sensitive determined 
accepting sympathetic 

+1 tentative careful 
middle of the road 
interested 

0 boring repetitive 
impersonal shallow 

-1 one-sided impatient 
childish disjointed 
disinterested 
frustrating 

-2 attacking cocky 
close-minded 
manipulative 
insensitive 
aggravated 



Reliability of CRAS 

CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to develop a behav

ioral measure of dyadic communication requiring little 

training or equipment for its use. To meet this goal two 

procedural steps were taken in testing the Communication 

Rapid Assessment Scale (CRAS). First, undergraduate raters, 

with no prior training in existent theories of communica

tion, were used. Correlations among raters, Table 2, indi

cate undergraduates were as reliable in the use of CRAS as 

graduate student raters. Second, raters were not trained 

in the use of CRAS prior to testing. An estimate of the 

overall index of interrater reliability (Ebel), Table 6, 

indicates that the descripters used to define the levels 

of CRAS were sufficient to allow reliable discrimination. 

To test for weaknesses in CRAS, percentage agreement 

between raters for the Neutral and Impac.t categor-

ies, Table 3 and Table 4, indicate raters were able to 

reliably assign couples to these categories. That is, 

raters were able to make reliable judgments as to the type 

of communication; neutral, positive or negative. However, 

overall percentage agreement between raters for the Degree 

23 
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category, Table 5, was only 68 per cent. With assigned 

ratings of either one or two for this category, note 

Appendix B, chance agreement between raters of 50 per cent 

would be expected. Raters improved upon chance by only 18 

per cent. Therefore, raters appear to have some difficulty 

determining the degree to which the communication is posi

tive or negative. However, Becker (1970) notes trained 

raters agree with each other more than untrained raters. 

Raters trained to discriminate among couples by degrees of 

communication should increase their percentage agreement 

for this category. 

Limitations 

As mentioned earlier, audiotapes used in testing 

CRAS were selected for their representativeness of one of 

the five levels of the measure. Further testing of CRAS 

is needed utilizing audiotapes more representative of the 

total variety of communication encountered by counselors. 

Such testing will serve to determine if the reliabilities 

achieved in this study are maintained. To further assess 

the reliability of CRAS additional testing should be made 

with a larger sample size than that employed in this study. 

In addition, there continues to be a need for a test of 

reliability over time (i.e., the degree of agreement of 

a rater with himself when he rates the same tape at 
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different times). Determination of intrarater reliability 

is required to assess the stability of CRAS over time. 

Because only indexes of interrater reliability 

among and between raters were computed, assessments for 

the validity of CRAS should be conducted. Descripters 

defining levels of CRAS were developed by an expert in 

dyadic communication and further refined by a second 

expert. Therefore, evaluation of descripters by these 

experts validates the content of CRAS. However, criterion 

validity or the predictive ability of CRAS needs to be 

determined. Criterion validity can be determined by corre

lating scores obtained with CRAS and scores obtained from 

the same subjects with another measure presumed to measure 

the same concept (e.g., Bienvenu's Marital Communication 

Inventory). It should be noted that research experience 

has shown behavioral measures to correlate poorly if at all 

with paper-and-pencil measures (Guerney, 1977). Becker 

(1970) reports that two measures could correlate poorly 

with each other yet have equal predictive power. Becker 

argues that if a measure's scores have been shown to pre

dict then that measure can be said to be valid. 

Implications for Use of CRAS 

Since a great many studies have pointed to the posi

tive association between marital satisfaction and communi

cation (e.g., Navran, 1967; Murphy & Mendelson, 1973) 
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marriage and family therapists should benefit by having a 

reliable instrument for assessing the strengths and weak

nesses in dyadic communication. As Guerney, Guerney and 

Stollak (1973) note, practitioners are in need of assess

ment measures having more immediate practical utility, 

specificity of purpose and clearer more behavioral orien

ted criteria for judging validity. CRAS will hopefully 

prove successful in meeting this need. Direct application 

of CRAS can be beneficial to marriage and family therapists 

in several ways. First, CRAS will hopefully prove of value 

to counselors as a diagnostic tool. With the recent trend 

in counseling to rapid treatment approaches (Olson & Spren

kle, 1976) CRAS can be employed as a quick and reliable 

index of a dyad's level of communication. Second, CRAS 

could serve as a communication needs assessment. That is, 

based on specific communication behaviors CRAS could func

tion as a guide to the appropriate skills program for each 

couple. Finally, behavioral descripters defining levels 

of CRAS were intentionally generated to avoid incorporating 

theoretical jargon requiring familiarity with existent 

theories of communication to interpret. Therefore, the 

apparent ease in understanding and interpreting CRAS would 

appear to allow its use as a training tool for couples. 

Couples could be provided CRAS to employ for monitoring 

their own interaction in situations outside the counseling 
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session. As Guerney, Guerney and Stollak (1971) posit. 

testing should be directed toward assisting the client in 

making their own decisions concerning instructional options 

and to assess their progress in learning. CRAS should 

serve to further meet this need. 

In addition to counselor application CRAS could 

serve to further empirical research on the efficacy of com

munication skills programs. Joanning, Avery, Brock and 

Coufal (1979)report there is at present a need to determine 

the stability over time for learned communication skills. 

Like self-report measures CRAS requires minimal time for 

scoring and interpreting so its use as a longitudinal eval

uative tool appears warranted. As Guerney, Guerney and 

Stollak (1973) note, communication skills programs can 

enhance the professional's capacity to teach more effi

ciently. They further indicate that a professional's util

ization of non-professionals enable them to offer service 

to greater numbers of ·people. The use of CRAS by profes

sionals should serve to further enable them to teach skills 

to clients more readily. That is, due to the minimal 

amount of training time needed to use CRAS reliably, train

ing of student raters for research purposes would allow 

professionals more time to teach skills to greater numbers 

of people. 
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Rate the following tapes using the 5-point scale provided 
below: 

RATING 

+2 

+1 

0 

RATING DESCRIPTION 

discussion of relationship issues 
couple stays with an issue 
few if any interruptions 
relatively equal speaking time 
speaker's tone of voice conveys caring and interest 
each person implies our opinions are simply differ-

ent not right or wrong 
mutual personal information sharing and/or mutual 

problem solving 
person speaking asks for information or a response 

from the person listening 
each person shares his/her personal point of view 

(thoughts and feelings) 
each speaker is tolerant of the other person's point 

of view and responds without judging that point 
of view 

discussion of relationship issues 
couple tends to stay with one issue but may stray 

to related issues 
some interruptions 
some inequality of speaking time but neither speaker 

dominates 
tone of voice tends to sound caring and interested 

but sometimes sounds somewhat intolerant 
some mutual personal information sharing and/or 

some mutual problem resolution 
person speaking sometimes asks for information and 

a response from the person listening 
each person shares some of his/her personal point 

of view (thoughts and feelings) 
each speaker tends to be tolerant of the other 

person's point of view but sometimes sounds 
judgmental 

discussion focuses on non-relationship issues; casual 
social conversation 

no sharing of personal information 
neutral communication (no impact upon the relation

ship 



-1 

-2 
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discussion of relationship or non-relationship 
issues 

issue or topic discussed t~nds to vary 
some interruptions 
some battling for ''air-time" or a tendency for one 

person to dominate 
speaker's tone of voice sounds somewhat harsh, 

irritated and uncaring 
limited mutual personal information sharing 
one person suggests a solution to the problem with 

minimal consideration of the other person's point 
of view (each person tries to tell the other 
person what to do) 

each person is somewhat attacking and intolerant of 
the other person's point of view 

discussion of relationship or non-relationship 
issues 

issue or topic discussed may vary rapidly 
many interruptions 
virtual dominance of speaker time by one speaker 

or nearly constant battling for "air-time" 
speaker's tone of voice sounds very harsh, angry 

and uncaring 
each person implies "I'm right and you're wrong" 
virtual absence of mutual personal information 

sharing and/or mutual problem solving 
one person tries to force their solution to the 

problem on the other person with no consideration 
of the other person's point of view 

neither person asks for information or responds to 
the other person in a tolerant caring way 

each person attacks the other person's point of 
view and is very judgmental 
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Consider the conversation as a whole, do not allow for one 
statement or behavior to be the basis of your decision. Try 
to be as consistent as you can and not mix categories, such 
that a category applies equally to all couples rated at 
that level. 

1. When rating first decide if the conversation is neutral. 
If conversation is neutral, rate as 0. If not neutral, 
move on to step 2. 

2. If the conversation has an impact on the quality of the 
relationship, decide if the overall impact is negative 
or positive. Rate + or -

3. Rate the degree to which the conversation is negative 
or positive using the categories described previously. 
Rate as 1 or 2. 

DATE JUDGE 41 

RATINGS (circle appropriate 'rating) 

Couple 41 Neutral Impact Degree 

1 yes no + 1 2 

2 yes no + 1 2 

3 yes no + 1 2 

4 yes no + 1 2 

5 yes no + 1 2 

6 yes no + 1 2 

7 yes no + 1 2 

8 yes no + 1 2 

9 yes no + 1 2 

(continued) 
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RATING PROCEDURE (continued) 

RATINGS (circle appropriate. rating) 

Couple =II Neutral Impact Degree 

10 yes no + 1 2 

11 yes no + 1 2 

12 yes no + 1 2 

13 yes no + 1 2 

14 yes no + 1 2 
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APPENDIX C 

In the space provided please list adjectives describing 
this couple's conversation. In addition, please describe 
what particular communication behaviors made up those labels. 
That is, what did the couple do that led you to your rating. 

Couple 3 Adjective Descripters Communication Behaviors 

1 

2 -

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

. 
9 

10 

11 

12 


