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ABSTRACT

Two context-specific measures of irrational belief were developed in an
attempt to improve upon the traditional general tests, such as Jones'
(1968) Irrational Beliefs Test (IBT). The first measure, 'Beliefs About
Study' (BAS), was administered together with the IBT, for comparison, to
180 full-time adult matriculation students. In comparison with the IBT,
BAS items were designed with study related specificity, with reduced item
repetition and reduced cognitive impurity; items focusing more on emotion
and behaviour than cognition were avoided. Typical self-report measures of
procrastination, anxiety, depression and affect, together with some
atypical objective measures of academic procrastination, perseverance and

performance, were employed as dependent variables.

Although the BAS and IBT both bore weak to modest linear relationships
with the dependent variables, high BAS scores effectively predicted
dysfunction and did so significantly better than high IBT scores, in
support of the hypothesis that context-specific tests are likely to have
greater discriminant validity than general ones. Students identified by
their high scores on BAS subscales as being 'at risk’ scored significantly
higher on procrastination, anxiety, depression and negative affect and
lower on perseverance, grade-point-average and aggregate than students with
lower BAS scores. Procrastination was found to be a highly influential

variable in distinguishing unsuccessful students from the successful ones.

The second measure of irrationality, 'Beliefs About Marriage' (BAM), was
administered to 88 married individuals, including 40 couples, consisting
mainly of middle aged (mean age = 39 years), middle class couples, married

viii



for a mean of 14 years. BAM comprises 100 items which are specifically
marriage related, with emphasis on cognitive purity and content diversity,
as for BAS. In addition, BAM requires a spouse to give two ratings for
each marital concept considered, for example, the frequency of approval
from one's partner: one rating is for belief 'B' (how frequently approval
'should' be given), the other for perceived reality 'R' (how frequently

approval 'is' given), as perceived by the spouse.

These ratings yield a measure of 'dissonance’, defined by their difference
(B-R). 'Dissonance' scales correlated highly with unhappiness, unlike the
belief scales, which had variable relationships; the correlation between
full-scale belief and happiness was non-significant. Results support the
hypothesis that irrational belief is better defined as 'dissonance' using
Cognitive Dissonance Theory (CDT; Festinger, 1957) than as extreme belief
using Rational Emotive Theory (RET; Ellis, 1958). Moreover, RET can be

regarded as a dissonance 'minitheory’ (Aronson, 1992), subsumable by CDT.

The 'B' and 'R' ratings of BAM also generate measures of rattributional
dissonance' (perceived partner shortcomings), ‘'self attributional bias'
(over-estimation of one's marital contributions) and 'perceived marital
quality' (the quality of ome's perceived marital realities). For spouses
generally, ‘attributional dissonance’ was highly associated with the
unhappiness of the couple. However, a strong sex difference was found for
'self attributiomal bias'; for wives, it was highly associated with the
unhappiness of the couple; for husbands, it was unrelated. For spouses
generally, 'perceived marital gquality' was highly correlated with
happiness. Findings are discussed in relation to previous research and
future implications.
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1. ITRRATIONAL BELIEF & STUDY

1.1 ITNTRODUCTION

Irrational beliefs are regarded by protagonists of Rational Emotive Theory
(RET) as those which are extreme and dogmatic (Ellis, 1958a, 1973, 1989b;
Bernard, 1986). From the present author's counselling experiences at
Kensington Park College of Technical and Further Education (T.A.F.E.), it
is apparent that the personal problems of students often feature a
cognitive theme. _pifficulties with emotions, behaviour and performance
typically arise when students' experiences fail to match their extreme,
idiosyncratic beliefs (ideas, values, attitudes, expectations, rules,
premises, e.t.c.) about something they consider to be important. This
cognitive mismatch, the discrepancy between how their world 'ought' to be,
and how it actually ‘'is', can surface in any context: study, marriage,
employment, sport, to mention just a few. Study and marriage are the two

contexts examined in the present investigation.

Within the study context, particularly that of adult matriculation in South
Australia, students quite frequently believe and indoctrinate themselves

with pervasive, upsetting thoughts of

perfection (e.g. "I must always score ‘A's"),
inadequacy (e.g. "Others' ideas are better than mine"),
uncertainty (e.qg. "Will I meet that next deadline?") amnd

ideality (e.g. "Teachers must be charismatic, not just competent").



Such students often suffer considerable emotional discomfort and resort to
maladaptive behaviours, such as procrastination and non-attendance, to
relieve the discomfort, if only temporarily. Plummeting performance'and
course withdrawal often follow. Cognitive restructuring often seems to
contribute to the alleviation of their emotional discomfort, their behav-

ioural change and improved performance, consistent with the RET model.

Irrational belief is the fundamental element in Rational-Emotive Theory
(RET), developed in the late 1950s by Albert Ellis, a clinical psychologist
who pioneered sex, marital and family therapy (Ellis, 1958b, 1962, 1979a).
After briefly practising psychoanalysis, his dissatisfaction with the
psychoanalytic model, coupled with his own clinical experience, led him to
formulate RET, which he promoted with the vigour and singlemindedness for
which he 1is renowned (Bernard, 1986; Dryden, 1985; Mahoney, Lyddon &

Alford, 1989; Smith, 1982).

The substantial and increasing impact of RET on clinical psychology and the
cognitive-behavioural movement since its inception is widely acknowledged
(Lazarus, 1984: Mahoney et al., 1989; Smith, 1982; Ziegler, 1989). It is
currently regarded as 'one of the world's most popular forms of counselling

and psychotherapy' (Bernard & DiGiuseppe, 1989).

While many cognitive-behavioural therapists, such as Bernard (1986), Dryden
(1985), Dyer (1976, 1986, 1989) and Knaus (1979) have followed Ellis
directly, others (Bandura, 1977; Beck, Rush, Shaw & Emery, 1979; Franks,
1969; Goldfried & Davison, 1976; Lazarus, 1976; Mahoney, 1974; Meichenbaum,
1977) have independently developed similar principles and practices, as

recognised by Ellis (1989b) himself.



1.2 RATIONAL EMOTIVE THEORY

Otherwise known as Ellis' 'ABC' theory of personality, RET asserts that
misery is mostly self-generated (Ellis, 1958a, 1962, 1973, 1979b, 1989b,
that painful, emotional consequences (C) result largely from a person's
‘irrational' beliefs (B) about an activating event (A), rather than from
the activating event itself. Originally, Ellis (1958) asserted that these
irrational beliefs 'inevitably' cause dysfunctional emotion, although more
recently (Ellis & DiGiuseppe, 1993), in response to his critics (Mahoney,

1979), he has softened his claim by substituting 'often' for 'inevitably'.

Rational-emotive t@gsapy proceeds with the disputation (step D) of the
client's ‘'irrational' beliefs, using the 'logico-empirical' method of
gscience, towards replacement by more 'rational' ones, thereby helping the
client to function more effectively (step E) emotionally and behaviourally

(El11is, 1973).

To illustrate RET, the activating event (A) of scoring 55% might satisfy
student 'S1' who simply hopes to pass, but depress student 'S2', wvho has a
desperate and constant need to score over 90%. Here, according to RET, the
same activating event (A) has quite different emotional consequences (<)
for different students, chiefly because of their different beliefs (B), or

constructions of reality, as illustrated below.

ACTIVATOR (A) — BELIEF (B) —-—=> CONSEQUENCE (C)
S1: score(55%) -—=> "I hope to pass" ---> satisfaction
§2: score(b5%) --=> "I must score > 90%' -——> depression



1.2.1 Irrational belief

Ellis (1962) would consider S1's belief (hope of passing) as '‘rational',
while S82's belief (desperate and constant need to score > 90%) would be

regarded as 'irrational' because of its extremeness and dogmatism.

Ellis (1958) originally defined irrationality axiomatically, proposing
twelve basic ‘'irrational' beliefs, although he rejects that there is
qnything axiomatic or invariant about his criteria (Ellis, 1979c, p.40).
For example, his first irrational belief (in regard to approval) was:

‘Tt is a dire necessity for an adult to be loved or approved by

everyone for gverything he does'.

He soon collapsed the twelve original irrational beliefs into three (Ellis,
1973), the ‘'irratiomal trinity’. Briefly, they comprise the extreme

demands, or needs, for

1. ' competence and approval',
2. ' fairness from others and life' and
dn ‘quick, easy fulfilment without effort or pain'.

More recently, in a personal communication to Rorer (1989a), Ellis has
asserted that ‘any dogmatically held beliefs' are irrational. Rorer
asserts that Ellis' definitional shift, per se, demonstrates an unaccept-

able subjectivity and arbitrariness in the RET notion of irrational belief.

Currently, most protagonists of RET (Ellis, 1979a; Ellis & Bermard, 1983;
Walen, DiGiuseppe & Wessler, 1980) seem to agree on the main features of an

'irrational’ belief, as one which



1. is extreme, absolute (indicated by the terms 'always', 'every')

2. is demanded rigidly, intensely (implied by 'should', 'must’')
8y, is at odds with reality and evidence
4, causes emotional and behavioural dysfunction.

Conversely, a 'rational’ belief is regarded as

1. conditional (e.g. 'as often as possible' instead of 'always')
2. a preference, hope or wish (instead of a 'must' or 'need')

3. realistic and provable

4, facilitating function instead of causing dysfunction

This notion of ‘'irrational belief' has attracted a considerable amount of
criticism. While features 1. and 2. provide some idea of an irrational
belief, similar to the original RET axioms (Ellis, 1958, 1962), Mahoney
(1980) and Wessler (1992) question criterion 3, asserting that the
referential 'reality and evidence' is not absolute; rather, it is simply
that of the RET therapist. Criterion 4. is even more open to criticism,
since its inclusion means that irrational belief causes dysfunction by
definition. This makes the definition circular (Eschenroeder, 1982; Rorer,

1989a), a criticism Ellis himself (1989a) acknowledges.

As Ellis' irrational beliefs were revised over the years, their structure
took on more than just the element of extreme belief, as noted by Kassinove
(1986) and Hovland & Alsaker (1986). The elements of discrepancy (between
belief and reality) and evaluation have been added to the basic element of
extreme belief. For example, the original 'approval' belief now takes the
form:

'T must do well and win approval for my performances, or elsé I rate

as a rotten person' (Ellis & Bernard, 1983, p.13).



This expression comprises belief ('I must do well...'), implied discrepancy
between belief and reality ('or else ...') and negative evaluation ('rotten
person'). According to Ellis & Bernard (1983), this discrepancy tends to
be evaluated by a sufferer in three characteristic ways: as tawful’',
'unbearable' or the experience of ‘'worthlessness', accompanied by the

resulting dysfunctional emotion.

The fundamental RET postulate, that irrational belief causes mnegative
emotion, therefore seems essentially similar to the fundamental postulate
of Cognitive Dissonance Theory (CDT) by Festinger (1957), namely, that the
discrepancy between belief and reality ('dissonance') causes 'psychological
discomfort'. The qqqpa;ison between RET and CDT, as theoretical bases for

the study of irrational belief, is explored further in chapter 2.

1.2.2 Dysfunctional emotion

For Ellis & Harper (1975), the ‘'dysfunctional’ emotions (e.g. rage, panic)
purportedly resulting from 'irrational' beliefs are qualitatively different
from the 'functional' emotions (e.g. displeasure, concern) resulting from
'‘rational' beliefs. However, this view seems to constitute a shift from
their earlier position (Ellis & Harper, 196l1a), that the two kinds of
emotional responses are quantitatively different, that is, simply different

in intensity.

Cramer (1993), Cramer & Fong (1991) and Cramer & Kupshik (1993) have found
evidence to support a quantitative distinction, rather than a qualitative

one. They found that ‘'irrational’ gubjects reported more intense levelsa of



both kinds of emotional responses compared with ‘'rational' subjects. Ellis
& DiGiuseppe (1993) question the findings of Cramer et al., arguing that
the 'language of emotions used by the gemneral public is very imprecise’.
If so, their claim undermines their own case for qualitative distinction as
much as Cramer's et al. for quantitative distinction, as Cramer (1993)

points out.

An independent source of evidence vhich tends to support the quantitative
distinction comes from Watson & Clark (1984) and Watson, Clark & Tellegen
(1988), who posit the existence of a single general trait of ‘'negative

affectivity' embracing such emotions as anxiety, anger, guilt and sadness.

Although the available evidence seems to gupport the original position of
Ellis and Harper (1961a), that irrational belief causes more intense
negative emotions than rational belief, the controversy seems to be one of

the less problematic challenges facing RET.

1.2.3 Cognition / affect interaction

According to Ellis (1989b, p.207), the basic tenet of RET is that
‘emotional upsets ... are caused by irratiomal beliefs' and,
therefore, that 'people upset themselves'.

Essentially then, RET seems to rest upon the primacy of cognition (Lazarus,

1984) in preference to the primacy of affect (Zajonc, 1984). Yet, at the

game time, Ellis insists that RET is 'interactionist’, that the cognition /

affect positions of Lazarus and Zajonc both apply, despite RET's lack of

hypotheses giving affect or behaviour a primary role (Schwartz, 1984).



Outside of RET, clinical and experimental evidence exists to support the
interactionist position. 1Isen, Shalker, Clark & Karp (1978) have proposed
a 'cognitive-loop' hypothesis that mood, cognition and behaviour all
reciprocally affect one another. Schwartz (1982) also advocates a
reciprocally interactive view of cognition, behaviour and affect.
Similarly, while Beck et al. (1979) attribute the major cause of depression
to cognition, they also observe that, once depressed, people are more prone
to selectively 'over-generalize' and 'magnify' their negative experiences.
Mood induction techniques have also been used to demonstrate that temporary
mood states affect ongoing cognitive processes (Madigan & Bollenbach,

1986) .

In support of his own interactionist claim, Ellis (1989a, p.211) accepts
and borrows others' formulations, such as those cited above, to explain the
effects of emotion and behaviour on cognition, conceding that RET itself
does not currently accomodate the concept. However, his use of other
theories and evidence to render RET interactionist leaves others (Mahomey

et al., 1989; Schwartz, 1982, 1984) unconvinced.

1.2.4 RET revised

While RET has broadened considerably in its evolution over the last three
decades (Kassinove, 1986; Smith, 1982), it has relinquished theoretical
clarity along the way (Ewart & Thoreson, 1977; Mahoney, 1979; Mahoney et
al., 1989; Meichenbaum, 1977b; Smith, 1989). Because of its broadening and
concomitant loss of clarity, Ziegler (1989) rates RET's ‘verifiability' as

low. Yet, El1lis (1989b, p.223) continues to insist that RET hypotheses are



tclear and highly testable'. He defends his broadening of RET by disting-

uishing two forms of Rational-Emotive Therapy (Ellis, 1979¢).

In its 'elegant' form, the original 'ABC’ formulation, RET amounts to
cognitive restructuring (Goldfried & Davison, 1976). Ellis considers that
the 'inelegant' form, which embraces a variety of affective methods (eg:
relaxation techniques), behavioural methods (eg: practising new behaviours)
as well as cognitive methods of behavioural change, is basically equivalent
to 'Cognitive Behaviour Modification' (Mahoney, 1974; Meichenbaum, 1977a),
'Cognitive Therapy' (Beck et al., 1979), 'Multimodal Therapy' (Lazarus,

1976) and 'General Behaviour Therapy' (Franks, 1969).

1.2.5 RET: constructivist or rationalist?

Ellis repeatedly (1989b) promotes RET as an 'existential, phenomenologic-
ally oriented therapy', insisting that RET helps clients to 'cultivate
individuality' and ‘'accept their experiencing as highly important’.
However, he simultaneously extols the virtue of RET for its 'directiveness’
and 'teaching by the therapist' (1989b, p.201), which Mahoney (1980) and
Wessler (1992) interpret as anti-existential. They argue that, in RET
therapy, the client is persuaded to take on the therapist's notion of
rationality. Mahoney (1980) sees RET as typical of a ‘'ratiomalist'’
therapy, which assumes purportedly absolute, objective and verifiable
realities. This position is in contrast with ‘constructivist® therapy,
which accepts and addresses clients' constructions of their own private
realities, on the assumption that people are 'co-constructors' of their

personal realities (Mahomey, 1991, p.100).



Mahoney (1980, p.169) attacks cognitive therapies generally for their use
of 'rationality' as 'a naively simplistic form of good reasoning... a right
way to think'. Like Mahoney, Wessler (1992) acknowledges the need for a
therapist to tap into a client's personal meanings, but adds that the
client also needs consensual support for them. He agrees with Mahoney,
that RET is rationalistic in practice because of Ellis' insistence that his
version of reality is correct, namely, that 'absolutistic musts' (Ellis,

1989b), indeed 'all dogmatic beliefs' (Rorer, 1989b), are irratiomal.

Ellis' RET has had an enormous and increasing impact on clinical
psychology, reflected by RET research, literature and practice. Yet, many
of its core, theoretical constructs still attract considerable criticism.
RET's definitions of ‘'irrational belief', the claim that dysfunctional
emotions differ 'qualitatively' from functional ones, the claim that RET is
‘interactionist' in regard to the primacy of cognition or affect, the
‘constructivism' claim and the theoretical looseness resulting from its
broadening have all been seriously challenged. In an unconvincing self-
defence, Ellis (1989b) rests on the claim that RET is more concerned with
therapeutic application than theoretical rigour and he points to its

clinical efficacy for support.

1.3 CLINICAL EVIDENCE

In support of RET, Ellis (1979a, p.15) claims extensive clinical evidence,
'countless case histories', purportedly illustrating therapeutic gain from
states of 'near despair' to lives of 'better and more joyous existence'.

The recognition that RET has become one of the most influential forms of
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counselling and psychotherapy is also suggestive of its clinical effective-

ness (Bernard, 1986; Lazarus, 1984; Mahoney et al., 1989; Smith, 1982).

Numerous clinicians report that RET has made major contributions to therapy
for a wide range of problems concerning sexuality (Bernard, 1986; Ellis,
1958b), personal growth (Ellis, 1962, 1971), parenting (Dyer, 1986; Ellis,
1966), children (Bernard & Joyce, 1984; Ellis & Bernard, 1983; Ellis,
1966), general self-help (Bermard, 1986; Dyer, 1976, 1989; Ellis, 1971),
procrastination (Bernard, 1991; Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Knaus, 1979), marriage
and relationships (Dryden, 1985; Dryden & Ellis, 1988; Dryden, Mackay,
Schroder & Treacher, 1985), teenagers, students, anger, addiction,
assertion, communication, health, law, criminality, self-discipline, death
and sport (Bernard, 1986). The application and effectiveness of RET is
further reflected by the abundant case studies, which illustrate the
writings of RET practitioners (Bermnard, 1986; Bernard & Joyce, 1984;

Dryden, 1985; Dyer, 1976, 1986, 1989; Ellis, 1962; Ellis & Bernard, 1983;).

Despite the abundance of clinical evidence supporting RET, it cannot be
accepted uncritically, since non-specified variables, other than RET
procedures, could contribute to a client's recovery (Frude, 1980, p.34).
Important features of experimental design are also usually lacking in

clinical practice. Clearly then, experimental evidence is necessary.

1.4 RESEARCH EVIDENCE

After more than three decades of RET and numerous reviews of studies of its

efficacy (e.g. Ellis, 1979b; Engels, Garnefski & Diekstra, 1993; Haaga &
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Davison 1989; Lyons & Woods, 1991; McGovern & Silverman, 1984), the
empirical support appears to remain equivocal due to methodological
problems, flaws in basic RET tenets and highly variable findings. The
interpretations of existing research evidence are distinctly polarized;
outcome studies of RET tend to be construed as weakly or non-supportive by.
RET critics, strongly supportive by RET proponents. Overall, the empirical
evidence for RET seems to fall short of the strong, widespread, clinical

evidence.

From his own major review of RET outcome research, Ellis (1979b) claims an
'{immense - indeed almost awesome' body of research evidence in support of
RET. While Kleiner (1979) and Tosi (1979) applaud Ellis' marathon review,
their uncritical acceptance could reflect their own apparent commitment to
the practice of RET (Mahoney et al., 1989). Others (Ewart & Thoresen,
1977; Mahoney, 1979; Meichenbaum, 1979) express confusion, disagreement and

disappointment in response to both Ellis' review and his conclusions.

Fwart's & Thoresen's (1977) most emphatic criticism 1is of Ellis'
deliberately selective attention solely to confirmatory studies, on the
grounds that 'less than 10% gave negative or equivocal results' (Ellis,
1979b). They further assert, with illustrations, that some hypotheses are
too vague to be tested, that some predictions are ambiguously related to
RET, that counter-evidence for certain hypotheses is ignored and, that
little or no research evidence is offered to support some of the more
important predictions of RET, such as hypothesis 13: 'People are happier if

they refrain from self-rating' (Ellis, 1979¢).

Armed with Ellis' 32 hypotheses, Mahoney (1979) sought to evaluate whether
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Ellis had specifically interpreted the evidence relevant to each. What
Mahoney considered to be a normally 'straightforward' task, he found
'virtually impossible'. From the 32 hypotheses, he failed to glean any
sense or model of a theory, rather, just a ‘collection of loosely related
and poorly elucidated propositions', in contrast with El1lis' (1989b, p.223)
continuing claim that his hypotheses are ‘clear and highly testable'.

Eschenroeder (1982) also describes RET as a collection of propositions,

rather than a highly integrated theory.

Mahoney (1979) concludes that, until 1974, research evaluating the efficacy
of RET was 'sparse, methodologically poor and summarily modest in its
implications'. In general, Meichenbaum (1979) seriously questioms Ellis'
conclusions, while Ewart & Thoresen (1977) simply find them unacceptable,

particularly his conclusion that RET has a strong empirical foundation.

In a review of outcome studies of Rational-Emotive Therapy from 1977 to
1982, McGovern & Silverman (1984) found more favourable support for RET.
In 31 of the 47 studies they reviewed, there were significant findings in
support of the RET position. In the remaining studies, the RET treatment
groups all showed improvement and none of the studies revealed another
treatment method which was significantly better than RET. Amongst the
gtudies reviewed, the authors note some extension of sample represent-
itiveness (beyond the usual college student populations), as well as a
1ittle more variation in the choice of dependent variables (apart from the
traditional self-report scales). What geriously detracts from the apparent
favourability of this review is the psychometric weakness of questionnaires
and doubt about therapist training (noted by the authors), as well as the

Jack of attrition and follow-up data (not addressed by the authors).
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The use of gelf-reports of emotionality as dependent variables has proven a
major problem in attempts to validate RET. McGovern & Silverman (1984)
recommend greater use of behavioural criteria, since irrational belief is
purported to cause behavioural as well as emotional dysfunction. The use
of behavioural criteria would also avoid the problem of common variance in
inventories of irrational belief and emotionality, which artificially

inflates the predictor / criterion correlation (Smith, 1982).

Haaga & Davison (1989) reviewed RET outcome studies by organising them
according to the type of problem being treated. Their findings indicate
that the efficacy of RET varied considerably from its 'best results' on
test anxiety, social anxiety and assertiveness, through 'very promising’
(but non-significant) results in the treatment of obesity (Block, 1980) and
Type A Behaviour Pattern (Thurman, 1984), to ‘'inferior' -effects on
agoraphobia compared with other treatments, such as exposure. It is
noteworthy that even the 'best results' were generally only comparable with
those of other treatments. Haaga & Davison conclude that, for certain
disorders, RET seems to provide beneficial effects on self-report measures
of emotionality, however, the evidence on behavioural and physiological
measures is both scarce and weak. They add that RET has yet to demonstrate
its utility in treating a core clinical dysfunction or in preventing

psychopathology.

More recently, Lyons & Woods (1991) conducted a meta-analysis of 70 RET
outcome studies. They found that subjects receiving RET generally showed
significant improvement over baseline measures and control groups. While
this review generally supports the effectiveness of RET, the authors

concede that their findings must be tempered by the lack of follow-up and
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attrition data in the studies reviewed. Indeed, only 9 of the 70 studies
reported attrition rates, casting doubt over the remaining 61 success
rates, since non-completers could not be assessed for therapeutic outcome.
It was also acknowledged by the authors that 'there is no real guarantee

that the therapy being used was actually RET ... '

Finally, from a small review of 28 controlled studies of RET outcome,
Engels, Garnefski & Diekstra (1993) conclude that the efficacy of RET
appears to be superior to placebo and no treatment and comparable with
other treatments, such as combination therapies and systematic desensit-
isation. However, as the authors note, the wide variety of experimental
designs, types of disturbance and types of outcomes within a mere 28
studies calls for extreme caution in any interpretation and precludes

generalization to clinical practice.

Any evaluation of RET outcome research depends critically upon basic RET
tenets, about which many criticisms still remain (Haaga & Davison, 1989),
especially in regard to the definition of ‘'irrationmality' (Eschenroeder,
1982; Mahoney, 1979; Rorer, 1989a), RET hypotheses (Eschenroeder, 1982;
Mahoney, 1979; Meichenbaum, 1977), the structure of measures of irrational
belief (Hovland & Alsaker, 1986), their validity (Kassinove, 1986; Kendall
& Korgeski, 1979; Malouff & Schutte, 1986; Smith, 1982) and their factors
(Cramer, 1985; Lohr & Bonge, 1982). Improvements in the methodology of RET
outcome studies are also necessary (Engels et al., 1993; Haaga & Davison,
1989; Lyons & Woods, 1991). Any of the above criticisms immediately place
the meaning of existing research findings in question, however confirmatory
they might appear for RET. Recently, Ellis (1987) has conceded that

outcome studies of RET are ‘more numerous than rigorous'.
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Thus, on the current scientific status of RET, Mahoney et al. (1989, p.81)
maintain that experimental data on the efficacy of RET are neither
considerable nor consistent, contrary to Ellis' strong claims. They
further note
‘the glaring discrepancy between the enthusiastic claims made for 1its
clinical efficacy by its proponents and the dearth of compelling
evidence for its basic tenets cited by its critics.'
In support of Mahoney et al., it is apparent from the RET outcome research
cited above, that the most favourable evaluations are those by the RET
proponents: Ellis (1979b), Kleiner (1979), Lyons & Woods (1989) and Tosi

(1979} .

Despite the equivocal research evidence for RET, Ellis (1989b) continues to
promote it as the best and all-embracing cognitive theory and therapy.
However, Ewart & Thoresen (1977) attribute its unquestionable popularity
more to Ellis' 'persuasive rhetoric' than the conceptual clarity of RET.
Mahoney et al. (1989) agree, but also point to the added appeal of RET's
simple format, its clearcut methods and its ostensibly logical rationale
for the cause and cure of emotional distress. Marzillier (1987) sees RET
as just one of the many relevant theoretical / therapeutic approaches which

stress the importance of cognitive process in human adjustment.

1.5 MEASURES OF IRRATIONAL BELIEF

It is proposed that the mismatch between the strong. consistent, clinical
evidence for RET and the equivocal, inconsistent, empirical evidence could

result partly, at least, from inadequacies in the measures used to assess
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irrational belief. Zurawski & Smith (1987) assert that 'the most widely
used measures (of irrational belief) are not completely satisfactory'.
They suggest that improved measures may provide more compelling evidence of
the relation between beliefs and emotion, in support of RET. Haaga &
Davison (1989) also propose that research on the efficacy of RET is
hindered by problems in assessing Xkey constructs such as irrational

beliefs.

It is argued below that traditional self-report measures of irrational
belief generate inherent and systematic errors, contain cognitive
impurities, have tenuous psychometric properties and, because of their
generality, lack the sensitivity to accurately identify irrationality in

specific contexts, such as study and marriage.

1.5.1. Imherent errors

Typical questionnaires, such as the IBT (Jones, 1968), require respondents
to indicate their strength of agreement / disagreement with absolutistic
beliefs, such as item 2: 'I hate to fail at anything'. According to RET,
high scores necessarily reflect irrationality and predict dysfunction
(Ellis, 1962, 1989b). It is proposed that typical measures of irrational
belief are prone to two systematic errors in identifying subjects at risk,
as well as other inherent errors caused by respondents who do not say what
they mean, or cannot do so because questionnaires cannot be sufficiently

comprehensive to take respondents' idiosyncratic qualifications into

account.
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One systematic error of such measures results in 'false alarms', that is,
those students who are identified as being 'irrational', and therefore at
risk, but who do not actually experience dysfunction. Mahoney (1979) asks:
"Can a thought be irrational but adaptive?" The present author's
counselling experience confirms that it can. A case in point is student
'X' who expects to score 'A's consistently (‘irrational' to Ellis) and
succeeds, by having the necessary qualities and by doing the required
study. Contrary to Ellis' predictionm, this 'irrational' student does not
hurt. Indeed, satisfaction and fulfilment result, in keeping with the
match between belief (expectation of 'A's) and reality (actually scoring

'A's).

Mahoney (1979) further asks: "Can a thought be ratiomal but maladaptive?"
Again, the present author's counselling experience confirms that it can.
Student 'Y', who hopes to pass with 'C's ('rational’ to Ellis) but regular-
1y fails with ‘'E's, hurts badly, contrary to Ellis' prediction, but in
keeping with the mismatch between belief (hoping for 'C'S) and reality
(failing with 'E's). Such students can be regarded as 'misses', those not
ijdentified as being at risk, yet they really are. These students reflect
the second systematic source of error inherent in traditional measures of
irrational belief. Ellis (1987) 1is loathe to acknowledge that the 'X's
exist and makes no comment about the 'Y's. It is argued that both of these
gystematic errors would be eliminated by defining irrationality in terms of
the discrepancy between belief and reality rather than extreme belief per

se, a proposition pursued more fully in chapter 2.

Another inherent source of error, probably unavoidable using either

definition, stems from semantic variation. Dryden (1986) demonstrates that
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gsome respondents use a given word with different meanings. He points out
that the word ‘'should', commonly featuring in irrational beliefs, can carry
a number of meanings: that of

'absolutely should', (e.g. "I should always win")

'preferably should', (e.g. "Maybe I should do this first")

‘empirical' probability (e.g. "The bus should arrive at 7.30"), or

' recommendation' (e.g. "You should see that movie").

only the first of these is absolutistic or ‘irrational’'.

Some respondents do not say what they mean, or cannot do so because their
responses require certain qualifications, which simple questionnaires do
not accomodate. For instance, some students characteristically communicate
with intensity and exaggeration, perhaps for idiosyncratic rhetorical
effect, but without literal intent:

e.q. "“I'll die if I don't score an 'A™; bul they readily accept less.
Others are highly self-expectant, but also hold certain corollaries:

e.g. "I reach for the sky, to push myself, but I can settle for less".
Both of these students would score high for irrationality on traditional
tests, yet not experience dysfunction. They could be considered as the
inevitable 'false alarms'. While Ellis (1987) concedes that these 'false

alarms' might exist, he insists that they would be rare.

It is proposed that all of the errors described above have limited the
accuracy of traditional measures of irrational belief in identifying the
truly irrational subject. For the first part of this investigation, study-
specific BAS items were framed in the traditional way to afford comparison
with the genmeral IBT. However, in the gecond part of the study, marriage—

specific items were framed to avold the systematic errors.
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1.5.2 Generality

The production of trait and attitude measures by psychologists seems to
have been governed by a ubiquitous quest for generality. Suggestions for
specificity have been proffered from time to time (Anastasi, 1988; Bandura,
1969; Holtzworth & Stuart, 1994; Mandler, 1984; Smith, 1982; Wegner &
Vallacher, 1977) since Mischel's (1968) rejection of traits and Wicker's
(1969) rejection of attitudinal response dispositions. Both argued from
extensive reviews of documented research, which revealed generally 1low

correlations between traits / attitudes and criterionm behaviours.

Mischel (1968) cites empirical evidence that people demonstrate consider-
able situational specificity on such dimensions as aggression, dependence,
rigidity and honesty. Argyle (1975) regrets that too much time has been
spent trying to measure personality, with too 1little attention to the

circumstances in which behaviour occurs.

While responses to the calls for specificity seem to have been few and far
between, some attempts have been made within the area of irrational belief.
For instance, Sarason's (1978) 'Cognitive Interference Questionnaire' (CIQ)
asks subjects to rate the frequencies of ten negative thoughts specifically
about performance on a task. And, by replacing 'task' with 'test’, Hunsley

(1987) has employed the CIQ as a test-specific irrational beliefs test.

In the marriage context, Epstein & Eidelson (1981) have produced a three
scale 'Relationship Beliefs Inventory' (RBI), designed to measure
irrational beliefs specifically about intimate relationships. Thurman

(1984) developed a specific irrational beliefs test to assess Type A

20



behaviour pattern (TABP), featuring guch items as, ‘'faster 1is always
better', and argued that the test's gpecificity would make it more

gsensitive to TABP change than a general measure, such as the IBT.

It occurs commonly enough in the author's experience, that a student vho
always needs to score 'A's, might not be otherwise perfectionistic (e.g. in
sport, music, dating and physical appearance). Some students expect highly
idealistic treatment in education (e.g. constantly inspiring teaching,
personal choice of assessment mode, course content and learning rate) but
not from their parents, their friends, or their employers. Other students
are highly preoccupied with competitive thoughts about study, but seem

quite uncompetitive in relation to the rest of their lives.

Similarly, in the marriage context, there are those who need constant
approval from their partners, but not from others. Some are extremely
jdealistic about their marriage, but not about other relationships, their
work, politics, or study. To some individuals, a minor disagreement with
their partner represents a major, global rejection, a catastrophic sign of
relationship collapse, yet similar disagreements with anyone else create

barely a ripple of arousal.

Whilst there may well be general dimensions of irrational belief: approval,
competence, ideality, as proposed by Ellis (1962, 1973, 1989b), a case can
be argued for the appropriateness of specific content within those general
dimensions. Lohr & Bonge (1982) emphasise the need to 'make more specific
assessment of the content and form of dysfunctional cognitions'.
Generally, Bandura (1969, p.599) asserts that an attitude questionnaire

which considers situational variables ‘would undoubtedly have greater
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predictive power' than a general ome which ignores them; Epstein (1986)

concurs in reference to the marriage context. Haaga and Davison (1989,
p.198) recommend that irrational belief tests be tailored '... to the
specifics of the target problem'. Holtzworth & Stuart (1994) argue
similarly.

In summary, it seems clear that a test of irrational beliefs for students
should tap specific beliefs about study, rather than general ones.
Ssimilarly, a test for married couples should tap specific beliefs about

marriage. Such measures were devised for the present investigation.

1.5.3 Cognitive impurity

Another feature of the content of some irrational beliefs tests which has
attracted some attention is cognitive impurity. Smith (1982) questions the
usefulness of the IBT because it includes items which ask about anxiety
reactions rather than beliefs. Others (Kassinove, 1986; Malouff & Schutte,
1986; Rorer, 1989a) concur with his warning. There appears to be some
justification for their caution, more for some tests than others (Smith &

Allred, 1987).

A few of the IBT's items do seem to deal more with emotion than cognition.
For example, in item 82:

'T often become quite annoyed over little things'
emotional reaction is quite explicit, while cognition is merely implicit.
Smith (1982) also alerts us to some ‘behavioural® impurities in the IBT.

Presumably, he is referring to such items as item 17:
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‘T try to get irksome tasks behind me when they come up'
which does appear more behavioural than cognitive. This item might be more
appropriate in a measure of 'procrastination' than an irrational beliefs

test.

The presence of cognitive impurities in tests of irrational bhelief can be
problematic for more than the internal (construct) validity of the test.
They also confound interpretation about external (criterion and discrim-
inant) validity (Malouff & Schutte, 1986). Since measures of emotionality,
such as the State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, Gorsuch &
Lushene, 1970), are often used as validating criterion measures for the
IBT, emotionality items existing in both the IBT and the STAI comnstitute
common content or variance (Smith, 1982). For instance, nine of the ten
items in factor 6 ('Anticipatory Anxiety') of the IBT and five of the ten
items in factor 4 ('Catastrophisation') are also included in the STAI.
Consequently, 14% of the IBT is semantically equivalent to 40% of the STAI,
representing a considerable overlap. The common content in predictor (IBT)
and criterion (STAI) must therefore place in question any interpretation of
criterion validity based upon a significant association between the two
measures (Malouff & Schutte, 1986; Rorer, 1989b; Smith, 1982; Smith &

Allred, 1987).

To agsess the extent to which common content influences the predictor /
criterion relationship, Kassinove (1986) and Malouff & Schutte (1986)
devised irratiomal belief tests similar to the IBT, without predictor /
criterion overlap. They still found significant pogitive correlations
between irrational belief and the criterion measures. Thus, most of the

explained variation geems to be attributable to irrational belief and,
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therefore, the association between irrational belief and self-reported
anxiety cannot be dismissed as an artifact of common content, contrary to

Smith's (1982) original suggestion.

Whether 'worry' items should co-exist with ‘'beliefs’ in an irrational
beliefs test has also aroused some debate. Smith (1982) criticises those
who treat self-talk or 'worry' items (e.g. 'Thoughts of failing bother me
during tests') and deep beliefs (e.g. 'Excellence is necessary') as
equivalent for the purpose of inclusion in the same cognitive measure. He
arqgues that, according to RET, beliefs are 'stable cognitive structures',
while self-talk refers to more 'transitory cognitive events', that is,
current internal dialogue or concerns in regard to specific situations.
Therefore, he asserts, the two should be measured and considered
separately. Similarly, Gotlib (1990) and Williams, Watts, Macleod &
Mathews (1988) see a discrepancy between theories of emotional disorders
involving 'unconscious' cognitions and their self-report tests which tap

'‘conscious' cognitions.

Many disagree with this view. Barnes & Volcano (1982) and Kendall & Hollon
(1981) consider ‘'worries' to be cognitive, since they express frequency of
preoccupation with an idea, concern or cognition. Although Ellis & Bernard
(1983, p.12) acknowledge that there is no consensus among RET therapists
and theorists as to the exact meaning of beliefs, they recognise, along

with Eschenroeder (1982), three subclasses or layers of belief:

1. ' conscious thoughts' of which one is aware at any time
2. ‘unconscious thoughts' which are inferred from feelings and behaviour
3. ‘abstract beliefs' underlying one's thoughts, emotions, behaviour and

interpretion of reality.
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According to RET, repetitive worrisome self-talk (type 1) derives from
deeper beliefs (types 2 and 3), causing maladaptive emotion (Bermard, 1981;
Harrell, Chambless & Calhoun, 1981). Research exists which supports this
proposition. For instance, Brown & Nelson (1983) have demonstrated that,
while all of their student participants experienced negative thoughts
during tests, high performers could stop negative thoughts more frequently
than 1low performers, suggesting that ‘cognitive control' facilitates
academic performance by avoidance of the 'disruptive and overvwhelming'

effects of negative self-talk.

Minor & Gold (1986) also found that, in an actual college exam, high test-
anxious students experienced more negative thoughts and more arousal than
low test-anxious students, in support of a cognitive model of test anxiety.
Deffenbacher (1986) too, showed that worrisome thoughts contribute to poor
exam performance, pointing to the need for helping anxious students
‘alter their perfectionistic self-standards, brutal self-criticisms,
over generalised comparisons to others, devastating predictions of

personal failure, and the like'.

That deep beliefs (types 2 and 3) are stable while surface belief or
self-talk (type 1) is transitory is surely to be expected, as the former
manifests itself through the latter in a specific situation. Since both
are cognitive, one merely a product of the other, they are therefore
legitimate partners in a measure of irratiomal belief, particularly a
measure which is tailor-made for a specific situation. Unfortunately,

since 'worry' items also exist in criterion measures of anxiety (e.g. the
STAI), their retention would maintain some unwanted common content, as

discussed earlier.
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The problem of item overlap could be resolved in at least three ways: by
removing common content from irrational belief tests, by removing it from
criterion measures, or by using different criteria without common content.
Since many criterion tests, such as the STAI and BDI, are long established
and well entrenched in psychological research, their modification would be
seen as highly undesirable. On the other hand, removing common items from
irrational beliefs tests would mean relinquishing legitimate cognitive
content in the form of 'worry' items. The best solution to this dilemma is
to include different dependent variables without common content (Kassinove,
1986), thereby permitting the retention of 'worry' items in the measure of
irrational beliefs, without complicating criterion validation; indeed,
validation would be strengthened by the use of a wider range of objective

and behavioural criteria (Kassinove, 1986; McGovern & Silverman, 1984).

Following the above discussion, the measure devised to assess irrational
beliefs about study (BAS) in the present investigation excludes cognitive
impurities of emotion and behaviour. Although BAS includes 10 out of 43
'worry' items, their content is study-specific, effectively reducing their
common ground with general worry items in the criterion measure of anxiety
(the STAI). In addition, objective and behavioural criteria were employed,

completely avoiding the problem of predictor / criterion common variance.

1.5.4 Psychometric properties

Measures of irrational belief have been criticised for their questionable
psychometric properties, particularly those of validity and factorial

gtructure. It has been pointed out (Argyle, 1975; Mischel, 1968; Tinsley &
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Tinsley, 1987) that item similarity artificially boosts the factor strength
in questionnaires. Some of the longer irratiomal beliefs tests appear
partly guilty of this charge. Item repetition in the IBT, for instance,
suggests that some of its factors are artificial. Half of the 'Morality'
factor, namely items 3, 13, 23, 33 and 43, amount to:
' Immorality should be punished'.

Of the 'Anticipatory Anxiety' factor, six of the ten items (6, 16, 26, 56,
66 and 76) reduce to the same general 'worry' item:

'T can't get my mind off some fear or concern'.

The IBT's factorial structure has been questioned for reasons other than
its item redundancy. Lohr & Bonge (1982) tested a group of 897 university
students, compared the IBT factors with Jones' (1968) original factors and
found that 'the matches were far from perfect'. Another factor amalysis by
Cramer (1985) showed that approximately half of the IBT's items fail to

load appropriately on the intended factors.

While Lohr & Bonge (1980) demonstrated that the IBT has satisfactory test-
retest reliability, they found in a later study (Lohr & Bonge, 1982) that
the internal reliabilities of the 10 subscales ranged from very low (a=.35)
to adequate (a=.73), barely sufficient for the purpose of research and too

small for the making of clinical decisions.

Barnes' and Volcano's (1982) Rationality Test (BVRT) sprang from the same
source as the IBT, Ellis' (1962) 10 basic irrational beliefs. Like the
IBT, the BVRT includes many repeated items. It is not surprising therefore,
that the first 3 factors to emerge in a principal axes factor analysis,

accounting for over half of the variance and af fording purportedly clear
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interpretations, are the very subscales which are highly repetitive in item
content. The Relationship Belief Inventory (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), a
j-scale test of irrational belief designed specifically for the marriage

context, also features considerable item repetition.

Smith (1982) and Smith & Zurawski (1983) have questioned the discriminant
validity of some measures of irrational belief. Smith (1982) has observed
that correlatons between measures of irrational belief (e.g. the IBT) and
emotionality (e.g. anxiety, depression) are often comparable with those
between different measures of irrational belief. Zurawski & Smith (1987)
found that the IBT (Jones, 1968) and the Rational Behaviour Inventory (RBI;
Shorkey & Whiteman, 1977) were highly correlated, but equally so with self-
report measures of anxiety and depression. This property tends to violate
one of the criteria for discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959),
namely, that alternative measures of irrational belief ought to correlate
more highly with each other than with criterion measures. Considering the
high correlations found between these independent and dependent measures,
as well as the common content shared by both, Smith (1982) and Smith &
7zurawski (1983) have warned that measures of irrational belief may simply

assess emotional distress itself.

Sanderman, Mersch, Van Der Sleen, Emmelkamp & Ormel T1987) performed a
second order factor analysis on a set of irrational belief and emotionality
measures. The first factor, 'neurotic complaint' (embracing emotionality
measures), accounted for 36% of the variance, while the second 'cognitive'
factor (incorporating the IBT, the RBI, and the Social Anxiety subscale of
the Fear Questionnaire) accounted for 10%. This finding was interpreted by

sanderman et al. as implying that social anxiety is linked to irrational
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belief and, more importantly, that cognitive belief style is a personal
characteristic which is distinct from constructs of emotionality, such as
neuroticism, anxiety and social desirability, contrary to Smith's (1982)

suggestion.

Deffenbacher, Zwemer, Whisman, Hill & Sloan (1986) administered the IBT
with measures of trait, test and social anxiety to 451 introductory
psychology students. By performing regression analyses of each of the
anxiety measures on the IBT subscales, they found that, in regression
equations predicting the various types of anxiety, different IBT subscales
were prominent as predictors; the strength of prediction varied as well, R
ranging from .49 to .84. These differential effects were interpreted by
Deffenbacher et al. as evidence that IBT subscales constitute constructs
separate from general psychological distress, again, contrary to Smith's
(1982) suggestion that irrational belief might amount to no more than

another facet of psychological distress.

Although the weight of evidence supports irrational belief as a construct
separate from emotionality, the psychometric properties of the major tests
remain tenuous. Strengthening these properties probably requires test

refinement, followed by re-evaluation.

1.6 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Linear models are ubiquitous in the analysis of psychological research,
particularly in the study of irrational belief. The use of other models

(e.g. curvilinear, threshold) is relatively rare. Yet, a weak correlation
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could well mask a strong non-linear relationship. RET focuses upon the
emotional and behavioural dysfunction purportedly resulting from very high
scores on tests of irrational belief, reflecting extreme, dogmatic belief.
It assumes that low to moderate scores imply rationality and, consequently,
emotional and behavioural coping, although this assumption does not appear

to have been tested.

Since RET focuses on extreme scores, researchers might profit from analysis
which also focuses primarily on very high scores, to target those claimed
by RET to be at risk of emotional and behavioural dysfunction and to assess
the hit rate, that is, the proportion of students correctly targeted. This

strategy was adopted in the present study.

Another matter begging consideration is whether the full-scale score of an
irrational beliefs test, or separate sub-scale scores should be used. Full
scale scores have mostly been the choice to date, although a few studies,
(using the IBT for instance) have reported differential sub-scale effects
with emotional arousal (Goldfried & Sobocinski, 1975), with low self-esteem
(Daly & Burton, 1983), with anxiety and anger (Zwemer & Deffenbacher,
1984), with depression (Nelsom, 1977), with neuroticism and depression
(LaPointe & Crandell, 1980), with trait anxiety, test anxiety and other

specific anxieties (Deffenbacher et al., 1986).

In reference to spouses' perceptions of their marriages, Epstein, Pretzer &
Fleming (1987) assert that
‘the common use of global total scores (from cognitive measures)...

may be masking a multi-dimensionality of content'.
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Dryden (1985, p.200), a protagonist and practitioner of RET in the marriage
context , asserts that
"marital dissatisfaction may occur if partners adhere to one or more

marital myths(irrational beliefs)'.

In other words, one extreme, rigid belief is sufficient to cause problems.
The present author's counselling experience suggests that Dryden's claim
applies to students as well as marriage partners. When student 'X' scores
high on ideality, but low to average on all other scales, the mismatch
between idealism and reality soon brings disenchantment, a drop in input,
lower grades, increased disenchantment and withdrawal, vet a moderate total

score for irrationality would not predict risk.

When student 'Y' scores well below high self-expectations for performance,
but scores low to average on all other subscales, emotional and behavioural
dysfunction often follow. However, a moderate total irrationality score
would not signal risk. This suggests that BAS sub-scales might be more
useful separately as predictors, in preference to the full-scale. VWhere
one or more sub-scale scores are above some threshold value, the student

would be deemed at risk of dysfunctional emotion and behaviour.

In the present study, it was decided to identify the high scorers on one or
more of the BAS sub-scales and compare their outcomes with thoge of the
remaining students in an effort to establish the discriminant validity of
the BAS. It was also resolved to perform the usual correlational analyses

for comparison with findings in previous studies.
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1.7 "BELIEFS ABOUT STUDY' QUESTIONNAIRE

The present investigation is based upon the development of a questionnaire,
'Beliefs About Study' (BAS), designed to assess extreme, dogmatic beliefs
(‘irrational' by RET criteria) specifically about study (see appendices B
and E for pilot and final forms). BAS differs from general irrational
belief tests, particularly the IBT (Jones, 1968), mainly by virtue of its

gspecific study-related content.

In addition, an effort was made to increase the cognitive purity of BAS
items, by avoiding the behavioural and emotional content present in the
IBT. Item redundancy, rife in the IBT, was minimised in BAS to avoid
factor / cluster artifacts. Although a small proportion of self-talk
(‘worry' items) was included, for reasons advanced earlier in section
1.5.3, they are study-specific, unlike the general 'worry' items in the
criterion measures. Consequently, BAS shares no explicitly common items
with the dependent self-report measures of anxiety (STAI) and depression
(BDI), thereby avoiding the criterion validity artifacts, which have

clouded research based on the IBT (Smith, 1982; Smith & Zurawski, 1983).

A frequency rating scale was adopted for the final form of BAS for two
reasons. First, the frequency of preoccupation with ideas is linked with
emotionality. It has been shown that test anxiety is more strongly related
to frequency of negative thoughts than the number of them (Hunsley, 1987).
Second, it was found that frequency ratings suited the items of BAS anyvay,
and it was felt that one rating dimension, rather than the variety used in
the pilot version, was desirable for ease of completion by respondents.

A 7-point scale was adopted, ranging from 'l'(never), through '4' (half of
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the time), to '7'(always), following research by Osgood & Tannenbaum (19517,
p.85) on the number of rating points preferred by college students on
rating scales. It was found that, while 7 points were used by students
with 'roughly ... equal frequencies', 5 points were considered insufficient

by students, and 9 points excessive.

The content for BAS, arose mainly from more than a decade of the author's
counselling experiences with adult matriculants. A few study-specific
adaptations of Ellis' (1958, 1962) general irrational beliefs were also
included. Items were pooled into eight a priori subscales, six of which
can be considered to have some empirical support since they are simply
study-specific adaptations of themes in the IBT, which is based upon Ellis'
(1958) original irrational beliefs. The remaining two subscales,
'‘Competitiveness' and need for 'Certainty', were simply based on recurrent

student profiles accessible to the author.

High scores on the BAS subscales reflect the following extreme beliefs:

1. 'Performance': Students have high expectations for their
academic performance. They constantly expect top grades, immediate

understanding, complete memory and total mastery.

2 'Approval': Students have a strong need for approval and
affirmation for their academic achievement from teachers, parents and

important others.

3. 'Competitiveness': Students are preoccupied by a comparison

of their own performance with that of other students.
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4. 'Dependence’ Students depend Theavily wupon others for

motivation, academic help, support and confirmation.

Bl ‘Ideality’': Students have extreme demands of their educational
setting. They demand constantly inspiring teaching, personal choice
of assessment mode and the right to decide subject content and
learning rate, contrary to the reality of the South Australian

matriculation system.

6. 'Avoidance': Students are unwilling to accept the demands and

difficulties of study.

7. 'Certainty': Students have anticipatory fear of and
preoccupation with future academic events and outcomes, such as final
grades, the mnext test, tertiary entry and the other recurrent

uncertainties in study.

8. Fxternal ILocus': Students believe that their progress in
study is hindered and determined by external forces beyond their
control, such as family problems, social distractions and boring

subject matter.

In accordance with RET, it was predicted that high scores on the BAS scales
would be associated with emotional and behavioural dysfunction in study.
The dependent measures of emotion (anxiety, depression and neqgative affect)
and behaviour (procrastination, perseverance and performance), used in this

investigation, are discussed below.
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1 .8 DEPENDENT VARTABLES

Kassinove (1986) and McGovern & Silverman (1984) regret that RET research
has largely limited itself to self-reported emotionality as the traditional
dependent variable. Typical variables are anxiety (Lohr & Bonge, 1981),
anger (Zwemer & Deffenbacher, 1984), depression (Hollon & Kendall, 1980)
and self esteem (Daly & Burton, 1983). Furthermore, as noted in section
1.5.4, such measures frequently share common variance with irrational
belief tests, artificially inflating the predictor / criterion correlation

(Smith, 1982).

RET research has rarely involved behavioural criteria (Kassinove, 1986) and
when it has, it has attempted to predict a specific single-act behaviour
from a measure of irrational belief, as in attitude-behaviour research
generally (Ajzen, 1988). In a review of 109 attitude-behaviour studies by
Ajzen & Fishbein (1977), 54 of this design yielded 25 non-significant

results, the remaining 29 rarely producing correlations above 0.4.

During the 1970s, the principle of 'aggregation' was conceived (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1974). This principle asserts that a criterion measure should
comprise observations of -many relevant behaviours on different occasions
and in different situations, rather than a single act. It is commonly
found (Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977) that when multiple observations
of behaviour are pooled, their aggregate correlates more highly than a

gingle act with the predictive attitude or belief.

Regretably, the ‘'aggregation' principle does not seem to have been applied

in the irrational beliefs arena, yet multiple outcomes have been noted.
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For instance, Rorer (1989a) reports that the presenting complaint for
perfectionistic students almost always includes procrastination, poor study
habits, anxiety and depression. The present author's counselling
experience with adult matriculation students supports Rorer's observation
of multiple concomitants or consequences, not only for perfectionistic
students, but for the idealistic, catastrophising, competitive and avoidant

ones as well.

Consistent with the foregoing discussion, dependent variables in the
present study included objective, observable and behavioural measures ({(each
one 'aggregated') of procrastination (lecturer rated), grade—-point-average,
perseverance (proportion of total course completed) and aggregate of scaled
marks, as well as the commonly used self-report measures of anxiety and

depression.

1.8.1 Procrastination

Pioneering contributors (Burka & Yuen, 1983; Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Solomon &
Rothblum, 1984) to the study of procrastination seem to concur in defining
it as the unnecessary delay of a task, resulting in emotional discomfort.
Ellis & Knaus (1977, p.8) emphasise that, while procrastination can be
deliberate, rational, adaptive and free from associated discomfort, such
instances are 'rare'. Most often, they claim, it stems from irratiomal
premises, is emotionally uncomfortable, self-perpetuating and maladaptive,

having 'enormous sabotaging effects'.

Recognised as providing the first comprehensive analysis of and collection
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of remedial strategies for procrastination, Ellis & Knaus (1977) contend
that procrastination is rife amongst college and university students and
that it contributes heavily to their academic dysfunction. From principles

of RET and their clinical case studies, they propose three main causes:

1. ‘self-downing' for failure or fear of failure, arising from the
belief: "I must do well!". Procrastination postpones possible

failure, at least temporarily.

2. ' Jow frustration tolerance' based upon the premise: "The world must
give me the things I want...without any great effort or deprivation".
' Present pain for future gain' is avoided, in preference for easier,

more immediate satisfactions.

3. 'hostility' or defiance towards others whose behaviour / attitude
towards me is not as it 'should' be, stemming from the requirement:
"You must do well by me!™. Procrastination here, serves to spite the

offender(s).

Concurring with, and seeking to extend, the analysis of Ellis & Knaus,
Rorer (1983) addresses the apparent paradox of procrastination which is
purported to arise from 'fear of success'. He asserts that, far from
paradoxical, such procrastination can be readily explained within the RET
framework as due to aversive 'concomitants or consequences of the success',

not the success itself.

This paradigm 1is supported and amply illustrated by the clinical data of

Burka and Yuen (1983), who also generally embrace and extend the ideas of
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RET. Indeed, their 'procrastinator's code' amounts to a set of Ellisian
irrational beliefs, such as,

'T must be perfect',

'Everything I do should go easily and without effort',

'Tf it's not done right, it‘'s not worth doing at all' and

'There is a right answer and I'11 wait until I find it'.

Solomon & Rothblum (1984) lay claim to the first systematic attempt to
investigate the reasons for procrastination. They devised a questionnaire
to assess self-reported procrastination, the 'Procrastination Assessment
Scale - Students' (PASS), which assesses how students procrastinate (e.g.
in writing papers, preparing for exams and reading), why they do so, and
how much of a problem their procrastination creates. Using 342 university
psychology students as subjects, they sought to investigate the frequency
of academic procrastination, the reasons for it, the degree to which it
constituted a problem for students, and the correlations of self-report
procrastination (using the PASS) with numerous affective and behavioural

measures.

A large proportion of the students reported having difficulty with
procrastination, consistent with the clinical evidence of Ellis and Knaus
(1977). Thus, 46% always, or nearly always, procrastinated when writing
papers, 28% when preparing for exams and 30% when reading was required. In
these three areas, more than 20% of students found their procrastination a
problem and approximately 60% of these wanted to reduce it. Beswick,
Rothblum & Mann (1988) have replicated these findings using the PASS in a

similar study on psychology students at Flinders University.
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It is well established then, from both clinical and research evidence, that
procrastination is wide-spread amongst students and that it creates a
problem for them. Emotional discomfort is clearly part of that problem.
Self-report tests of anxiety, depression and low self-esteem regularly
correlate significantly with self-report procrastination (Solomon &

Rothblum, 1984; Beswick et al., 1988).

While Solomon & Rothblum found that none of their indices of academic
performance were significantly correlated with self-report procrastination,
they propose that the finding could represent a ‘methodological artifact’.
Thus, while the PASS asked respondents to rate their general academic
procrastination (across all subjects), the performance criterion was final
grade in one specific subject, Psychology. The authors suggest that grades
in all subjects should have been embraced by the performance criterion, or

'aggregated', as Ajzen (1988) recommends.

Apart from this study, most of the small amount of documented research has
yielded small but significant negative correlations between procrastination
(both self-report and observed) and academic performance (e.g. Beswick et
al., 1988; Linke, 1980; Semb, Glick & Spencer, 1979), in lime with, vyet
understating, the ‘'enormous sabotaging effects' claimed by Ellis & Knaus

(1977, p.8).

Solomon & Rothblum (1984) found support for the two most important causes
of procrastination proposed by Ellis & Knaus, 'fear of failure' and 'low
frustration tolerance'. Their factor analysis on the second part of PASS,
which taps students' reasons for procrastination, yielded two factors:

"fear of failure' and 'laziness and task aversiveness', which separately
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accounted for 49% and 18% of the variance respectively. While both factors
correlated significantly with irrational cognitions, only ‘fear of failure'
was associated with high anxiety and low self esteem, consistent with the

distinction between these two cognitive causes of procrastination.

In a later study, Beswick et al. (1988) sought to explore the extent to
which procrastination results from indecision (Janis & Mann, 1977),
irrational beliefs (Ellis & Knaus, 1977) and low self esteem (Burka & Yuem,
1983). The correlations of these three antecedents with procrastination
(behavioural and self-report) were generally low but significant, collect-
ively accounting for less than 7% of the explained variance in behavioural
procrastination (defined as 'the time taken to submit a term paper') and
about 15% of self-report procrastination (on the PASS). Low self esteem

was the best predictor, albeit marginally.

While this study provides little support for the power of RET to explain
procrastination, it is worth noting three points. First, Rosenberg's scale
of self esteem comprises self-evaluative cognitions (e.g. 'I certainly feel
useless at times') which, in essence, amount to 'self-downing' as proposed
by Ellis & Knaus (1977). Therefore, besides assessing self esteem, the
scale can also be regarded as measuring the irrational belief of 'self-
downing', which is claimed by Ellis & Knaus to be a major cause of

procrastination.

Second, the Ellis Scale of Irrational Cognitions (MacDonald & Games, 1972)

is short, global and, therefore, less sensitive than a longer specific test

(Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994).
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Third, correlation analysis may not be most appropriate for the study of
irrational belief and procrastination. RET essentially hypothesises the
effects of extreme beliefs, that is, very high test scores; the effects of
jow to moderate scores on procrastination are unknown. Therefore, a weak
linear relationship between irrational beliefs and a predicted effect may

well mask a stronger non-linear relationship.

Beswick et al. (1988) recognise that their three theoretical approaches are
neither 'mutually exclusive' nor ‘contradictory’ and, therefore, conclude
that students who procrastinate tend to be indecisive, to hold irrational

beliefs and have low self-esteem.

Although Ferrari & Emmons (1994) found a non-significant correlation
between irrational belief and procrastination for university students, it
is pertinent that the measures they used for both variables were short and
global, lacking the context-specific sensitivity advised by Holtzworth-

Munroe & Stuart (1994).

For the present study, it was resolved to use a modified and expanded form
of the PASS as a self-report, study-specific measure of procrastination.
The first part of the PASS presents three ways, or areas of study, in which
students delay: writing essays, preparing for exams and reading. Because
there are other behaviours in which procrastination is also manifest, this
part was expanded into a 20 item questionnaire, ‘'How I Procrastinate'
(HIP), which examines delay in such areas as reviewing lesson notes, making
a start on study, consulting lecturers for help and concentrating in class
(appendix H). Most other items came from the present author's counselling

case notes. Some were also borrowed from the Delay-Avoidance subscale of
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the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes (SSHA; Brown & Holtzmann, 1967) .
The HIP provides a self-report procrastination score (Ps), the aggregate of
frequencies of delay in the 20 areas considered, which should assess
procrastination behaviour more representatively than the single-act

measures generated by the PASS (Azjen, 1988).

The second part of the PASS assesses the student's reasons for delay in
writing an essay. This part was utilised with only a few minor changes in
expression and content as a separate, 26-item, accompanying questionnaire,

'Why I Procrastinate', (WIP; appendix I).

A rating of observed procrastination (Po) by lecturers (appendix M) was
also planned for each student, embracing many measures of procrastination
behaviours (e.g. missed project and assignment deadlines, absence from
tests, classes and tutorial presentations), assessed for each of the
student's 4 or 5 subjects over a maximum of 7 months, again, consistent

with the principle of 'aggregation' (Azjen, 1988).

In accordance with RET, it was predicted that extreme irrational beliefs
would be associated with high procrastination, both self-report and
observed, and that the association would be stronger for study specific

irrationality (on BAS) than for general jrrationality (on the IBT).

1.8.2 Anxiety

Self-reported anxiety has been one of the most frequently used criteria of

irrational thinking in research on RET. The trait form of the State-Trait
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Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger et al., 1970) has often been the
chosen measure. The STAI comprises two corresponding 20-item scales for
state (S) and trait (T) anxiety. The trait form (STAIT) assesses how
people ‘generally' feel, their scores reflecting level of 'proneness to
anxiety' and ‘'tendency to perceive stressful situations as threatening'

(Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg & jacobs, 1983).

Spielberger et al. (1983) claim that the STAIT has good test-retest
reliability (r=.8 over 20 and 104 days for college groups) and internal
consistency (a=.9). It has also been extensively tested for validity,
demonstrating good differentiation between normal and clinical groups and
robust correlations with numerous other measures of anxiety and
psychological distress. The revised Y-form of the scale is claimed by the
authors to discriminate between anxiety and depression better than the
original X-form. However, high correlations are still found between
anxiety, measured on the STAIT, and depression on the BDI (Gotlib, 1984;

Hollon & Kendall, 1980).

The STAIT is known to correlate with tests of irrational belief (e.g. Lohr
& Bonge, 1981). However, these correlations have often been as high as
those between alternative measures of irrational belief, prompting Smith
(1982) to question the distinction between constructs of irrational belief
and anxiety, particularly considering the common content shared by the

STAIT and the IBT.

However, as discussed in section 1.5.4, recent studies support the
geparateness of the two constructs and the finding that irrational belief

predicts anxiety (Kassinove, 1986; Zuravski & Smith, 1987). Furthermore,
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Deffenbacher et al. (1986) have demonstrated that gpecific irrational
beliefs are associated with specific types of anxiety, providing the

discriminant validity sought by Smith (1982).

Considering the positive association consistently found between irrational
belief and self-report anxiety, it was predicted that irrational beliefs

about study (on BAS) would also be associated with anxiety (on the STAIT).

1.8.3 Depression

Like anxiety, self-report depression has also been employed as a variable
in numerous studies of irrational belief and found to be associated with it
(Hewitt & Dyck, 1986; LaPointe & Crandell, 1980; Nelson, 1977; Zurawski &
Smith, 1987). The Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck, Ward, Mendelson,
Mock & Erbaugh, 1961) is the most frequently used measure of self-reported
depression. For this study, the short form of the BDI (Beck & Beck, 1972)
was chosen because it is short and because it focuses mainly on cognitive

elements (appendix L).

In additionm, it was arqued that a questionnaire, such as the full-scale
BDI, labouring too heavily on somatic symptoms, might deter adult students
from completing it, as well as the accompanying stage 2 questionnaires,
merely by its threatening clinical content, thereby reducing the return
rate. Participation was considered already under threat due to the total

demands (5 questionnaires) of stage 2 on subjects.

Although Boyle (1985) questions the reliability and validity of most self-
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report measures of depression, including the BDI, both forms of the BDI
have been found to be highly correlated (Gould, 1982) and have high
internal reliability (Beck, Rile & Rickels, 1974) for college and
university students, although these properties were not found to be as
robust for clinically depressed subjects (Vredenburg, Krames & Flett,

1985).

Boyle's (1985) doubt about the validity of the BDI also contrasts with
considerable empirical evidence associating irrational Dbelief with
depression (on the BDI), as cited above. Hammen (1980) has also found high
correlations between depression on the BDI and depression rated geparately
from interviews. The BDI is reported by Beck & Beck (1972) to discriminate
well between depression and anxiety, however, Gotlib (1984), Hollon &
Kendall (1980) and Zurawski & Smith (1987) have found high correlations
between the two. It appears then, that self-report depression and anxiety

are not distinct.

The short form of the BDI consists of 13 items (mostly cognitive) from the
91-item full scale. Because of the short form's cognitive emphasis, Depue
& Monroe (1978) have argued that it is biased towards the milder forms of

depression, which are likely to prevail amongst college student groups.

In line with RET and the documented association between general measures of
irrational belief and self-reported depression, it was predicted that
irrational beliefs about study on BAS would also be associated with

depression on the BDI short form.
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1.8.4 Affect

As a third measure of emotionality, rarely used as a dependent variable in
studies of irrational belief, it was decided to include a negative affect
list, similar to that of Kassinove (1986) and another by Watson et al.
(1988). To a group of 70 adults, Kassinove (1986) administered a 60-item
Personal Beliefs Test (PBT), containing irrational beliefs without the
affective and behavioural impurities of the IBT, together with a mnegative
affect checklist comprising 9 negative feelings: sad, concerned, regretful,
annoyed, anxious, angry, quilty, depressed, upset. One of many findings
was that irrational belief was significantly associated with negative

affect (r=.44, p<.01).

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988)
consists of two 10-item factors of self-rated mood, which consistently
emerge, even cross culturally (Watson & Clark, 1984). One factor for
positive affect (PA) reflects the extent to which a person feels
enthusiastic, active and alert. High PA represents a state of 'high
energy, full concentration and pleasurable engagement'; low PA reflects
'gadness and lethargy'. The factor for negative affect (NA) represents
'subjective distress and- unpleasurable engagement', reflecting the self
descriptions: scared, afraid, upset, distressed, jittery, nervous, ashamed,
guilty, irritable and hostile. Low NA reflects a state of 'calmness and

serenity’'.

Watson et al. (1988) cite earlier research, their own and others', which
shows that NA (but not PA) is associated with stress, poor coping, health

complaints and unpleasant events. 1In contrast, PA (but not NA) is assoc-
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iated with social satisfaction and pleasant events. It has also been found
by Watson et al. (1988) and Watson & Clark (1984) that both self-report
anxiety (STAI) and depression (BDI) are significantly associated with
general psychological distress (high NA) and lack of pleasurable experience
(low PA). Because of this association between anxiety, depression and
negative affect, as well as the high correlation often found between
anxiety and depression (Gotlib, 1984), Watson & Clark (1984) have argued
for a general trait of ‘'negative affectivity', characterised by such

emotions as anxiety, anger, guilt and sadness.

Since the present investigation was exclusively concerned with dysfunct-
jonal emotion, purportedly elicited by irrational beliefs about study,
negative affect descriptors like those from the PANAS scale (high NA and
low PA descriptors) and Kassinove's list were considered appropriate for
use in relation to specific irrational beliefs about study. One advantage
of affect over anxiety and depression questionnaires, which reflect general
gtates or traits, is that affect ratings can be sought from respondents in

response to specific, unmet, irrational beliefs or dimensions.

A questionnaire, Feelings About Study (FAS), was devised to assess the
negative affect experienced by students when their extreme beliefs were not
met: see appendices C and J for pilot and final forms respectively. FAS
presents students with 48 items corresponding to those of BAS. Each FAS
item is presented as a hypothetically umnmet belief about study, requiring
respondents to rate their associated negative affect on a 7-point scale
ranging from '0' (not at all) to '6' (extremely). For each unmet belief,
for example, item 25: 'When I don't score 'A's, I feel ... ‘, students are

asked to rate how intensely they feel on thirteen negative affects:
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anxious, angry, depressed, upset, bored, guilty, irritated, dis-gusted,
embarrassed, foolish, helpless, frustrated, scared. These affects were
most frequently used voluntarily by respondents in the pilot study. They
also share much in common with the NA (and low PA) items of the PANAS scale

(Watson et al., 1988), as well as Kassinove's (1986) negative affect list.

From the discussion above, it was predicted that irrationmal belief about
study (on BAS) would be associated with negative affect (on FAS) and,
further, that negative affect would be associated with anxiety (on the

STAIT) and depression (on the BDI).

1.8.5 Perseverance

Although perseverance has usually been treated as a dichotomous variable
(completion versus withdrawal), degrees of withdrawal are possible for an
initially full-time adult matriculation student, which maintain the
possibility of successful matriculation. For example, a student might
begin full-time with five subjects and withdraw from two during the year,
incurring partial costs (disappointment, defered qualification, loss of
time and money), yet retain partial benefits (credit for three subjects and
reduced pressure from the reduced load). Perseverance for this student can

be quantified as 60%, the percentage of course completed.

Adult matriculants in South Australia can accrue their 5 subjects (4 for
those aged 30 years or more) from examinations in three separate Yyears,
wvhich need not be consecutive, according to the admission regulations of

the University of Adelaide.
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In assessing perseverance, it was decided to apply criteria similar to
those used in an earlier study on a similar population of students at the

same college (Linke, 1980). The following criteria were adopted:

1. Enrolment in a subject would require course payment and attendance in
at least one class, as defined by the South Australian Department of

Employment, Technical and Further Education (DETAFE).

2. Students withdrawing to accept late tertiary offers would be excluded
from the study, since such withdrawal actually amounts to accelerated

promotion.

3. Students transferring to another college to continue the course, or

withdrawing to continue privately, would be retained in the study.

4. Completion of a subject would require the award of a grade, whether
pass or fail, by the Senior Secondary Assessment Board of South
Australia (SSABSA). Thus, any student attending for the whole year,
but missing the final exam for unacceptable reasons (by SSABSA guide-
lines), would not receive a grade from SSABSA and would be deemed a

withdrawal.

In summary then, the perseverance of a fulltime adult matriculant was
defined as the final number of subjects completed (graded by SSABSA), as a
percentage of the number of subjects initially undertaken. In keeping with
RET, it was predicted that irrational belief would be associated with low
perseverance and that the association would be stronger for study-specific

irrationality (on BAS) than for general irratiomality (on the IBT).
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1.8.6 Grade Point Average

Grade point average (GPA), the average of marks, percentages or grades'from
a number of subjects, has been the traditional measure of academic perform-
ance. Lavin (1967) claims that GPA is ‘'unquestiomably an index of
competence in school work'. At the same time however, he draws attention
to the danger in comparing GPAs of students who take different subjects,
because of the inevitable variations in subject difficulty and assessment.
To correct for such variations, SSABSA rescales raw scores ('scaled marks'

with a maximum of 20) for the purpose of tertiary entrance.

In accordance with RET, it was expected that irrational belief would be
associated with low GPA and that the association would be stronger for
study-specific irrationality (on BAS) than for general irrationality (on

the IBT).

1.8.7 Aggregate

The aggregate of scaled marks can be advanced as a general measure of
performance which embraces both GPA and perseverance. Thus, a low
aggregate reflects low grades (GPA) and/or withdrawal from one or more
subject(s). As a criterion of performance, its use rests upon the notion
that, by and large, both GPA and perseverance have similar antecedents or

causes, as demonstrated by Astin (1971), and Pedrini & Pedrini (1978).

A similar criterion has been defended for an earlier group of adult
matriculation students (Linke, 1980) on the grounds that performance (GPA)

and perseverance (proportion of subjects completed) correlated separately
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and significantly with the same predictors. Students who lacked ability,
had poor study habits, were highly anxious, or were extremely unrealistic
about study, tended to either withdraw from subject(s) during the year or

perform poorly at the end of the year.

Whereas both kinds of students, low perseverers and low performers, are
captured by aggregate, only one kind is captured by perseverance or GPA
alone, resulting in the literal loss of predictor / criterion variance.
The pooling of more than one measure as a criterion of performance, where
justifiable, can also be advanced as an extension of the 'aggregation'
principle (Azjen, 1988), resulting in the same benefit, a more sensitive

and more representative criterion.

In accordance with RET, it was predicted that irrational belief would be
associated with low aggregates and that the association would be stronger
for study-specific irrationality (on BAS) than for general irrationality
(on the IBT). Considering all of the dependent variables, it was predicted
that high BAS scores would identify a group of 'at risk' students likely to
be low on aggregate (reflecting both perseverance and GPA) and high on
procrastination (self-report and observed), anxiety, depression and
negative affect. It was further predicted that high BAS scores would

identify students at risk more accurately than high IBT scores.
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2. IRRATIONAL BELIEF & MARRTIAGE

2.1 INTRODUCTTION

This section begins with a consideration of two of the major theories of
marital dysfunction, the interactionist / behavioural and the individual /
cognitive positions. Some limitations of the more popular interactionist
position are first addressed, including some confounding cognitive aspects.
The cognitive positiom is then examined in detail, with particular emphasis

on the relationship of irrational belief to marital satisfaction.

An argument was advanced for a new definitionm and a new test of irrational
belief, based upon a better theoretical base than that offered by RET.

It was argued that irrational belief is more validly and appropriately
defined as dissonance, using Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger 1957),
than as the traditional extreme belief, using Rational Emotive Theory

(Ellis, 1958).

It was proposed that the new measure should feature the refinements already
implemented in the questionnaire, 'Beliefs About Study' (BAS), mnamely,
content specificity, improved cognitive purity and reduced item redundancy.
It was asserted in chapter 1 that a test with these features should improve
upon many of the traditional general tests of irrational belief. In
addition, it was resolved that the new measure would assess dissonance as
well as extreme belief, to enable a comparison of the two as predictors of

marital dissatisfaction.
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2.2 MARTTAL DYSFUNCTION: MAJOR THEORTES

The two major approaches to the understanding of marital dysfunction are
the interactionist / behavioural and the individual / cognitive (Doherty,
1981a, 1981b; Fitzpatrick, 1988). While cognitive theories have been less
prominent than interactionist models (Fitzpatrick, 1988), cognition is now
resurfacing with increasing recognition as an important contributor to the
field (Bradbury & Fincham, 1992; Dryden, 1985). Recently, cognition has
even been found to operate within research assumed to be exclusively inter-
actional (Epstein, Pretzer & Fleming, 1987). Bradbury, Campbell & Fincham
(1995), Doherty (198la, 1981b), Epstein et al. (1987), Fincham & Bradbury
(1987b) and Jacobson & Margolin (1979) argue that both theories should be

embraced for a satisfactory analysis of marital dysfunction.

2.2.1 The interactionist position

Protagonists of the interactionist position (e.g. Arias & O'Leary, 1985;
Fitzpatrick, 1988) assert that marital dysfunction mainly arises from
destructive interpersonal communication and behaviour. The converse seems
to apply as well; that is, marital dissatisfaction predicts later conflict
style, as demonstrated in a longitudinal study by Noller, Feeney, Bonnell &
callan (1994), which also indicated that conflict style and marital
dissatisfaction are reciprocally related over time. Notwithstanding its
undeniable relevance to marital functioning and satisfaction (Bradbury et
al., 1995; Bradbury & Fincham, 1992; Noller, 1988; Russell & Wells, 1994),
the interactionist approach may well have enjoyed its prominence for at

least three additional but questionable reasons.
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Firstly, the consistently strong correlations found between self-report
measures of marital communication and marital satisfaction have often been
interpreted as evidence that faulty communication skills are the main cause
of marital distress, consequently calling for behavioural interventions
(Arias & O'Leary, 1985; Geiss & O'Leary, 1981; Fitzpatrick, 1988).
However, recent studies have found low correlations between husbands' and
wives' self-reports of their communication and between spouse reports and
observer ratings (Jacobson & Moore, 1981). Floyd & Markman (1983) have
also found evidence to suggest that the differences betveen spouses’
ratings of their own interactions and observer ratings are due to cognitive

biases of spouses, not those of observers.

Many studies have revealed the cognitive bias of spouses' recollections and
evaluations of their marital behaviour (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987a; Ross &
Sicoly, 1979; Thompson & Kelley, 1981). Considering such findings, Epstein
et al. (1987) question whether self-reports and observer ratings of marital
communication measure the same construct and whether strong correlations
between self-report measures of communication and marital distress imply
communication training as the primary intervention. They propose that
spouses' self-reports of communication reflect their ‘perceptions' rather
than actual communication, thereby confounding interactional research data
with a cognitive element and casting doubt om' the meaning of many inter-
actional research findings. They conclude that, since spouses' self-
reports of communication problems reflect cognitive biases rather than
actual communication, it is appropriate to consider cognitive intervention

as well as behavioural training.
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Secondly, what 1is presented as a communication problem in therapy often
appears to have other roots. Dryden (1985) reports that couples often
explain their marital problems as due to communication blocks which, in
reality, actually result from their hurt, anger and depression which, in
turn, stem from their own unfulfilled, ‘irrational' expectations of
marriage. In therapy, Bagarozzi & Anderson (1989) and Lazarus (1985) are
quick to focus on the ‘irrational beliefs' of spouses as well as their

presenting problems, claiming that the former usually cause the latter.

Thirdly, reductionistic adherence to one paradigm tends to generate both
explanations and solutions for marital distress from within that paradigm.
Interactionists (e.g. Arias & O'Leary, 1985; Fitzpatrick, 1988; Geiss &
0'Leary, 1981; Noller, 1988) typically rate communication problems as the
most frequent of marital problems, the most damaging toward marital
relationships which, therefore, warrant the dominant focus of marital

research and therapy.

Guthrie & Snyder (1988) and Christensen (1988) cite considerable evidence
of the recurring demands of distressed wives for more emotional expression,
attention, exchange of intimate information, expressions of love and
acceptance from their husbands. To account for these findings, as well as
a wide range of other empirical data, Noller (1988) proposes an inter-
actional 'demand-withdraw' paradigm for marital dysfunction whereby, in
conflict, husbands tend to withdraw, wives demand attention, men withdraw
further, wives demand more intensely and so om, in an escalating maladapt-
ive cycle. Gray (1990, p.111) agrees that men typically react to stress by
withdrawing into their thoughts to determine how to reduce that stress,

whereas women tend to react with an 'upsurge of feelings'.
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Interestingly, while Noller (1988, ©p.344) recognises that cognitive,
perceptual and attitudinal differences in husbands and wives contribute to
very different interaction behaviours, her interactionél paradigm for
marital discord neglects to pay due regard to the cognitive contributions.
Neither do her therapeutic solutions, which are largely of the behavioural
kind, ignoring those underlying extreme marital beliefs and expectations,
variously described by others as ‘'irrational' (Ellis, 1962, 1989b),
'unrealistic' (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), 'fallacious' (Hartim, 1977) and
'mythical' (Bagarozzi & Anderson, 1989; Bernard, 1986; Lazarus, 1985).
Bradbury & Fincham (1992) point out that, although behavioural studies have
revealed important aspects of marital interaction, they give 1little
consideration to spouses' premarital goals, expectations and their prior

experiences in the relationship.

Bradbury & Fincham (1992) acknowledge the well documented interactional
differences between distressed and non-distressed couples: their greater
exhibition of, reciprocation of, and reactivity to negative partner
behaviour, distressed wives being found particularly prone. For distressed
couples, it has been found that wives are more inclined than their husbands
to display and reciprocate negative behaviour (Floyd & Markman, 1983) and
to practise less effective problem-solving behaviour (Bradbury & Fincham,
1992). Bradbury & Fincham emphasise, along with Fitzpatrick (1988, p.11),
that very little research has been conducted to determine the factors which

contribute to these differences.
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2.2.2 The cognitive position

Fincham & Bradbury (1987b) and Bradbury and Fincham (1987) report that
research on the effect of cognition on close relationships has been
dominated by the notion of 'attribution', particularly the attribution to a
partner of 'cause' and 'responsibility' for marital problems and negative
behaviour. They see 'responsibility attribution' as originating from one's
'marital expectations' of one's partner and the subsequent 'mismatch
between actual and ideal behaviour'. In short, it is the attribution of

'responsibility' to one's partner for expectations unfulfilled.

This causal sequence has strong support from the clinical evidence that
irrational beliefs, or marital myths, are a major cause of marital discord
(Bagarozzi & Anderson, 1989; Bermard, 1986; Dryden, 1985; Ellis, 1962;
Ellis & Harper, 196la; Lazarus, 1985; Sager, 1976). Fincham & Bradbury
(1987b) suggest that, aside from 'attribution', 'unrealistic relationship
expectation' could be the major altermative cognitive variable. It is one

of the variables used in the present study.

2.2.3 The cognitive—interactionist position

The danger of reductionistic analysis while arguing largely within the
parameters of one theoretical approach is acknowledged by Bradbury &
Fincham (1992), Fincham & Bradbury (1987b) and Jacobson & Margolin (1979).
Baucom & Epstein (1990) and Doherty (198la, 1981b) urge the integration of
both cognitive and interactionist theories in researching and attempting to

explain marital discord. In a recent longitudinal study, Bradbury et al.
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(1995) demonstrated that changes in marital satisfaction are a function of
both intrapersonal and interpersonal factors. Doherty warns that an
exclusively psychological / cognitive approach to marriage is 1likely to
lose sight of the couple as a system, that is, 'miss the forest for the
individual trees'. Equally, an exclusively interactionist approach is

likely to 'miss the trees for the forest’.

Irrational marital beliefs distort the filtering, processing and appraising
of marital events in a dysfunctional manner (Kurdek, 1993). Dryden (1985,
p.203) presents a marital interaction model which embraces both cognitive
and behavioural elements. The model demonstrates that spouses make interp-
retations of each other's behaviour which, during marital disturbance, are
often coloured by irrational and evaluative thinking and, therefore, are
particularly prone to be faulty. Dryden calls upon Beck's et al. (1979)
notion of 'cognitive distortions' to explain how distressed partners make
errors in processing interpersonal information, thereby tending " to
perpetuate the disturbance. Callan, Galleis, Noller & Kashima (1991,

p.265) propose a similar model.

From a longitudinal study, Fincham & Bradbury (1987b) tentatively suggest
that relationship expectations give rise to causal and responsibility
attributions which, in turn, affect marital interaction and satisfaction.

Fitzpatrick (1988, p.10) criticises such attribution theories as ‘'static
models', because they assert that individuals assign cause and responsib-
ility to spouse behaviour, while failing to suggest 'why or even how such

processes operate'.

Bradbury & Fincham (1992) provide support for their cognitive-behavioural
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model. They found that spouses' mnegative attributions (particularly those
of wives) are related to less effective problem-solving behaviours, higher
rates of negative behaviour and tendencies to reciprocate negative partner
behaviour. Associations were stronger for distressed than non-distressed
wives, in keeping with the hypothesis that negative attributions contribute
to conflict behaviour and relationship dysfunction. In short, the roots of

communication problems are often likely to be cognitive, at least in part.

2.3 CLINICAL EVIDENCE

The clinical evidence for the contribution of irrational beliefs to marital
dissatisfaction and dysfunction is difficult to ignore. More than three
decades ago, Ellis & Harper (196l1a) and E1llis (1962) emphasised that
marital problems often stem from a large discrepancy between what partners
expect of marriage and what they receive from it. RET has been applied to
marriage and family counselling since its inception (Ellis, 1989b; Ellis &
Dryden, 1987). Ellis & Harper (196la, pp.17,18) have asserted that people
enter marriage

'with a basic set of assumptions, beliefs, attitudes or philosophies

of living' ... wusually 'prejudiced, unrealistic and illogical'.

When unmet, these irrational expectations are inevitably manifest in
neurotic behaviour by partners towards each other. V¥hile emphasising the
primacy of cognition in the aetiology of marital discord, BEllis & Harper
also recognise interaction. They assert that negative behaviour by one
partner will be reciprocated by the other, and so on, creating a 'vicious

circle' which serves to both maintain and escalate marital discord.
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Sager (1976, pp.4-6) too, reports that partners bring to their relation-
ship certain 'reciprocal expectations and obligations' about what they will
give to and receive from each other and the relationship. For Sager,
marriage ‘contracts' include all kinds of expectations, which are
‘expressed and unexpressed, conscious and beyond awareness' and deal with
all aspects of family life: money, power, sex, leisure, children, achieve-

ment and friends, to list but a few.

From clinical observation, Sager (1976, pp.108-132) proposes many marital
'behavioural profiles', each of which brings corresponding expectations
into play. For instance, 'romantic partners' expect to be the sole and
continual object of love, attention and romantic gesture, short of which
they feel denied, unloved and incomplete. 'Childlike partners' expect to
be cared for, protected, disciplined and guided, and become anxious and
insecure when they are treated otherwise. When a partner's expectations
are unmet, maladaptive emotion and behaviour follow, 'as though a real
agreement had been broken'. Contractual disappointments are seen by Sager

as a major source of marital discord.

Lazarus too regards marriage problems as arising largely from spouses'
mythical beliefs. 1In his book, 'Marital Myths' (1985, p.2) he claims that
most couples enter marriage with 'impossible dreams and unrealistic expect-
ations'. From 25 years of marriage and sex psychotherapy, he describes 24
'marital myths', such as the unrealistic belief that

' hushbands and wives should do everything together',

"having a child will improve a bad marriage',

"marriage can fulfil all dreams' and

'good spouses should make their partners happy'.
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When counselling a couple prior to marriage, he routinely asks each spouse
to create a 'job description' (for his / her partner) to establish marital
expectations. To improve an existing marriage, he considers the discarding
of such myths as the first step. Bagarozzi & Anderson (1989) and Jacobson
& Margolin (1979) similarly stress cognitive evaluation as part of the

initial assessment.

Hartin (1977, p.139) cites 'the expectations people bring to marriage' as
constituting the first of four major considerations for a happy marriage.
He sees spouses entering marriage with 'a script or role prescription’
which they expect their partners to act out (Hartin, 1993, p-43). VWhen a
spouse's partner departs from the script, the spouse is 'likely to become
angry, bewildered, frustrated or confused'. Colling (1981, p.23) reports
similar responses of spouses when their partmers fail to behave according

to the 'pictures' spouses have of them.

In summary, clinical evidence is persuasive and abundant that irrational
beliefs about marriage contribute heavily towards marital dissatisfaction
and discord. Nonetheless, as Frude (1979, p.34) notes,
‘Caution must be exercised in drawing any conclusions about theory
from the therapeutic success or failure of a theory-based technique.'
He warns that non-specified variables may also operate in an intervention
to influence therapeutic outcome. Consequently, research evidence is

needed to assess the effects of irrational belief on marital satisfaction.
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2.4 RESEARCH EVIDENCE

Empirical evidence which directly relates irrational belief to marital
digsatisfaction is scarce, but increasing. The first self-report test of
irrational beliefs about marriage, the Relationship Beliefs Inventory
(RBI), was produced by Epstein & Eidelson (1981), subsequently stimulating
a small number of investigations (Eidelson & Epstein, 1982; Emmelkamp,
Krol, Sanderman & Ruphan, 1987; Epstein et al., 1987; Fincham & Bradbury,
1987b; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Kurdek, 1991, 1993), which
generally support the association between irrational marital beliefs and

marital dissatisfaction.

Notwithstanding the paucity of direct evidence, an increasing body of
research is accumulating which, it is argued, relates irrational belief to
marital dissatisfaction indirectly via a mediating variable, 'attribution’
(Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b), referring to spouses' attribution to their

partners of negative marital behaviours, blame and intention.

Research evidence is considered below for three major cognitive predictor
variables, which are also employed in the present study: irrational belief,

attribution and self attributiom bias.

2.4.1 Irrational belief

Epstein & Eidelson (1981) devised the first Relationship Beliefs Inventory
(RBI), which specifically assesses irrational beliefs about marriage. The

three subscales of the RBI deal with the irrational beliefs: 'disagreement
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is destructive' (D), 'mindreading is expected' (M) and 'partners cannot
change' (C), themes they report to be commonly cited by marital and family

therapists as threats to marital satisfaction.

'‘Distressed’' couples (N=47), defined as such by low marital adjustment
scores on the Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and by their
participation in marital therapy, completed the RBI and a number of other
measures, including three subscales of general irrational belief from the
Irrational Beliefs Test (IBT; Jones, 1968): scale (1) 'Approval', scale (2)
'Performance' and scale (4) ‘Catastrophisation'. Amongst other findings,
it emerged that five of the six scales bore weak, but significant, negative
correlations with marital adjustment: for the RBI scales D (r=-.27, p<.056),
M (r=-.22, p<.05) and C (r=-.38, p<.01); for the IBT scales: (1) (r=-.24,
p<.05), (2) (r=-.27, p<.05) and (4) (r=-.18). Thus, neither scale was
highly associated with marital maladjustment; neither was the RBI
significantly better than the IBT overall. Regression analyses of marital
satisfaction on the sub-scales of both tests yielded a marginally higher
multiple correlation for the specific RBI (R=.4, p<.01) than for the
general IBT (R=.26, p<.06); however, the difference was not significant
(z=1.06, p<.29, using Fisher's r-to-z transformation) and neither test

explained sufficient variance for practical purposes.

In a similar subsequent study, Eidelson & Epstein (1982) expanded the RBI
from three to five scales, adding 'Sexual perfectionism' (S) and 'The sexes
are Different' (MF). The RBI was administered to 52 non-distressed and 48
distressed couples. As in the previous study, correlations between the RBI
scales and marital adjustment, for the combined group (N=200) of all

partners, were generally small and negative, but significant.
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In an independent study of 179 'clinical' couples, those who had volunt-
arily applied to Community Mental Health Centres for marital distress
treatment, and 414 ‘'non-clinical' couples (randomly selected from Dutch
communities), Emmelkamp et al. (1987) assessed the reliability and validity
of the RBI. Modest support was found for the RBI's construct validity.
Its internal consistency was low but adequate, although values of
Cronbach's alpha were probably artificially inflated because of the
considerable redundancy of subscale items. The RBI was found to be
unaffected by the social desirability response bias, and it proved to have
low but adequate test-retest reliability. Regretably, the RBI lacked
discriminant validity, since, on three of the five subscales, distressed
couples scored as less irrational than normal couples. However, the group
of couples randomly selected from the community, purportedly 'nonclinical’',
may well have included some who vwere experiencing marital distress, a

possibility not discussed by Emmelkamp et al..

Reverting to the original three scales of the RBI, Epstein et al. (1987)
administered it together with measures of communication, attribution and
marital satisfaction to 156 married subjects of mixed marital adjustment.
Correlations between the three RBI scales and marital satisfaction were
generally stronger than in previous studies (r=-.54, -.47 and -.49;
p<.001). Multiple regression analyses indicated that, while irrational
belief, communication and attribution overlapped considerably in predicting
marital satisfaction, each made unique contributions to the explained
variance, total contributions ranging from 53% to 72%, further confirming

the importance of cognition in explaining marital satisfaction.
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Using the RBI as their measure of irrational belief, along with measures of
negative attribution and marital satisfaction, in a longitudinal study of
34 couples, Fincham & Bradbury (1987b) replicated the gignificant negatiVe
correlation between irrational belief and marital adjustment for wives (r=-

.41, p<¢.01) and for husbands (r=-.31, p<.05).

In a five year longitudinal study of 222 newlyweds, assessed annually on
numerous variables including irrationmal marital belief on the RBI, Kurdek
(1993) found that high initial levels of irrational belief, for both
husbands and wives, predicted dissolution. Kurdek also found irrational
belief to be a 'relatively enduring predisposition', as evidenced by the

stability of irrationality scores over all annual assegsments.

While findings reported on the properties and usefulness of the RBI have
varied, they have consistently supported the association between irrational
belief and marital dissatisfaction. Nonetheless, it does appear that with
only three scales, each highly redundant in content, the RBI needs more
breadth, more dimensions of irrationality and a greater diversity of
content within each dimension for improved sensitivity to the variety of
irrational beliefs known to be held by distressed couples (Bagarozzi &
Anderson, 1989; Bernard, 1986; Dryden, 1985; Ellis & Harper, 1961; Hartinm,

1977, 1988, 1993; Lazarus, 1985; Sager, 1976).

Eidelson & Epstein (1982) have acknowledged from the outset that the RBI
was not inténded to provide a comprehensive assessment of all important
dysfunctional relationship beliefs, merely an ‘'initial step'. Epstein
(1982) recommends that a comprehensive assessment of marital expectations

should include unrealistic marital expectatioms (e.g. Epstein & Eidelson,
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1981; Jacobson & Margolin, 1979), as well as Ellis' (1962) general
irrational beliefs. These sources, together with other clinical evidence
(e.g. Hartin, 1977, 1993; Lazarus, 1985; Sager, 1976) were tapped for the
content of Beliefs About Marriage (BAM), the questionnaire devised for the

present study.

2.4.2 Attribution

Another concept springing from irrational relationship expectations is that
of attribution. It is widely agreed that spouses' misperceptions of their
partners' characters and motivations are highly important in the genesis
and maintenance of marital discord (Doherty, 1981a, 1981b; Jacobson &
Margolin, 1979; Jacobson, McDonald, Follette & Berley, 1985; James &
Wilson, 1986). Fincham & Bradbury (1987b, 1992, 1993) apply the notion of
'responsibility attribution' to the study of married couples. They define

'responsibility attribution' as embracing three basic elements:

1. a spouse's 'expectations' of his / her partner,
28 the spouse's perceived 'mismatch between actual and ideal behaviour',
3. and the spouse's 'attribution of blame' to his / her partner.

All of these elements have fundamental importance in the abundant clinical
evidence that irrational beliefs are a major cause of marital discord.
Consequently, research relating negative attribution to marital discord is
pertinent to the present study. In particular, the 'robust' association
found consistently between attribution and marital discord (Bradbury &
Fincham, 1992; Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b, 1993; Fincham, Beach & Nelson,

1987) augurs a similar prediction for the present study, since the
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questionnaire, Beliefs About Marriage (BAM), generates a measure of
'attributional dissonance', embracing Xkey elements of ‘'responsibility

attribution', as defined by Fincham & Bradbury (1987b).

2.4.3 Self attributional bias

As well as studying the concepts of irrational belief and attribution,
cognitive research has examined the notion of ‘'self attributional bias',
that is, spouses' biases in judgements of respomsibility for relationship
events. Ross & Sicoly (1979) found that spouses claimed greater contrib-
utions to both positive and negative marriage activities (e.g. preparing
meals, making financial decisions, causing arguments) than their partners

attributed to them.

In a later study, Thompson & Kelley (1981) related attributional bias to
marital satisfaction, revealing that satisfied spouses were more willing to

attribute 'good things' to their partners, than less satisfied spouses.

Fincham & Bradbury (1987a) elaborated on Thompson's & Kelley's finding.
They found that high marital satisfaction of spouses is associated with
higher self-attribution for negative events and lower self-attribution for
positive events, compared with the contributions attributed by partners.
That is, self attributional bias depends upon both marital satisfaction and
the kinds of events attributed. The questionnaire for the present study

(BAM) also generates a measure of self attributional bias.
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2.5 COGNITIVE DISSONANCE THEORY

It is proposed that the core postulate of Ellis' (1958) Rational Emotive
Theory (RET) is similar to that of Festinger's (1957) Cognitive Dissonance
Theory (CDT) and that RET is of narrower scope and less precisely defined
than CDT (Smith, 1982). Thus, RET can be embraced and replaced by CDT for
the study of irrational belief. In so doing, a superflous theory is
avoided (Aronson, 1992), along with its numerous definitional problems
(Cramer, 1993; Eschenroeder, 1982; Mahoney 1980, Rorer, 1989a; Ziegler,
1989) and its problematic self-report measures (Haaga & Davison, 1989;
Kassinove, 1986; Smith, 1982), which may largely explain why the empirical
evidence for RET is often regarded by independent scrutineers as equivocal
and, at best, only modestly supportive (Mahoney et al. 1989; Smith, 1982).
As discussed earlier in section 1.4, the equivocal, inconsistent, empirical

evidence seems to fall short of the strong, comnsistent, climical evidence.

In a critical review of the RET model, in which he criticises the looseness
and lack of rigour in RET constructs, Smith (1982) makes a rare appeal for
an alternative theory, namely Cognitive Dissonance Theory (CDT). In
reference to Wicklund's & Brehm's (1976) perspectives on CDT, he comments:

d perhaps well delineated social psychological principles
(e.g. Wicklund & Brehm, 1976) could provide a degree of

theoretical consistency and order to ... rational-emotive

techniques'

Like other cognitive consistency theories at the time, such as Osgood's &
Tannenbaum's (1955) 'Principle of Congruity' and Heider's (1958) 'Balance

Model', Festinger's Cognitive Dissonance Theory (CDT) rests axiomatically
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upon the gestalt notion of one's need for perceptual and cognitive
organisation. Festinger also cites Kelly's (1955) view of man as a
'scientist', who needs to make sense of his world. Lewin (1951) is
acknowledged too, for his idea that our perceptions and cognitions exist in

a 'dynamic field', exerting pressure on one another toward change.

For Festinger (1957, p.3), the term 'cognition' is used to embrace
‘any knowledge, opinion or belief about the environment, about
oneself or about one's behaviour'.
Festinger asserts that, whenever certain cognitions are inconsistent
(*dissonant') with another important cognition, an uncomfortable state of
tension ('psychological discomfort') 1is generated, which the person is

motivated to reduce, in the drive for consistency ('consonance').

Applying Festinger's theory to marriage, it would be expected that, when a
spouse holds the belief (B), "We should always agree", which is discrepant
('*dissonant') with the perceived reality (R), "We rarely agree", the

discrepancy ('cognitive dissonance') between B and R would

1. generate 'psychological discomfort' (e.g. anxiety, anger),
2. motivate the person to reduce the dissonance and discomfort, and
3. the amount of dissonance and discomfort would be a function of

a. the 'importance' of the dissonant cognition(s), as well as
b. the 'proportion of dissonant to consonant cognitions'.
The spouse would try to reduce dissonance and discomfort,
1. by changing dissonant cognitions
e.g. accepting a few differences or disagreements as the norm.
2. by adopting new consonant cognitions

e.g. focusing more on the other's good features.
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3. behaviourally

e.g. seeking counselling, practising better conflict resolution.

2.5.1 CDT and RET: A Comparison

The proposition that CDT is paradigmatically similar to RET for the study
of irrational belief, but with broader scope and better theoretical
framework, is based upon the following comparison of the two theories on
seven dimensions: basic elements, paradigms, motivation, magnitude of
discomfort, the subject's response, therapy and constructivism versus

rationalism, as summarised in table 1.

2.5.1.1 Basic elements

CDT and RET rest on their basic elements: 'cognition' and 'irrational
belief' respectively. Unlike Festinger's (1957) notion of ‘'cognition', the
definition of ‘irrational belief' has been severely criticised as 'unclear’
(Mahoney, 1979; Smith, 1982), 'circular' (Lazarus, 1989; Rorer, 1989a) and
'variable' (Rorer, 1989a; Smith, 1982). Ellis (1989a) concedes that these
criticisms have some justification. In applying modern RET to the above

marriage situation, the irrational belief (IB) might be typically expressed

as: "We should always agree and, when we don't, I can't stand it". This
statement embraces belief (B = 'We should always agree'), a perceived
reality (R = "... we don't"), an implied discrepancy or dissonance between

that belief (B) and reality (R) and a resulting negative evaluation ("I

can't stand it").
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TABLE 1

Cognitive Dissonance Theory versus Rational Emotive Theory

COGNITIVE DISSONANCE

RATIONAL EMOTIVE

THEORY (CDT) THEORY (RET)
1.
BASIC COGNITION includes any IRRATIONAL BELIEF (IB) is
ELEMENT - belief (B) defined to include:
- opinion - extreme rigid belief
- knowledge - dissonance
about: - evaluation
- oneself
- one's behaviour [definitions vary)
- one's environment
2.
PARADIGHM dissonance irrational belief
{B-R) IB
v attempted v rational
discomfort dissonance emotion emotive
E —» reduction E ——» therapy
3.
MOTIVATION | People need consistency.
They attempt to {no key statement]
- reduce dissonance
- increase consonance
4. Magnitude of dissonance &
MAGNITUDE discomfort is related to
OF - importance of B [no key statement]
DISCOMFORT - ratio dissonant Bs
consonant Bs
5. Subject attempts to reduce
PREDICTED dissonance & discomfort by
SUBJECT'S - changing dissonant Bs [no key statement]
RESPONSE - adding consonant Bs
- behavioural change
6. CDT can embrace RE Therapy cognitive restructuring
THERAPY (both elegant & inelegant) ('elegant' RET)
cognitive/behavioural therapy
('inelegant’' RET)
1.

‘constructivist’

‘'rationalist’
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As argued in chapter 1, the crucial element of discrepancy ('dissonance')
in the current RET definition of 'irrational belief' is not captured by the
traditional self-report tests, such as the general Irrational Beliefs Test
(IBT; Jones, 1968) and the specific Relationship Beliefs Inventory (RBI;
Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), which are designed to measure the extremeness of

belief only (Hovland & Alsaker, 1986).

In the case of marriage, it is reported from clinical evidence (Bagarozzi &
Anderson, 1989; Dryden, 1985; Ellis & Harper, 1961; Hartin, 1977, 1993;
Lazarus, 1985: Sager, 1976) that spouses commonly enter marriage with
unrealistic expectations (e.g. 'We should always agree'). When their
unrealistic expectations are not met, they are likely to experience
dissatisfaction and emotional and behavioural dysfunction. Thus, in CDT
terms, unrealistic expectations are likely to be 'dissonant' with perceived
reality and, when they are, they produce 'psychological discomfort’
(Aronson, 1989, 1992; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989a; Elliot & Devine, 1994;
Festinger, 1957; West & Wickland, 1980; Wickland & Brehm, 1976). It is the
dissonance, the unmet expectation, which does the damage, not extreme
expectation per se, even though extremeness of expectation makes dissonance

more likely in a purely statistical sense.

This distinction is further supported by those clinicians (e.g. Hartin,
1977, 1993; Sager, 1976) who recognise that, while happy couples are found
to have much in common, they can also vary considerably in what they want
of each other. For instance, one spouse might have an extreme need for
approval, receive a lot and be happy, in line with CDT but contrary to RET.
Another spouse might be satisfied with occasional approval, but receive

none at all and be unhappy, again, in line with CDT but contrary to RET.
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Unhappiness here is directly related to dissonance, consistent with CDT,

and inversely related to extreme expectation, contrary to RET.

At least one study has sought to measure irrational belief by other than
extreme belief. Hovland & Alsaker (1986) devised a scale of twelve items
which included elements of dissonance and emotional consequence, more fully
reflecting the current notion of irrational belief. For example, their
'demand for approval' item was framed as follows.
'I feel 1insecure, begin to worry or become upset when I
experience not being approved of, accepted or loved. '
Here, the implicit belief (B) was the need or demand for acceptance, the
reality (R) was non-acceptance and the discrepancy or dissonance between
the two (B-R) made the respondent upset (the emotional consequence) .
Respondents were asked to rate the frequency with which they experienced
the presented paradigm on a scale from 0 to 5, high scores reflecting high

levels of irrationality.

Hovland & Alsaker also devised a corresponding scale of 12 extreme rigid
beliefs, in the traditional RET vein. Thus, the 'demand for approval' item
was expressed as:

"It is absolutely necessary for me to be approved of, accepted

or loved.'
The two irrationality scales and a self-report scale of psychopathology
were administered to 199 undergraduate students. In terms of both internal
consistency and construct validity, the dissonance scale vas found to be
'more promising'. Its correlations with all nine psychopathology subscales
were significant (r=.25 to .55, p<.01), and consistently higher than those

for the corresponding traditional scale.
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Unfortunately, the possibility of common content between the dissonance
scale and the psychopathology scale was not addressed by Hovland & Alsaker.
Common content would have artificially inflated the correlation between the
two self-report measures (Smith, 1982). In addition, it may be difficult
to know whether respondents genuinely experience the paradigms presented,
or simply acquiesce to their suggestive appeal (Jacobson et al., 1985).
Finally, the inclusion of emotional consequence in the paradigmatic items
follows the unacceptably circular definition that irrational belief causes
negative emotion by definition (Rorer, 1989a), as Ellis (1989a) himself
concedes. It would be interesting to assess the instrument's performance
with that confounding element (the emotional consequence) omitted, simply
leaving a type of dissonance scale. In the present study, irrational
belief was defined as the discrepancy between subjective belief and

perceived reality.

2.5.1.2 Paradigms

Because of the dissonance element in irrational belief, the RET paradigm
(irrational belief causes negative emotion) is, at first, basically similar
to that of CDT (the discrepancy between belief and perceived reality causes
psychological discomfort). Thereafter, the tw& theories part, in that CDT
addresses the subject's motivation to reduce dissonance, while RET attends
to therapeutic strateqgy, perhaps predictably, since it grew from and
continues to emphasize clinical application over theoretical tightness. By
Ellis' own admission (Ellis, 1989b, p.223), the 'principal focus (of RET)

is therapy'.
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2.4.1.3 Motivation

CDT predicts that dissonance will not omly cause a subject to experience an
aversive 'psychological discomfort' (Aronson, 1989, 1992; Berkowitz &
Devine, 1989a; Elliot & devine, 1994; Festinger, 1957), but motivate the
subject to reduce that discomfort by reducing the dissonance which caused
it. Like CDT, RET predicts the discomfort and general dysfunction, but
sidesteps the subject's motivation to reduce dissonance, attending instead
to therapeutic implications. 2iegler (1989) rates RET as 'low' on
‘comprehensiveness' partly because, as a theory of persomality, it fails to
address motivation. Ellis (1989a) accepts Ziegler's criticism. Although
the subject's motivation does not form a basic tenet of RET, one fleeting
recognition of the notion appears in the book, 'Overcoming Procrastination’
by El1lis and Knaus (1977, p.63), where the authors state:

'wanting x and getting less... (causes) frustration (which)...

motivates one to reduce that frustration',

a comment which essentially mirrors the fundamental CDT paradigm.

2.5.1.4 Magnitude of discomfort

CDT postulates that the magnitude of dissonance and the associated
psychological discomfort are a function of both the 'importance' of the
subject's cognition and the ‘'proportion of relevant elements that are
dissonant' with the cognition in question (Festinger, 1957, pp.16-17).

What CDT has defined explicitly about the magnitude of dissonance and the
degree of associated discomfort, RET has ignored, assumed, implied or, at

most, given cursory mention (Kassinove, 1986). One such mention comes from
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Dryden (1985, p.201) in regard to marital incompatibility from an RET
perspective; he makes the comment:
‘Generally, the more Important the area (of incompatibility), the

greater the dissatisfaction'.

Although RET provides no core statement equivalent to that of CDT
(Kassinove, 1986), it seems generally implicit in RET literature, that the
more extreme and rigid the belief (and, hence the more important), the
greater is the resulting dysfunction. Rorer (1989b) also asserts that
'importance' is implied by the evaluation which characterises irrational

belief.

2.5.1.5 Subject’'s response

CDT predicts that a subject will automatically try to reduce dissonance and
the associated emotional discomfort, unlike RET, which posits no equivalent
process, being more concerned with therapist strategy instead. According
to CDT, dissonance with a certain important cognition motivates one to
alter dissonant beliefs, take on new consonant beliefs or change behaviour,
each toward consonance with the important cognition in question.
Unfortunately, one of the most common criticisms of CDT has been the
ambiguous prediction of dissonance-reducing effects (e.g. Brown, 1965).
Eagly (1992) considers that the initial decline in the popularity of all
broad theories from social psychology, including CDT, was

‘the failure of theories to encompass the detail of the empirical

findings that they helped inspire.'
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In regard to that criticism, it has been emphasised by Aronson (1992) and
West & Wickland (1980) that investigators need to nominate in advance which
method of dissonance reduction will be adopted, as well as the conditions
under which it is likely to occur. Festinger himself (1957) provided one
guide, namely, that some cognitions are more resistant to change than
others. An important prior decision (e.g returning to study or getting
married) is especially resistant to change, particularly when the decision-
maker feels 'responsible' for that decision (West & Wickland, 1980).
Dissonance reduction will then occur via other less resistant cognitions,

for example, by modifying counter-cognitions.

A common method of reducing marital dissonance, emphasised by clinicians,
is for partners to 'revise' their unrealistic marital expectations (Hartin,
1977, p.22), to modify them 'in line with their experiences’ (Dryden, 1985,
p.201), thereby reducing 'ideal / perceived spouse discrepancy' (Bagarozzi
& Anderson, 1989, p.9%4). That is, initial marital expectations tend to
converge towards marital realities, in line with Festinger's (1957) post-

decision dissonance effect.

2.5.1.6 Therapy

While RET is more a theory about therapy and personality change than of
general personality (Ellis, 1979c; 1989a), CDT has also been widely applied
therapeutically. Brehm (1976) devotes two chapters of her book, 'The
Application of Social Psychology to Clinical Practice', to the clinical
applications of CDT. She comments (p.116) that,

'digssonance has beem found to be applicable to so many human

77



behaviours that it would be strange Iindeed 1if it did not apply to
those very human behaviours of Iimportance in therapy'.
Dissonance techniques have been successfully applied in many therapeutic
areas, such as helping clients lose weight (Axsom & Cooper, 1981), reduce

phobias (Cooper, 1980) and resolve marital conflicts (Richard, 1985).

Brehm (1976) proposes that Frank's (1973) view of psychotherapy, as essent-
jally an attitude change paradigm, is in keeping with CDT and is therefore
readily explicable in CDT terms. Bagarozzi & Anderson (1989, p.27) argue
that all psychotherapy, whatever the underlying school of thought, involves
the therapist as a facilitator / provider of cognitive restructuring and
behavioural change directed at reducing the client's dissonance. In
particular, ‘'elegant' RET, the therapist's disputation (D) of the subject's
irrational beliefs (stage 'D' of Ellis' ABCDE model) to promote and
facilitate the client's effective (E) functioning (stage 'E'), simply
amounts to facilitation of the subject's cognitive restructuring towards

consonance, in CDT terms.

The use of behavioural methods to change cognition and affect ('inelegant'’
RET), is also readily accomodated by CDT (Brehm, 1976; Festinger, 1957),
perhaps more readily than by RET itself, since RET rests upon the primacy
of cognition as a 'basic tenet', as claimed by Ellis himself (1989b),
although elswhere (Ellis, 1989a, p.211), he insists that RET has become
interactionist, commenting that,

'RET has not yet developed its own detailed theory of how emotions

and behaviours influence or cause thinking, but accepts (at least

tentatively) others' formulations of such theories'.

However, Mahoney et al. (1989) remain unconvinced by Ellis' rationale.
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2.5.1.7 Constructivism versus rationalism

It is argued that CDT is concerned with the subjective discrepancy between
personal marital expectations and perceived realities in accordance with a
‘constructivist' position, while RET imposes absolute criteria of extreme

marital expectations according to a 'rationalist' position.

As reported in section 1.2.5, Ellis (1989b) posits RET as an ‘'existential,
phenomenologically oriented therapy'. Contrary to Ellis' claim, Mahoney
(1980) and Wessler (1992) assert that, in RET, a client is taught to take
on the therapist's notion of what is 'rational'. Consequently, they see
RET as a 'rationalist' theory, which assumes that 'absolutistic musts'
(Ellis, 1989b), in fact ‘'all dogmatic beliefs' (Rorer, 1989b), are
irrational and necessarily cause emotional disturbance. In contrast, a
‘constructivist' theory asserts that individuals are co-constructors of
their own private realities (Mahoney, 1991). Accordingly, a given spouse
behaviour might be construed as totally unacceptable by partner X, vyet

within acceptable limits by partmer Y. Thus, X is disturbed, Y is not.

Many clinicians claim that, while the marital expectations of happy couples
tend to have much in common, they can also vary a great deal too. Hartin
(1993, p.2) sees every marriage as unique. He comments that
'Events which might shatter one marriage prove to be the cement which
binds another together. Marriages which were expected to last only a
few years go on and on, while others which seemed to be the epitome
of stability fall apart.'
In other words, partners vary considerably in their expectations of each

other, their circumstances, and their personalities. Arguing similarly
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from clinical experience, Sager (1976, p.109) rejects the idea of ‘'one
paradigm' for marital relationships, claiming that ‘'any two persons must
find the way that works best for them at that point'. It is this variation
which calls for a 'constructivist', rather than a 'rationalist' framework
(Mahoney, 1980, 1991; Mahoney et al. 1989; Wessler, 1992), thereby

accomodating subjective constructions of experience.

It is proposed that CDT, as applied in the present study, comes closer to
'constructivism' than RET. While RET postulates that certain extreme
beliefs necessarily lead to misery (the ‘'rationalist’ position), CDT
predicts that it is the discrepancy (‘dissonance') between subjective
belief (not necessarily extreme) and perceived reality (not absolute) which
leads to misery. Since this notion of dissonance draws upon subjective
beliefs and realities, not absolute extremes thereof, it is in keeping with
a 'constructivist' position, which can take account of the ideosyncratic
expectations and perceived realities of marriage partners (Dryden, 1985;

Hartin, 1977).

From the comparison above, it is proposed that, for the study of irrational
belief, CDT is fundamentally similar to RET, yet more widely applicable and
more sharply and comprehensively defined theoretically, rendering RET

unnecessary as a separate theory.

2.5.2 CDT Revised

A later version of CDT ‘'quite similar to the original' (West & Wickland,

1980), stipulates two necessary conditions for the arousal of dissonance:
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1. that some 'prior decision' (e.g. to marry, to return to study) forms
a cognitive focus which is highly resistent to change and

2. that the subject feels 'responsible' for that decision.

'Responsibility' is defined to mean that the decision is a 'free choice’

with 'foreseen' consequences and / or, that ‘central aspects of the self'

(e.g. abilities, traits) are invested. West & Wickland (1980, p.79) assert

that some failures to find dissonance reducing effects in the past can be

attributed to the absence of these 'mecessary' conditionms.

Cooper & Fazio (1984) have argued that it is the self-attribution of
responsibility for an aversive consequence which generates the motivational
basis of dissonance, whether behaviour and beliefs are discrepant or not;
Eagly (1992) agrees. From a study aimed at testing this claim, Scher &
Cooper (1989) conclude that discrepancy is neither necessary nor sufficient
for dissonance to be aroused in some situations. However, they aléo
concede that their study could be construed otherwise, namely, that it may
not preclude discrepancy as a necessity for the arousal of cognitive
dissonance. Berkowitz & Devine (1989b) suggest that, without the basic
element of discrepancy, the Cooper & Fazio (1984) reformulation of CDT

'should be called something else'.

Aronson (1968, 1989, 1992) proposes that CDT makes its clearest predictions
when expectancies about the self are involved, that is, when one's ‘'self-
concept’' is at stake. Following Aronson, it is proposed that when one
enters marriage with unrealistically high self-expectations, only to find
that personal behaviour falls short of expected standards, the discomfort
of dissonance is likely to elicit attitudinal or behavioural change toward

consistency with self-concept, that is, toward consonance. Consonance is
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also likely to be sought when one feels undervalued or mistreated by ome's
partner relative to initial expectations. A common revelation occurring
automatically amongst newlyweds, as well as by distressed spousés in
therapy, is that initial expectations are idealistic and too high to be
maintained, that lower more realistic standards are appropriate (Bagarozzi

& Anderson, 1989; Dryden, 1985; Ellis & Harper, 196la).

Berkovitz & Devine (1989b) question whether the conditions purported to be
'necessary' for dissonance reactions are indeed necessary, suggesting
instead that they may simply 'facilitate or intensify the dissonance
reaction'. They cite early studies which yielded dissonance reactions in
the absence of the 'necessary' conditions advanced by Cooper & Fazio (1984)

and West & Wickland (1980).

The present study need not be confounded by the above controversy, since
marriage can be considered to satisfy these 'necessary' conditions anyway.
Spouses have made an important 'prior decision', for which they feel
'responsible' with aspects of the 'self' (e.g. abilities, judgement, self-
esteem) at stake. Therefore, a spouse's initial, extreme expectations of
marriage, when discrepant with perceived marital realities, are likely to

produce psychological discomfort manifest as marital dissatisfaction.

2.5.3 CDT minitheories

While CDT is not without its controversies and critics (e.g. Brown, 1965),
many still regard it as a long and well established theoretical framework

(Aronson, 1989, 1992; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989a, 1989b; Elliot & Devine,
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1994; Smith, 1982; West & Wickland, 1980). It is argued that CDT can
gsubsume RET, a claim Aronson (1992) makes for 'a plethora of interesting
minitheories', which have recently emerged in social psychology. To
illustrate, he lists 8 self-concept theories (e.g. self-affirmation theory,
Steele, 1988; self-discrepancy theory, Higgins, 1987), claiming that

'with a little work, every one of them can be contained under the

general rubric of dissonance theory...'

Other 'minitheories' could be added to Aronson's list. Chess' & Thomas'
(1984) 'qoodness of fit' theory seeks to explain the origin and evolution
of behaviour disorders. Their model is strikingly similar to CDT. It even
coins the terms 'dissonance' and 'consonance' which, defined approximately
as in CDT. According to this theory, and much like CDT, 'dissonance' means
'‘poorness of fit' between a child's capacities, motivations, behaviour and
its environmental demands and expectations, creating excessive stress and

subsequent behaviour problems.

Another apparent CDT 'minitheory', the 'cognitive matching hypothesis' by
Bagarozzi & Anderson (1989), asserts that people enter marriage with pre-
conceived 'conjugal myths' about an ideal spouse and marriage. Central to
their theory is the argument (p.94) that

'... congruence between one's ideal spouse and one's perceived spouse

plays an important role in determining one's satisfaction ...'
According to this theory, when perceived marital reality is 'dissonant'
with the ideal, particularly the more 'important' aspects, dissatisfaction

results. The meanings and implications of the terms 'dissonance’ and

'importance' in the 'cognitive matching hypothesis' are just as in CDT.
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Aronson (1992) demonstrates that certain supposedly 'mew' findings were
predicted over three decades ago by Festinger using CDT. He expresses
disappointment that recent theories related to CDT, such as ‘'biased
assimilation' by Lord, Ross & Lepper (1979), have become ‘insulated' from
CDT. While Lord (1989) and Cooper & Fazio (1989) claim that CDT does not
account for the findings of Lord et al., Berkowitz & Devine (1989b) align
with Aronson (1989) and cite other ‘'eminent dissonance researchers’,

including Festinger, who do see the findings as relevant to CDT.

Berkowitz & Devine (1989a) assert that CDT currently receives less

attention within the cognitive orientation of social psychology because:

1. motivational theories are currently out of favour,

2. 'big picture' ('synthetic') approaches are less popular than the
narrow 'condition-seeking' ('analytic') strategies,

3n researchers' personal motivations, such as the ‘'desire to be

innovative', steer their attention away from existing theories.

Aronson (1989) agrees closely with Berkowitz & Devine, yet he concedes the
importance of both the ‘'analytic' and 'synthetic' approaches in research.
Nonetheless, he notes an absence of the latter in recent times, lamenting
that 'hardly anyone' is trying to find the common ground among the modern
'minitheories' (Aronson, 1992). Following the 'synthetic' approach, it is
arqued that CDT can embrace RET as well as the recent rash of self-concept
theories and other 'minitheories' (Bagarozzi & Anderson, 1989; Chess &

Thomas, 1984; ) cited above.

It is accepted by many (e.g. Berkowitz, 1980; West & Wickland, 1980) that

CDT has correctly predicted many unexpected dissonance reducing effects in
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a wide variety of natural and laboratory settings. It has been described
as the most influential of social psychological theories and the stimulus
of most research (West & Wickland, 1980). Goldstein (1980) regards CDT as
the most widely applicable theory and the most interesting one, because of

its prediction of unexpected results.

Although numerous revisions (e.g. Aronson, 1968; Brehm & Cohen, 1962) and
alternative explanations (e.g. Bem, 1967; Cooper & Fazzio, 1984) have been
put forward, Festinger's (1957) original formulation is still regarded as
gustainable (Aronson, 1992; Berkowitz, 1980; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989%a;

Elliot & Devine, 1994; West & Wickland, 1980).

While the huge amount of research on CDT unequivocally demonstrates that
the dissonance state involves heightened arousal, Elliott & Devine (1994)
make the point that omly a few studies have sought to demonstrate the
'psychological discomfort' associated with dissonance and, similarly, that
only a few have attempted to demonstrate the elimination of dissonance by a
reduction strategy. Both concepts were originally put forward by Festinger
(1957). Elliot & Devine (1994) lay claim to the first systematic, direct
attempt to demonstrate both principles. Their findings further support
Festinger's original CDT. - In the present study, marital dissatisfaction,

or unhappiness, was the adopted index of 'psychological discomfort'.

Ellis' RET has made a huge contribution to the study of irrational belief:
to clinical application, to therapeutic methods and materials, to the sheer
weight of literature generated, to the stimulation of research and, indeed,
to the cognitive / behavioural movement generally, which has gained

increasing impetus over the last three decades.
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Notwithstanding its impact upon cognitive-behavioural psychology, RET is
criticised for its vague theoretical constructs, its loose and variable
definitions, its questionable measures, its equivocal and, at best, modest
empirical support, and its rationalist form. As arqgued above, it is
proposed that CDT is more sharply defined, more complete and more widely
applicable, such that it can subsume RET. It is further asserted that
irrationality is better defined as dissonance than as the traditional
extreme belief, because it avoids the definitional problems, the systematic
errors 1in traditional irrational belief tests and the inappropriate

rationalist constraints associated with RET.

2.6 'BELIEFS ABOUT MARRTAGE' QUESTIONNATRE

The second half of this study involves the development of a questionnaire,
'Beliefs about Marriage' (BAM). BAM asks respondents to rate both their
belief (B) and perceived reality (R) in relation to some marital idea,
event or behaviour concerning themselves (e.g. 'my honesty'), their partner
(e.g. 'my partner's financial competence') or their marriage (e.g. 'mostly

romance or day-to-day practicalities?').

Content for BAM (appendix T) was based largely on the extreme unrealistic
expectations of marriage, also referred to as 'marital myths' (Ellis &
Harper, 1961a; Dryden, 1985; Lazarus, 1985), 'conjugal myths' (Bagarozzi &
Anderson, 1989), ‘'fallacies of marriage' (Hartin, 1993) and 'unrealistic
relationship beliefs' (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), which are often held by

individuals entering marriage.
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One hundred individual beliefs (B1 to B100), together with corresponding
realities (R1 to R100), were grouped into 10 a priori sub-scales, each with
10 items. Although the sub-scales are described as a priori, they also
have some empirical support, since all but two of them reflect themes from
the sub-scales of Jones' (1968) Irrational Beliefs Test (IBT), which are
based upon Ellis' (1962) 10 core irrational beliefs. These subscales are:
1. 'Approval', 2. 'Performance', 3. 'Morality', 4. "Catastrophisation’, 7.

'Avoidance', 8. 'Dependence', 9. 'External Locus', and 10. 'Ideality’.

The other two subscales are 5. 'Uniqueness' and 6. 'Altruism', borrowing
mainly from the clinically generated marital myths, which are documented by
Bernard (1986), Dryden (1985), Ellis & Harper (196la), Epstein & Eidelson
(1981), Hartin (1977, 1993), Katz & Liu (1988) and Lazarus (1985). These

'myths' also provide material for the other subscales.

1. 'Approval' items examine the need for overt affirmation and
approval for one's opinions, sexual performance, domestic and parent-
ing contributions. From clinical experience, Gray (1990, p.167)
notes that women, in particular, need ongoing ‘signs, symbols and

verbal reassurance that they are loved'.

2. 'Performance' items deal with the need for things to be done
well: home duties, social behaviour, sexual activity and financial

management.

3. '‘Morality' items assess the need for a strict code of moral
conduct in relation to general honesty, fidelity, sexual fantasy and

gsexual activity. Lazarus (1985, pp. 24,49) and Bernard (1986, p.101)
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regard complete or compulsive honesty and openness as a mythical
ideal, which is often actually damaging to a relationship. Katz &
Liu (1988, p.3) see as unrealistic the expectation of 'never being

sexually attracted to anyone else’.

'‘Catastrophisation' assesses the tendency to generalise
isolated, minor and transient difficulties, such as a disagreement a
sexual rejection or a minor mistake, as major, global disasters.

This faulty information processing is similar to the systematic
errors of 'overgeneralisation' and 'magnification' claimed by Beck et

al. (1979) to create and maintain depression.

'"Uniqueness' items tap the notion that one's relationship is
exclusive in terms of mutual understanding, confidentiality and being
perfectly in tune. Partners are made for each other; no other
partner could do. Ellis asserts that notions of such exclusiveness
are 'irrational' (Bernard, 1986, p.90). Hartin (1977, pp. 24, 25)
too, claims that people characteristically believe that there is 'one
right partner' for them, that their partners possess 'qualities found
in no other ...'. Hartin (1977, p.46) cites comments from divorcees,
which typify the expectation of a unique marriage, such as,

"I thought that conflicts and things going wrong were only in

bad marriages", and "I expected ... our marriage would be

different".

The 'mind-reading fallacy', that spouses automatically know what each
other thinks and feels, without communication, also tends to co-exist

with the uniqueness expectation (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981; Epstein et
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al., 1987; Hartin, 1977; Lazarus, 1985). Sager (1976) describes the
unrealistic 'romantic partner' as one who expects to be the sole and
continual object of love, attention and romantic gesture. Gray
(1990, p.172) observes that women particularly

'love to be singled out and treated specially by the men 1in

their lives'.

In describing the illusory features of 'false love' (unrealistic
marital beliefs), Katz & Liu (1988) include the expectations of
finding the one right partner, never needing anyone else and rarely

wanting to be apart.

'Al truism' assesses the requirement that one's partner and one's
marriage should come before all else: before oneself, one's friends,
one's relatives, one's personal interests. In short, one should live
for one's partner. Similarly, spouses expect altruistic priority
from their partners. Spouses' expectations that their partners
should always accomodate their wishes, change for them, and give them
priority is seen by Lazarus (1985, pp.125-129) as a marital myth. He
commonly finds that spouses expect to be considered first, to be at

the centre of their partners' universes.

'Avoidance' measures one's preference to avoid conflict, dis-
agreement, justifiable objections and protests. It reflects non-
assertiveness and the 'fallacy' (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981; Hartin,

1977) that disagreement and conflict are bad and should be avoided.

'Dependence’ assesses the need to depend on one's partner for
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10,

personal happiness, security, emotional support, one's sense of
identity, one's reason for being. Hartin (1977, p.20) asserts that
some see marriage as a 'panacea' for all emotional ills, that it will
'bring an end to personal loneliness and unhappiness'. More recently
he depicts the 'helpless' spouse as one who requires the other to
make the decisions, assume all responsibility, supply limitless love
and affection and provide comfort, care and security (Hartin, 1993,

p.49).

Emotionally dependent partners are 1labeled by Sager (1976) as
‘childlike'. He warns that they are destined to be hurt when their
extreme need for support is not met. The first year of marriage is
portrayed by Matthews (1988, p.44) as reminiscent of the 'parent-
child relationship'. She reports that the 'take care of me' theme is
common. Lazarus (1985, p.54) warns of the common myth that 'good
spouses should make their partners happy'. He insists that people
who take responsibility for their own happiness are more likely to be

happy.

'"External Locus' reflects the self-perception that ome is
powerless to control financial, social, work and parental pressures

within marriage.

'Tdeality' asesses one's assumption that marriage will always be
fun and romantic, that love will conquer all, that one's partner must
alwvays be just right physically, emotionmally and behaviourally.

Katz & Liu (1988, p.3) report that people entering marriage often

expect 'complete fulfilment, constant romance, great sex and constant
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excitement' with their partners. Lazarus (1985, p.13) describes how
people commonly expect to find marriage
R a continuation of the ecstasy of courtship ... and, when
carefree rapture is replaced by the uninteresting routine
of daily life',
disappointment and discord follow. He also warns of the myths
(pp.30, 139) that husbands and wives should do everything together
and that sex should only occur when things are just right between

partners. Hartin (1977, p.47) tells of a divorcee who did not expect

to think about such practical things as 'fridges and mortgages'.

2.7 INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

A major feature of BAM is its ability to generate a variety of cognitive
variables commonly employed in the research of marital satisfaction. The
primary variable, reflecting how marriage should be, is the marital belief
or expectation (B) of a spouse. This is the traditional RET variable, such
as that used in the Relationship Beliefs Inventory (Epstein & Eidelson,
1981). Tied to B is the perceived reality (R), reflecting how marriage
actually is, as perceived by a spouse. Central to this study is a new
dissonance variable, defined simply as the difference between each

corresponding B and R, that is, as B-R.

Item subsets of BAM also permit the gemeration of attributional dissonance,
reflecting perceived partner shortcomings, and self attributional bias,
reflecting over-estimation of ome's own marital inputs, or contributionms,

relative to one's partner's perception.
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2.7.1 Beliefs & realities

Items of the BAM are framed as below (see appendix T); for example, item 10

(with sample ratings) is expressed as:

10. The best fun in my life: First | Now
i

B...It should be with my partmer....... (6)..].-(5)

R...It is with my partner.............. (3)..]..01 )

Frequency ratings are sought on a scale from '0' (nmever), through '3' (half
of the time), to '6' (always). The ratings for current beliefs (B) and
realities (R) are required in the 'Now' column. Retrospective ratings for
beliefs and realities at the beginning of marriage are placed in the
‘First' column. Although retrospective memories and interpretations of
past relationship events are known to be susceptible to distortion (Duck,
1981; Warwick & Lininger, 1975), the relationships of initial beliefs,
realities, and their discrepancies to current happiness were prominent
interests in the present study. Despite their unreliability , it was
resolved to settle for retrospective ratings as the only practical method,
short of a longitudinal study, to meet the research interests described
above. Clearly, cautious interpretation of retrospective ratings would be

required.

In the example above, the respondent ‘first’ believed that her best fun
should always ('6').be with her partner; in reality, it happened only half
of the time ('3'). 'Now', she believes that her best fun should be with

her partner 'most of the time' ('5'); in reality, it rarely ('1') happens.
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Summing beliefs (IB) provides a measure of extreme belief similar to that
generated by the RBI (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), but which is more
comprehensive, due to extra scales (10 versus 3), extra items (100 versus
36), and greater diversity of intra-scale content. While cursory
inspection of BAM might give the impression of item repetition, closer
" examination reveals that items which appear similar actually ask quite
different questions. For instance, although items 3 and 13 both focus upon
honesty within marriage, item 3 addresses the respondent's homesty, whereas

item 13 seeks the respondent's perception of his / her partner's honesty.

Following the bulk of research findings for the RBI, a negative association
was predicted between belief and marital happiness. In accordance with the
consistent findings for self-report questionnaires of marital adjustment,
such as the Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the Dyadic
Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), it was expected that reality (the sum of

perceived marital realities) would be positively associated with happiness.

2.7 .2 Dissonance

The dissonance (D) between each belief (B) and reality (R) was defined as
(B-R). Initial dissonance for item 10 above is 6 - 3 = 3, while current
dissonance is 5 - 1 = 4. Positive dissonance values reflect expectations
which are greater than perceived realities; that is, marriage provides less
than expected, causing psychological discomfort, according to CDT.
Negative dissonance values indicate that marriage is providing more than
expected. Summing discrepancies provides an index of dissonance, the newly

adopted measure of irrationality for the present study of marriage.
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Based upon the foregoing argument, that dissonance ig a more valid and
appropriate measure of ‘irrationality' than extreme belief, it was
predicted that dissonance would correlate negatively with happiness, and

more strongly so, than extreme belief.

Extreme, unmet, marital expectations tend to be 'revised' (Hartin, 1977,
p.22) by spouses to bring them 'in line with their experiences' (Dryden,
1985, p.201) or, in CDT terms, to reduce dissomance, in accordance with
Festinger's (1957) post-decision dissonance effect. Therefore, it was
predicted that initial marital dissonance (Bi-Ri) would lead to a drop in
expectations (Bi-Bc) from the initial level (Bi) to the current level (Bc),
to reducing dissonance. That is, initial dissonance (Bi-Ri) was expected
to correlate positively and significantly with the drop in belief (Bi-Bc)
over time. Moreover, if as claimed by Dryden (1985), Ellis & Harper
(1961a), Hartin (1977, 1993), Lazarus (1985) and Sager (1976), that most
partners enter marriage with extreme, unrealistic expectations, a drop in
belief (Bi-Bc) could be expected for any sample of married couples after a

few years of marriage.

2.7.3 Attributional dissonance

Apart from items which focus upon oneself and one's marriage, the BAM also
includes 44 items, each of which asks spouses to rate their belief (B) and
perceived reality (R) specifically in regard to their expectations of their
partners (see appendix U). For example, item 36 of BAM concerns the
spouse's demand to receive priority over his / her partner's personal

interests, as illustrated below with sample frequency ratings.
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B..My partner should put me before personal interests..( 5 ) 'often'

R..My partner puts me fIrst.......e.eeueenennosssnsnnnnsns (1) 'rarely'

The dissonance B-R = 5-1 = 4, for item 36 above. It has a distinctly
attributional flavour, that is, 'My partner puts his own interests before
me' too often. It is also closely akin to the notion of 'responsibility
attribution' employed in the study of close relationships (Fincham &
Bradbury, 1987b), since it includes such key elements as an 'expectation'
(B), the 'mismatch between actual and ideal behaviour' (B-R), and the

implied attribution of 'blame' to the partner.

BAM item 36 is similar in theme to one of the twelve 'spouse behaviours' in
the Marital Attribution Style Questionnaire (MASQ) used by Fincham et al.
(1987), namely, 'Your spouse begins to spend more time doing things without

you'. On a 7-point rating scale, respondents are asked to rate the extent
to which their partner's behaviour is 'intended to be positive versus
negative', 'motivated by selfishness' and 'worthy of blame versus praise'.
The three ratings are summed to provide a score for ‘'responsibility
attribution' for that behaviour. However, one difficulty associated with
such a multi-faceted question is the danger of suggestion. Jacobson et al.

(1985) warn that it is impossible to know whether causal attributions would

have occurred had spouses not been asked to report them.

In the measure of 'responsibility attribution' used by Fincham et al., the
elements of 'intent', ‘'selfishness' and 'blame' feature explicitly, while
the elements of 'expectation' and 'mismatch’' are presupposed and implicit,
but no less important (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b). With contrasting

emphasis, the measure of 'attributional dissonance' in the present study
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assesges ‘'expectation', or belief (B), and 'mismatch' (B-R) explicitly,
while 'blame' (as well as ‘'selfishness' for, say, the altruism items) is
implicit. It is argued that the 44 partner-focused BAM items constitute a
sub-scale measuring ‘'attributional dissonance' which, despite different
emphases, is directly related conceptually to the notion of 'responsibility
attribution' employed by Fincham et al. At the same time, 'attributional
dissonance' avoids the risk of explicitly suggesting to respondents their
partners' 'intent', ‘'selfishness' and ‘'blame' where it may not exist, as

wvarned by Jacobson et al. (1985).

Considering the 'robust' association found consistently between 'responsib-
ility attribution' and marital discord (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b; Fincham
et al. 1987; Jacobson et al., 1985), it was predicted that attributional

dissonance would correlate negatively with marital happiness.

2.7.4 Self attributional bias

Another concept which has attracted some recent research attention is the
notion of ‘'attributional bias', which refers to the tendency of a married
individual to attribute more of the responsibility for marital experiences
either to self or partner. A small amount of research has focused upon

partners' biases in responsibility judgements for relationship events.

Ross & Sicoly (1979) investigated 'egocentric responsibility bias' amongst
37 married couples from student residences. They found that individuals
tended to claim greater contributions to marriage activities (both positive

and negative: e.g. preparing meals, financial decisions, causing arguments)
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than their partners attributed to them. However, the study included no
measurement of marital satisfaction, therefore precluding any assessment of
interaction effects between satisfaction and attributional bias. Thompson
& Kelley (1981) extended Ross' & Sicoly's study by including measures of
marital satisfaction. They discovered that satisfied spouses were more

willing to attribute 'good things' to their partners.

Schriber, Larwood & Peterson (1985) also demonstrated attributional bias in
responsibility for marital conflict, showing that both married (N,=97) and
divorced (N,=58) subjects accepted more than average responsibility for
marital problems, but the difference in responsibility bias between the two
groups was not significant. It is noteworthy, however, that no assessment
of marital satisfaction was included in this study, and the married /
divorced criterion for grouping might not have differentiated satisfied /

dissatisfied individuals validly.

By including a measure of marital satisfaction, Fincham & Bradbury (1987a)
were able to extend Thompson's & Kelley's (1981) finding that attribution
bias depends upon relationship satisfaction. Fincham & Bradbury found that
high marital satisfaction is associated with higher self-rated contribution
to negative events and lower self-ratings for positive events, compared
with the contributions attributed by partners. Thus, attributional bias

depends upon both marital satisfaction and the kinds of events attributed.

The BAM is equipped to assess self attributional bias. Fifty items exist
as twenty five pairs (appendix V), each pair consisting of one item seeking
self-assessment (e.g. item 42. R...I satisfy my partner sexually) and a

corresponding item requiring the partner's assessment of the same event
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(i.e. item 52. R...My partner satisfies me sexually). These item pairs
enable a comparison of an individual's self-assessment of some behaviour
with the partner's assessment of that behaviour, enabling an investigation

of the relationship between self attributional bias and marital happiness.

Following the more comprehensive studies of self attributional bias, cited
above (Thompson & Kelley, 1981; Fincham & Bradbury, 1987a), it was
predicted that the present study would yield a positive association between

self attributional bias (for 'good things') and marital dissatisfaction.

2.8 DEPENDENT VARTABLES

Fitzpatrick (1988) briefly reviews a variety of measures commonly used to
assess marital satisfaction: single self-ratings of marital satisfaction or
happiness, ratings by family memebers, ratings by marital experts based on
interviews and self-report inventories for marital adjustment, such as the
Marital Adjustment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) and the Dyadic Adjustment

Scale (Spanier, 1976).

Fitzpatrick (1988) reports a lack of convergent validity among different
methods, which have been known to correlate poorly. She remarks that even
the frequently used marital adjustment questionnaires have associated
problems. These include prescriptiveness and lack of consensus about the
characteristics of marital quality, the obscuring of specific marital
problems by a summed score, and the difficulty of rating a couple's marital
happiness when the separate ratings of partners differ appreciably, as they

quite often do.
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Becauge of the extreme length of the BAM questionnaire, requiring 400
ratings and more than an hour to complete, the already heavy demand on
subjects could not be increased further by the burden of completing yet
another questionnaire for marital adjustment. Thus, the simplest measure
was adopted, a single subjective self-rating of marital happiness, despite
the well known finding that very few people are willing to report their
unhappiness, even when reporting specific marital problems (Fitzpatrick,

1988) .

It was resolved to settle for a single 7-point rating of marital happiness
at the end of the questionnaire. BAM item 100 also seeks a rating for
'frequency of satisfaction with partner', which served as a reserve measure
of satisfaction, should a respondent neglect to rate happiness on the last
page of BAM. It also provided a validity check. Naturally, the two

ratings were expected to correlate highly.

It would have been preferable to secure the happiness rating of respondents
prior to their completion of BAM, to avoid the possibility of their
responses to BAM items prescribing or influencing their general happiness
ratings (Dawes, 1979). However, there was no guarantee that subjects would
comply with a request to.do so, when completing BAM in private. Therefore,
the potential for that bias remained, as also it does, however, for marital
quality surveys, such as the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier,1976).
The DAS presents items similar in content to the BAM realities (R), which
ask respondents to rate their perceived marital lot in such areas as
financial management, sexual satisfaction, beliefs, domestic duties and
disagreements, before requiring a rating of their general marital

happiness.
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In accordance with RET and the clinical and research evidence reviewed, it
was predicted that extreme marital beliefs and expectations would be
associated with marital unhappiness. Applying CDT, argued above to provide
a better theoretical framework than RET for the study of irrational belief,
it was predicted that dissonance, defined as the discrepancy (B-R) between
marital belief (B) and perceived reality (R), would be more strongly
associated with unhappiness than extreme belief (B) alone. As a post-
decision dissonance-reducing effect, it was further predicted that initial
dissonance would be associated with a subsequent drop in marital belief.
Attributional dissonance (perceived partner shortcomings) and self
attributional bias (over-estimates of one's own marital input) were also

predicted to be associated with the unhappiness of both spouses.
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3. METHOD

3.1 STUDY

Adult matriculation students at Kensington Park College (KPC) of the
Department of Technical And Further Education (TAFE), South Australia, were
assessed for their irratiomal beliefs about study, as well as subsequent
emotional and behavioural effects, using a variety of new and established
measures. Prior to the main investigation, a pilot study was conducted for

the purpose of refining the new measures to be used.

3.1.1 Subjects

Subjects were selected from both the 1988 and 19893 populations of adult
matriculation students. The 1988 group was used for the pilot study, the
1989 group for the investigation proper. In July, 1988, a letter of
introduction (appendix A) was presented to a selected group of 145
students. Trial forms of the two experimental questionnaires: 'Beliefs
About Study' (BAS; appendix B) and 'Feelings About Study' (FAS; appendix
C), were administered the students. Full-time and part-time students were
included. For the purpose of refining the content and format of the
experimental questionnaires, it was felt that distinction between full-time
and part-time students was unnecessary. The pilot sample (N=145) was also
much larger than necessary, merely because seven lecturers offered to

administer and collect the questionnaires in class, an efficient method of
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data collection, which placed little burden on the author.

The experimental group of subjects was drawn from the 1989 population of
263 full-time students. This group excluded 21 fee-paying overseas
students, whose responses on questionnaires may not have been valid, due to
their cultural differences and their limited grasp of the English language.
Another 7 students withdrew within the first two weeks to accept a late
offer of tertiary entry. Clearly these students should not have been
considered 'dropouts' since, on the contrary, they had actually enjoyed
accelerated promotion. They were therefore excluded from the study.

Aside from the 28 overseas students and tertiary entrants, the rest of the
population constituted the experimental sample of 235 students, including
one student who transferred during the year to another college to continue
the same course. Her progress was monitored and recorded as for the other

subjects.

The ages of the experimental group ranged from 16 to 45 years. The dist-
ribution of age exhibited a characteristic positive skew, indicated by the
median age of 19 and a third quartile age of 22. The male : female ratio
was 54% : 46%. As for previous populations, the majority of courses taken
were arts biased; 73% of students took arts dominant courses (>50% arts)
and 27% took science dominant courses (>50% science). The group consisted
mainly of repeating students; 65% had already attempted matriculation

before as high school students, similar to previous populations.
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3.1.2 Variables and instruments

Data was gathered on a variety of variables in four stages.

Stage 1.

Stage 1 data was collected in the period, November, 1988 to January, 1989.
Certain biographical indices were available from enrolment forms, completed
at enrolment by each of the 235 students in the eligible majority of the

population. The variables were defined as follows.

Age

Age was measured in years on January 1lst, 1989.

Sex
Sex was treated as a dummy variable (Nie et al., 1979), coded '1l' for

male and '0' for female.

Educational level
Educational level was defined as the highest educational level
previously experienced (not necessarily completed) prior to 1989.
Levels were coded 'l' to '5' for South Australian high school years
'8' to 'l12' respectively. Tertiary study at any level was coded as

6.

Arts bias
Arts bias was defined as (arts subjects)/(total subjects) X 100 %.

For each student, the numerator was determined after subject changes
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and before any reduction of subject load. Scores ranged from '0%'
for an all-science course to '100%' for an all-arts course, using the
arts-science grouping set by the University of Adelaide for the

matriculation requirements.

Measures of 'reading comprehension' and ‘'written expression' were
also available for the whole experimental group, from pre-enrolment

group testing.

Comprehension
A raw score for reading comprehension, ranging from '0' to '20', was
obtained from a selected short form of the Co-operative Reading Comp-
rehension Test, Form M (Australian Council for Educational Research,

1973).

Written expression
Student's free essays on one of four given topics were rated by arts
teaching staff on a scale from '0' to '10' for accuracy of grammar,
spelling, sentence structure and coherence. A rating of '5' or more
was considered sufficient and ‘4' or less insufficient for the
purpose of essay-writing subjects at matriculation 1level. The

reliability of these ratings is unknown.

Ability
A crude measure of ability was defined as the sum of 'reading
comprehension' (/20) and ‘'written expression'(/10), weighted 2:1

respectively, to yield a single score ranging from '0' to '30',
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Independent variables derived from the specific self-report questionnaire,
'Beliefs About Study' (BAS) and the general 'Irrational Beliefs Test' (IBT)
(Jones, 1968) were collected from students immediately after enrolment.
The 48-item BAS full-scale (appendix E) includes 8 theoretical sub-scales
of equal length (6 items). 1Items are rated on a 7-point frequency scale
from '1l' (never) to '7'(always). To offset the acquiescence response bias,
half of the items are framed in the reverse direction. The score on each
sub-scale ranges from '6' to '42'. Sub-scales and meanings of high scores

are as follows:

Performance:

The need for high levels of academic performance;

Approval:

The need for approval of one's academic performance;

Competitiveness:

Comparison and preoccupation with others' performance;

Dependence:

The reliance on others for support, motivation and help;

Jdeality:

The need for ideal academic treatment and circumstances;

Avoidance:

The belief that study should not involve effort or difficulty;
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Certainty:

The need for certainty in regard to study outcomes;

External locus:

The belief that one's locus of control is external.

One of the most frequently used self-report tests of irrational belief, the
‘Irrational Beliefs Test' (IBT) by Jones (1968), provided the measure of
general irrational belief, to be used as a comparison for the specific BAS.
For the present study, the IBT was renamed 'Beliefs in General' (BIG; see
appendix F), to avoid any threat of the term 'irrational' to respondents.
The 100-item IBT has 10 sub-scales, each with 10 items which reflect Ellis'
(1962) original irrational beliefs. Respondents are asked to rate the
strength of their 'agreement' or 'disagreement' with each belief on a 5-
point scale, scores ranging from 'l' to '5'. Raw scores can be used as
such, or converted to normed sten scores for each of the 10 sub-scales.

The 10 sub-scales and meanings of high scores are as follows:

Approval:

The desire for approval from all others;

Competence:

The need to be competent and successful at everything;

Morality:

The belief that those who do wrong should be blamed and punished;

106



Catastrophisation:

Over-reaction to frustrations;

Mood control:

The belief that unpleasant emotion is externally caused:

Anticipatory anxiety:

Worry over anticipated threats and difficulties;

Avoidance:

The belief that facing problems and difficulties should be avoided;

Dependence:

Extreme reliance on others for strength and support;

Determinism:

The belief that one is determined by one's past experiences;

Ideality:

The belief that life should be ideal, with perfect solutions.

Stage 2.

Self-report questionnaires for procrastination, anxiety, depression and
affect were completed by 116 of the 180 subjects who completed BAS, the IBT
and other stage 1 data. These data were collected during the period, April

to June, 1989.
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Self-report Procrastination (Ps)
A 20-item questionnaire, 'How I Procrastinate' (HIP; appendix H),
assesses frequency of delay in such tasks as reviewing lesson notes,
making a start on study, seeking help and concentrating in class.
Half of the items in the HIP are reversed in direction to offset the
acquiescence response bias. A self-report procrastination score (Ps)
is provided by HIP, ranging from 'O' to '120'. A related 20-item,
self-report questionnaire, 'Why I Procrastinate' (WIP; appendix I) is
essentially the second part of the 'PASS' (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984).
It assesses the student's reasons for delay in writing an assignment.
Since the WIP was employed solely to examine clusters of reasons for

procrastination, total scores were not appropriate to consider.

Anxiety
Self-reported anxiety was assessed on the trait form Y of the State-
Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAIT; Spielberger et al., 1970). The STAI,
entitled the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire (appendix K), comprises
two corresponding 20-item scales for state (S) and trait (T) anxiety.
The trait form assesses how people feel ‘'generally', high scores
reflecting anxiety proneness and the tendency to perceive stressful
gituations as threatening (Spielberger et al., 1983). Raw scores

were usgsed, ranging from '20' to '80'.

Depression
The short form of the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck & Beck,
1972) was used as the self-report measure of depression (appendix L).
It consists of 13 items (predominantly cognitive), which reflect the

respondent's feelings of sadness, pessimism, guilt, lethargy,
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indecisiveness, dissatigsfaction and disappointment with self. Raw
scores were used, ranging from '0' to '39', high scores reflecting

depression.

Affect
The questionnaire, 'Feelings About Study' (FAS; appendix J), was
devised to measure the negative affect experienced by students when
their extreme beliefs are unfulfilled. FAS presents students with 48
items corresponding to those of BAS. Each FAS item is presented as a
hypothetically unmet belief about study, requiring respondents to
rate their associated negative affect on a 7-point scale ranging from
'0' (not at all) to '6' (extremely). For each unmet belief (e.q.
item 25. 'When I don't score 'A's, I feel...), students are asked to
rate how intensely they feel on 13 negative affects: anxious, angry,
depressed, upset, bored, guilty, irritated, disgusted, embarrassed,
foolish, helpless, frustrated, scared. For each unmet belief, a
score for negative affect can be derived by summing ratings
(Kasginove, 1986; Watson et al., 1988) for the 13 separate affects.
The affect score ranges from '0' to '78', high scores indicating high

levels of negative affect.

Stage 3.

Observed Procrastination (Po)
A rating of observed procrastination (Po) by lecturers was based upon
repeated measures of procrastination behaviours (impromptness or

absence from classes, tests and tutorials; unmet assignment and
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project deadlines), assessed for each of the student's 5 subjects,
over a maximum of 7 months, in accordance with the principle of
‘aggregation' (Azjen, 1988). According to instructions (appendix M),
lecturers were asked to refer to their roll books and marks books, to
derive a subjective, overall rating based on their recorded data for

each of the 235 students.

Stage 4.

Data became available for the following objective criteria in January,
1990, when the Senior Secondary Assessment Board of South Australia

(SSABSA) released students' final grades.

Perseverance
The perseverance of a full-time adult matriculant was defined as the
final number of subjects completed (graded by SSABSA), expressed as a

percentage of the number of subjects initially undertaken.

Grade point average (GPA)
Grade point average (GPA), was defined as the average of scaled marks
from the subjects completed. To correct for inevitable variations in
subject difficulty and assessment, SSABSA rescales raw scores to
provide 'scaled marks' ranging from '0' to '20' for the determination

of tertiary admission.
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Aggregate
The 'aggregate' of scaled marks was used as a measure of performance
emﬁracing both GPA and perseverance, as argued in chapter 1. A low
aggregate reflects low GPA and / or withdrawal from one or more
subject(s). Aggregates from 5 subjects ranged from '0' to '100'

points.

3.1.3 Procedure

Initial trial forms of BAS and FAS, together with an introductory letter of
explanation, were distributed to classes of matriculation students in July,
1988 by 7 volunteering lecturers. Having been briefed by the author on the
experimental rationale and administration procedure, lecturers asked
students to complete the questionnaires in class. They were asked to
emphasise to students that participation was voluntary, that the study
would have no effect on their course assessment and that results would be

kept completely confidential by the author.

Complete data were received from 145 students. While this sample was much
larger than necessary for the purposes of the pilot study, administration
and collection of data by willing staff simplified the exercise. The large
sample also provided a clearer indication of the most popular ‘'affect’

descriptors used by students themselves on the trial form of FAS.

The internal consistency of the trial BAS full gcale was low but adequate
(a=.71). For 32 of the 40 items, item-total correlations were positive and

ratings satisfactorily distributed for retention. However, all of the
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rperformance’ items (1, 9, 17, 25 and 33) generated small negative item-
total correlations (from -.01 to -.10) suggesting that the performance sub-
scale stood apart from the\rest of the BAS scale. It was the only sub-
scale which failed to correlate significantly with the BAS full scale
{(r=.05). The other 7 sub-scales correlated significantly with the full
scale, r ranging from .43 to .65 (p<.001). ‘Performance' also correlated
significantly with GPA, based on a mid-year assessment (r=.35, p<.001),
contrary to RET predictions and in contrast with the full scale which

correlated negatively with GPA (r=-.21, p<.05), in keeping with RET.

Considering all of these findings together, it appeared that students who
had high self-expectations for performance were mainly the 'realistic
performers', those who were actually able to meet their own expectationms.
Some of the 'unrealistic performers' had probably withdrawn from the course
well before August, when the pilot study was conducted, because of the
discomfort of the discrepancy between their expectations and performance.
Other 'unrealistic performers' may have lowered their initial expectations
well before August to fit their experience, a post-decision dissonance
effect (Festinger, 1957; West & Wickland, 1980; Wickland & Brehm, 1976) .
Consequently, the separateness of the performance subscale may have been
partly (perhaps largely) due to on-course experiences, which would not
apply in the investigation proper, since BAS would be administered prior to

the beginning of the academic year of 1989.

The separateness of the performance subscale of the trial BAS was not
expected. No report of such an effect for general tests was found in the
literature. Irrationality in regard to performance, success, competence

and perfection features prominently in RET (Ellis, 1958, 1962, 1979a,
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1989b). It is the focus of the first of Ellis' (1989a) three current
irrational beliefs. The author's counselling experiences tend to confirm

its prominence in students' disturbances.

When considering the reqular finding that the performance dimension is
consistent with general irrationality (for general tests), the clinical
evidence of its importance, and the possibility that its separateness from
other subscales in the trial BAS was, in part, an artifact of student
experience, it was decided to retain the sub-scale in the final form of

BAS.

ITtem 24 ( ‘the likelihood of future employment') generated a negative item-
total correlation (r=-.15; non-significant). The item was rejected for
that reason and because of the finding that certain students (some married
women and certain students who already had employment) did not require
employment and did not complete the item. Item 35 ('the expectation of
always performing at one's personal best') generated a substantial,
negative, item-total correlation (r=-.35, p<.001) and was therefore

eliminated as well.

Apart from the 40 items in the trial BAS, another 8 generic items had been
witheld for the final BAS, with the intention of using them to distinguish
more accurately what students really meant by their ratings. For instance,
a generic item for the 'external locus' subscale was: 'T am not the master
of my academic destiny'. The author's discussion with students over many
years suggests that such a statement could carry at least 3 different
meanings:

1. the literal meaning: 'External forces control my performance’.
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2. a conditional meaning: 'External forces exist, but maybe, if I try,
it ig possible for me to offset them'.

3. exaggerated rhetoric, without serious literal intent.

While it is only the literal meaning which is 'irrational' according to RET
the other meanings would also score high on Externmal Locus, but spuriously
so. After lengthy deliberation, it was decided that attempting to
distinguish between these idiosyncratic meanings was fraught with too many
difficulties, as well as the risk of complicating the important comparison
between the BAS and the IBT, should the two questionnaires differ too much.
Therefore, the 8 generic items were simply added to the BAS scale as extra

items instead.

Apart from the above considerations and modifications, minor changes of
expression were made to some items and the variety of rating scales was
replaced by a common, 7-point, frequency scale ('never' to ‘always') for
simplification. The final 48-item BAS scale retained the original 8 sub-

scales, each with 6 items (appendix E).

In responding to the trial questionnaire, 'Feelings About Study' (FAS),
students used certain affect terms sufficiently often to warrant their
inclusion in the final FAS. As well as anxious, angry and depressed
(affects prescribed by the trial FAS), 10 extra terms (those used by the
students) were added, namely, upset, bored, guilty, irritated, disgusted,
embarrassed, foolish, helpless, frustrated and scared. Item changes were
dictated by those in BAS, since the items in the final form of FAS (see

appendix J) were to correspond with the 48 items in BAS.
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Enrolment of the 1989 student population, the experimental group, proceeded
from November, 1988 till January, 1989. Applicants first attended an
information aﬁd testing session in groups of 20 to 50, run by the author.
At the close of these sessions, groups were informed about the present
research and invited to participate. It was emphasised that participation
was voluntary, that all data would be kept strictly confidential, that
admission to the course did not depend on participation and that
questionnaires would only be collected after enrolment. Every applicant
was given a copy of the final form of BAS, as well as an Irrational Beliefs

Test (IBT; Jones, 1968), to complete at home should they choose to do so.

Applicants were required to return to the college within the following week
to complete enrolment requirements and participants lodged their completed
questionnaires with the author after enrolment. Complete stage 1 data from
the BAS and the IBT, the tests of irrational belief (specific and general
respectively) were returned by 180 of the 235 students eligible for
investigation. Remaining stage 1 data: age, sex, arts bias, educational
level and ability, were available from the application forms of all

students.

Stage 2 measures for the dependent variables included the questionnaires:
'How I Procrastinate' (HIP), 'Why I Procrastinate'(WIP), 'Feelings About
Study' (FAS), the 'Self-Evaluation Questionnaire'(STAI-T) and the 'Beck
Inventory' (BDI) (see appendices H to L), together with an introductory and
explanatory 1letter (appendix G). Stage 2 packages were personally
presented by the author to each of the 180 stage 1 participants at the end
of March, 1989, for self-administration. Completed questionnaires were

received from 116 of these subjects during the period, April to June, 1989.
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At stage 3, during September, ratings of observed procrastination (Po) were
obtained from lecturers for each of the 235 students in the investigation.
Lecturers were presented with class lists and asked to place a rating, from
'0' (never) to '6'(always), next to the name of each student, to indicate
frequency of procrastination. A letter was presented to each lecturer with

instructions for rating the procrastination of their students (appendix M) .

Stage 4 measures of perseverance, performance and aggregate were finalised
in January, 1990, immediately after the publication of students’ final
grades by SSABSA. All stage 4 data (except for performance scores, which
did not exist for withdrawn students) were obtained for the 235 students in

the investigation.

The parent sample for the investigation was essentially the population of
235 full-time adult matriculation students, for whom most of the stage 1,
stage 3 and stage 4 data were available. Stage 2 data were available for a

sub-sample of 116 students.

The procedural time frame is summarised below.

1988 1989 1990
""""" 1 o 1r
NOV———————— JAN APR———————~ JUN SEPT JAN

|- ||| | | I | %]
L 1 L 1 ——  PR—
stage 1 stage 2 stage 3 stage 4
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3.2 MARRIAGE

After an unsuccessful attempt to engage KPC real estate students as
participants in the study of irrational belief and its effect on marital
satisfaction, friends and colleagues were successfully used as agents to

recruit participants from amongst their married friends and relatives.

3.2.1 subjects

The bulk of the 88 experimental subjects could be described as middle aged,
middle class, well into their first marriage, and including more happy than
unhappy spouses. By chance, the participants included equal numbers of
husbands (44) and wives (44), whose ages ranged from 22 to 54, (mean = 39;
standard deviation = 7). The lengths of their marriages ranged from 1 to
23 years (mean = 14; standard deviation = 7). Of the 88 subjects, 77 were

in their first marriages.

Based upon a single self-report rating, marital happiness was over-
represented in the group, 67 spouses self-rating 'at least moderately'
happy., compared with 21 who self-rated as 'less than moderately' happy.
General comments by those engaged by the author to recruit subjects

suggested that individuals were mostly 'educated and middle class'.

0f the 88 subjects returning complete ‘current' data, all but one also
returned complete 'initial' (retrospective) data; one female respondent
returned complete 'current' data, but incomplete 'initial' data. The 88

participants included 39 couples who returned complete data. The fourtieth
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couple included the aforementioned female respondent who failed to complete

‘initial' data.

3.2.2 Variables and instruments

Independent variables were derived from the experimental questionnaire,
'Beliefs About Marriage' (BAM; appendix T). The full-scale includes 10 a
priori / empirical sub-scales, each of 10 items. Ratings of belief (B) and
reality (R) serve as the basis for all of the independent variables defined

below.

Belief and reality

BAM items are rated for belief (B) and reality (R) on a 7-point frequency
scale from '0'(never) to '6'(always). Scores on each of the 10 sub-scales
range from '0' to '60'. All B ratings are scored in the same direction.
All R ratings are scored in the same direction, except for R sub-scales 4
and 9 and the R ratings for items 43, 53, 85 and 95. These expressions
were reversed solely to make semantically opposite meanings clearer to the

respondent. Belief sub-scales and meanings of high scores are as follows.

1. Approval:
The need for overt affirmation and approval for omne's opinions,

sexual performance, domestic and parenting contributions;

2. Performance:
The need for things to be done well: home duties, social behaviour,

sexual activity and financial management;
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3. Morality:

The need for a strict code of moral conduct in relation to general

honesty, fidelity, sexual fantasy and activity;

4. Catastrophisation:
The tendency to generalise isolated, minor and transient
difficulties, such as a disagreement, a sexual rejection or a minor

mistake as major, global disasters;

5. Uniqueness:
The belief that one's relationship is exclusive in terms of mutual
understanding, confidentiality and being perfectly in tune, that

partners are made for each other, that no other partner could do;

6. Altruism:
The requirement that one's partner and one's marriage should come
before all else: before omeself, one's friends, one's relatives,
one's personal interests. In short, the belief that one should live

for one's partner;

7. Avoidance:

The belief that conflict, disagreement, justifiable objections and

protests should be avoided;
8. Dependence:

The need to depend on one's partner for personal happiness, security,

emotional support, one's sense of identity, one's reason for being;
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9. External Locus:
The perception that one is powerless to control, or exert any
influence on such marital stresses as financial, social, work and

parental pressures;

10. Ideality:
The assumption that marriage will always be fun, romantic, that love
will conquer all, that one's partner must always be just right

physically, emotionally, behaviourally.

Other independent variables: dissonance, attributional dissonance and self

attributional bias, are also defined in terms of the B and R ratings.

Dissonance:
Dissonance (D) between each belief (B) and reality (R) is defined
simply as the difference (B-R). Summing these discrepancies (D)
between each B and R provides a measure of overall dissonance, the
measure of irrationality to be examined in the present study of
marriage. Positive D scores reflect marital expectations which

exceed realities.

Attributional dissonance:
In section 2, it was argued that the 44 partner-focused BAM items
(e.g. 'My partner puts his own interests before me') generate a sub-
scale which yields a measure of 'attributional dissonance’ (see
appendix U). ‘'Attributional dissonance' is defined as the dissonance
(B-R) summed over the 44 partner-focused items, high scores indicat-

ing a spouse's perception that his / her partner is falling short of
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marital expectations. Defined thus, attributional dissonance is
directly related to ‘'responsibility attribution' employed in the

study of close relationships by Fincham & Bradbury (1987b).

Self attributional bias:
'Self attributional bias' (SAB) reflects the tendency of spouses to
over-rate their own marital contributions compared with partners’
perceptions. Fifty of the BAM items exist in 25 pairs, each pair
consisting of a reality (Rs) requiring self-assessment (e.g. item 42.
Rs...'I satisfy my partner sexually') and a corresponding one (Rp)
requiring the partner's assessment of the same event or behaviour
(i.e. item 52. Rp...'My partner satisfies me sexually'). For each
spouse, the sum of these differences (Rs-Rp) for the 25 item-pairs
provides an overall SAB score. Positive SAB scores reflect over
self-assessment relative to the partner's assessment (or under

attribution by the partner).

The dependent measures were as follows.

Happiness:
Marital happiness is assessed by a single 7-point rating from 'O’
(not at all happy) to '6'(extremely happy) on the last page of the

questionnaire.

Satisfaction:

The BAM reality (R) item 100 provides a rating for 'frequency of

satisfaction with partner', ranging from 'O'(never) to '6'(always).
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3.2.3 Procedure

Five married friends of the author completed the BAM as a trial and
commented on their ratings and general reactions to the questionnaire. As
a result, no major modifications seemed necessary, apart from some minor
changes of expression. They reported that most items were ‘fairly easy' to
answer and that focusing on the comparison between belief (how things
'should be') and perceived reality (how things ‘actually are', or 'appear
to be') helped them decide their ratings. On most items, they recalled
that they 'quickly and easily' became clear about whether their expectation
was being met, and to what extent. However, they all commented on the

extreme length and demands of the test.

Real estate students at KPC typically included people in their 30s, 40s and
50s, who were more likely to be married than other younger groups at KPC.
Therefore, real estate students were targeted for the study of irrational
beliefs about marriage in 1989. Packages had been prepared, containing two
self-administrable BAM questionnaires (appendix T), two letters of intro-
duction and instruction (appendix S) and two pre-paid, addressed, return

envelopes, one gset for each partner.

The author was introduced to a class in May, 1989 and briefly discussed
experimental aims, instructions, procedure and student anonymity. BAM
packages were taken by 25 students. Unfortunately, not one of them was
returned. The non-response was attributed to the length and complexity of
the BAM questionnaire, the private nature of its content and the fact that

the author had very little to do with real estate students professionally.
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Because of the demands of BAM, it was decided to use selected 'agents' to
recruit their close friends and relatives. Agents would know which of
their friends and relatives would be prepared to contribute the time,
effort and care to complete BAM, despite its demands. Agents would also
have access to networks of potential subjects not available to the author.
Subjects would feel a greater sense of anonymity, by not dealing with the
author directly, other than via the letter of introduction. Each agent was
thoroughly inducted by the author in regard to the experimental rationale,
aims, procedures, materials, demands and potential problems, using sample
BAM questionnaires and answers, so that they could brief potential subjects

adequately.

Although this strategy produced a sufficient return, most subjects proved
to be happy. Another associate of the author, a professional marital
therapist, agreed to recruit some of her clients to participate in the
study. While this measure had the effect of boosting the proportion of
unhappy spouses, the sample still remained biased towards happiness. The
completed BAM questionnaires were returned by mail throughout the months

July to December, 1989.

Ultimately, a sample of 88 married individuals, including 40 couples,
provided complete 'current' data on BAM. Of these, 87 individuals, includ-
ing 39 couples, provided complete 'initial' data as well. Of the 200 BAM
questionnaires distributed (i.e. 100 couple-packages, including the 25 to
Real Estate students which yielded no returns), 88 were returned, repres-
enting a return rate of 44%. The letter of introduction / instruction

emphasised that partners should complete and return BAM independently.
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3.2.4 Analyses

All statistical analyses were performed by computer, using the 'Statistical
Package for Social Sciences' (Nie et al., 1975; Norusis, 1985, 1990a,
1990b) . The various analyses employed are described where relevant in

chapter 4.
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4. RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS

4.1 STUDY

After anm introductory overview of the general characteristics of the
student population, psychometric properties of the BAS scales (full- and
sub- scales) are examined in detail. Of cemntral importance, the BAS (a
study-specific test of irrational belief) and the IBT (a general test of
irrational belief) are compared in regard to their ability to correctly
predict students at risk. Finally, some of the properties of the self-

report procrastination measures, HIP and WIP, are assessed.

4.1 .1 General characteristics of students

From data for the 1989 population of adult matriculation students at
Kensington Park College, certain weak but significant relationships are
apparent from table 2. Age effects seem to reflect a population charact-
eristic of the College during the 80s (Linke, 1980). Younger students
entered the course having reached higher education 1levels than older
students (r=-.35, p<.001). Typically, 65% of students were repeating
matriculants from 18 to 21 years of age and. It appears that younger
students tended to have more extreme expectations about study (r=-.20,
p¢.01). They also procrastinated more than older students, both Dby
lecturers' ratings, Po (r=-.28, p<¢.001) and by self-report, Ps (r=-.20,

p<.05). Thus, in view of the evidence which links reduced performance to
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TABLE 2

Correlations of all variables with biographical variables

Arts Education

Variable N Age Sex Bias Level Ability
Age 235
Sex 235 -.03
Arts Bias 235 .00 -, 22%%
Education Level 235 -, 35%*% .11 215
Ability 235 .13 -.01 .03 .09
BAS (full scale)| 180 — -.07 -.05 .11 = 5%
IBT (full scale)| 180 -.10 .06 -.03 .11 -.13
Procrast (Po) 235 -, 28%% L21%* .16* .09 -.10
Procrast (Ps) 116 -.20% .03 .05 .00 .01
Anxiety 116 -.10 -.16 .08 -.03 .05
Depression 116 -.08 -.20%* .18 -.02 .05
Perseverance 235 .07 -.11 -.14x* .05 .09
GPA 164 . 29%% —.20%* -.10 -.07 L 28%%*
Aggregate 235 .16 -.16* -.17% .03 .18%

p<.05  ** P¢.01  ***x p<.001 (two-tailed probabilities)
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irrationality (Ellis, 1979) and procrastination (El1lis & Knaus, 1977), it
is not surprising that older students tended to score higher GPAs than
younger students (r=.29, p<.001), despite entering the course with less

formal educational experience.

There were very few sex effects and those which were significant were weak.
Male students chose a smaller proportion of arts subjects (r=-.22, p<.01),
procrastinated more (r=.21, p<.01), and tended to report feeling less
depressed (r=-.20, p<.05) than female students. They also tended to score
lower GPAs (r=-.20, p<.01) and lower aggregates (r=-.16, p<.05) than

females.

Arts bias effects were even weaker than sex effects. Arts students tended
to be more idealistic (r=.15, p<.05), more inclined to procrastinate
(r=.16, p<.05) and less inclined to persevere (r=-.14, p<¢.05); they also

tended to score lower aggregates (r=-.17, p<¢.05).

Investigations of irrational belief in the context of study generally omit
ability measures. However, FEllis' (1979a) impression from his clinical
experience is that irrationality is unrelated to ability; he claims that it
touches all people of all abilities. The present investigation revealed
that, for adult matriculants, ability bore a low negative correlation with
irrational belief about study (r=-.25, p<.01). Thus, less able students
tended to have more extreme expectations about study than those of higher

ability.

In regard to performance for these students, the usual positive correlation

with ability was found (Anastasi, 1988; Linke, 1980), indicating that the
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more capable students tended to score higher GPAs (r=.28, p<001) and

aggregates (r=.18, p<.05).

4.1 .2 Dependent variable intercorrelations

In keeping with a previous study on a similar group of students (Linke,
1980), as well as other studies (Astin, 1971; Pedrini & Pedrini, 1978), it
is evident from table 3 that perseverance (percentage of course completed)
and performance (grade point average, GPA) in study are similarly related
to the same antecedents. Correlations of each with self-report procrast-
ination, Ps (r=-.34 and r=-.31, p<.001), observed procrastination, Po (r=-
.68 and r=-.60, p<.001), anxiety (r=-.34, p<.001 and r=-,21, p<¢.05) and
negative affect (r=-.22, p<.05 and r=-.17, non-sig) are comparable; only
their correlations with depression differed (r=-.42, p¢.001 and r=-.09,
non-sig). If perseverance and GPA generally stem from similar causes or
antecedents, as proposed, then both can be justifiably pooled for a single
index of performance outcome, such as the aggregate of scaled marks, used

in the present study.

Table 3 shows that the positive correlations of self-report procrastination
(Ps) with anxiety (r=.43, p<.001), depression (r=.39, p <.001) and negative
affect (r=.27, p<.01) are in keeping with the clinical experience of Ellis
& Knaus (1977) and the findings of Beswick et al. (1988) and Solomon &
Rothblum (1984). Observed procrastination (Po) is also related to anxiety
(r=.27, p<¢.01), depression (r=.34, p<.001) and negative affect (r=.22,
p<.05), confirming that both self-reported and observed procrastination are

associated with emotional discomfort.
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TABLE 3

Intercorrelations of dependent variables

Variable Ps Po A D Af Pers GPA

Procrastination Ps 1.0

(Self-report)
Procrastination Po L48%x* 1.0

(Observed)
Anxiety A LA4%* L2 1.0
Depression D LA1*x* L L13%%x 1.0
Negative Af L2T*% L22% LA4x% LA2%* 1.0
Affect
Perseverance Pers ~.37%* —,69%%%x - 34** -, 42%% -, 22% 1.0

=180
Grade-Point- GPA | -.32** -—.60%** - 21% -.09 -.17 L21%* 1.0
Average N=100 =135 =100 N=100 =100 N=135
Aggregate Agg | -.45%*% - T8x*x - 3Bx* -.41** -, 26%* L93%xx 82
N=180 N=180

* p<.05 ** p¢,01  *** p<.001 (p values are for two-tailed tests)

Note:

N = 116 except where stated

otherwise (variation due to missing data)
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While self-report procrastination (Ps) bears modest but significant correl-
ations with perseverance (r=-.34, p<.001), grade point average (r=-.31,
p<.001) and aggregate (r=.42, p<.001), the corresponding correlations for
observed procrastination, Po (r=-.68, -.60 and -.77 respectively, p<.001)
are approximately double those for Ps. The strength of the associations of
Po with perseverance, GPA and aggregate is in keeping with the claims of
Ellis & Knaus (1977), partly reflecting the comprehensive basis of Po
which, for each student, embraced repeated measures of 5 procrastination
behaviours assessed by 4 or 5 lecturers over a maximum of 7 months, in
accordance with Azjen's (1988) principle of 'aggregation'. Previous
studies have used only single-act measures of observed procrastination
(e.g. Beswick et al., 1988), which are less representative of the frequency
and degree of procrastination and, therefore, are likely to result in

smaller correlations with performance criteria (Azjen, 1988).

The correlation between Ps and Po (r=.45, p<.001) was lower than desirable

for measures of the same construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959), a result which

can be explained in terms of

1. differences in content of Ps (delays in getting down to study,

requesting help and concentrating in class) and Po (assignment
deadlines, tests and lessons actually missed). The former do not
always lead to the latter, as noted by Beswick et al. (1988). For
instance, in this study, late starts on assignments (item 5. in HIP)
were reported to be much more frequent than actually unmet deadlines
(item 10. in HIP). Thus, while 42.5% of students were late starting
assignments more than half of the time, only 5% actually missed dead-

lines more than half of the time.
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2 the timing of the measures. Ps sampled only the first 2 months of

the course; Po was based upon the first 7 months. Procrastination
can set in well after the first two months for a variety of reasons.
A low Ps, reflecting the first 2 months of disciplined input, can be

followed by a subsequent lapse, eventually resulting in a high Po.

3. the subjectivity of Ps compared with the objectivity of Po. It is

apparent from the author's counselling experiences that some students
(often the more perfectionistic) over-rate the frequency of their
delays, while others (often the less industrious) under-rate it, each

type resulting in a mismatch with observation (Po).

4. the difference between participants and non-participants on Po. Table

16 (p.159) shows that non-participants scored significantly higher on
Po than participants (t=5.27, df=233, p<.001). Thus, if non-partic-
ipants had also completed HIP, they probably would have raised the

correlation between Ps and Po.

As frequently found in previous investigations (Gotlib, 1984; Hollon &
Kendall, 1980; Spielberger et al., 1983; Zurawski & Smith, 1987), the self-
report measures of trait anxiety (STAIT) and depression (BDI), supposedly
assessing distinct psychopathological states, are highly correlated (r=.73,
p<.001) and, therefore, place their assumed orthogonality in question,
contrary to the claim by Beck & Beck (1972), that ‘'the BDI discriminates
well between anxiety and depression'. It is likely that a large part of
this high correlation is due to common variance (Beck, Brown, Steer,
Eidelson & Riskind, 1987; O'Leary et al., 1994). It is readily apparent

that 14 of the 20 anxiety (STAIT) items can be regarded as semantically
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equivalent to 7 of the 13 depression items (BDI, short form), constituting

a large overlap in content.

The substantial correlations of Negative Affect with both Anxiety (r=.44,
p<.001) and Depression (r=.42, p<.001), as well as the high correlation
between Anxiety and Depression (r=.73, p<.001), provide support for the

general trait of 'negative affectivity' advanced by Watson & Clark (1984).

4.1..3 The BAS scales

To assess the a priori scales of BAS empirically, it was decided to employ
cluster analysis rather than factor analysis, because of the relatively
small sample size (N=180), regarded as inadequate for 48 variables by
Tabachnick & Fidell (1989, p.603). They consider it desirable to have 'at
least five cases for each observed variable', as a 'general rule of thumb'.
Moreover, cluster analysis often affords greater clarity of interpretation
(Borgen & Barnett, 1987; Borgen & Weiss, 1971; Norusis, 1985). It was
decided to use agglomerative, hierarchical cluster analysis, beginning with
all variables and progressively assigning them to bigger and bigger

clusters.

Of the numerous available methods for deciding which variables should be
combined at each clustering step, the 'average linkage' method was chosen,
with absolute correlation as the measure of proximity. 'Average linkage'
is currently in favour (Norusis, 1985) because it considers correlations
between all pairs of variables when assigning a variable to a cluster,
unlike, for example, 'single' and 'complete' linkage methods. It is also

claimed to perform as well or better than alternative methods in detecting
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known clusters (Borgen & Barmett, 1987). Both versions of 'average'
linkage were employed in the present analysis: the 'within-group' version
which maximises the average of within-group correlations when assigning a
variable to a cluster, and the 'between-group' version which minimises the

average of between-group correlations.

The dendrogram in table 4 illustrates a 'within-group' cluster analysis of
all 48 BAS variables, yielding an interpretable 7 cluster solution. The
clusters formed at a rescaled distance of 18 before further recombination
at a distance of 20. Clusters for ‘'Approval' (A), ‘'Worry' (W),
‘Dependence' (D), ‘Ideality'(I), 'External Locus'(E) (clusters 5, 6) and

'Performance' (P) resemble the themes of corresponding a priori scales.

The P scale is small (5 items) because 3 a priori performance items (b9,
b33 and b4l) are peripherally attached to alien clusters. Because these
items are clearly performance beliefs on theoretical grounds and, since
their attachement to other clusters is only peripheral, it was resolved to
retain them as P items. In addition, two a priori 'Competitiveness' items
(b19 and b43) are firmly embedded in the P cluster. Since the latter could
also make good sense as Performance items, it was decided to add them to
the 6 a priori P items for an 8 item P scale, on both the a priori and

empirical grounds advanced.

Because a priori grounds were considered in delineating the P scale, it was
decided to run another cluster analysis without it. The remaining 40 BAS
variables generated a 5 cluster solution similar to the first, as indicated
in table 5. The clusters formed at a distance of 18 (rescaled) before

further recombination at a distance of 21, and this solution included
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TABLE 4

Dendrogram of clusters of Beliefs About Study (48

B AS (N = 180)
item 1 5 10 15 20

El

E2

10
11
26
38
18
42

2
a4
28

20
27
35
31
22
15
47

T
39
3
23
41
6
34
4
12
46

33
21
37

5
13
45

29
36
48
24

8
14

40
16
32
30

9
19
25

1
43
17

variables)

25 Rescaled
Distance
Cluster
Combine
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TABLE 5

Dendrogram of clusters of Beliefs About Study (40 variables)

(N = 180)

item 1 5 10 15 20 25 Rescaled

Distance

10 _] ____________ Cluster
_ J __________ ] Combine

Note: Clustering was performed on the 40 BAS variables, after
exclusion of the 8 'Performance' variables.
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cluster (E) as 2 sub-clusters which combined at a distance of 20. The
clusters were semantically homogeneous and similar in theme to 5 of the a
priori sub-scales. 'Between-group' clusters resembled the 'within-group'

solutions, offering some confirmation for the clusters.

Clusters for 'Approval'(A), 'Ideality'(I), ‘'External Locus'({(E) and
'Dependence’ (D) resembled a priori scales in item content, plus or minus
two or three items, and retained similar thematic sense. There is no
evidence from the cluster analysis to support the a priori scales of

'Avoidance', 'Certainty’ and 'Competitiveness', whose items are embraced by
other clusters. The main consequence is a new cluster of 10 'worry' items,
including all of the 'Certainty' scale, 3 'Competitiveness' items and one

'Avoidance' item.

The empirical / theoretical 'Performance'(P) scale, and the clustered
scales for ‘'Approval'(d), ‘Worry'(W), 'Dependence'(D), 'Ideality'(D) énd
'External Locus'(E), were assessed for internal consistency by Crombach's
coefficient of reliability (alpha). It is clear from appendices O and P,
that the resulting values of alpha (mean a=.70; range=.64 to .77) exceed
those of the a priori sub-scales (mean a=.58; range=.44 to .70), indicating
that the clustered scales are more internally consistent, yet just as clear

in theme. They have similar themes to 6 of the 8 theoretical scales.

On the grounds of superior intermal consistency, no loss of and negligible
change in interpretability, the 6 empirical scales were adopted in place of
the 8 theoretical scales, for the purposes of predicting students at risk.

Items of each of the 6 scales are provided in appendix P.
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The P scale seemed to stand apart somewhat from the rest of the BAS scale.
Half of its items (bl, b9, bl7 and b19) yielded the only negative item-
total correlations, as 1indicated by the results of Cronbach's test of
internal consistency in appendix N. From table 6, it can be seen that the
P scale has the weakest association with the full BAS scale (r=.21, p<.01),
compared with the other five scales (r ranges from .38 to .75, p¢.001) and
its correlations with the other five BAS scales are near zero, four of them

marginally negative.

The separation of the P scale can be explained mainly in terms of the more
perfectionistic students, who scored low on other sub-scales, and the non-

perfectionistic ones with high score(s) on at least one of the other sub-
scales. While the separation of the P scale reduced the homogeneity of the
BAS scale (a=.79; see appendix P), it was of little concern in this study,

which primarily applies the BAS sub-scales rather than the full scale.

4.1.4 BAS as a linear predictor

Table 7 shows the correlations between the BAS scales and.the dependent
variables (both self-report and objective). From the left half of table 7
for self-report criteria, it is apparent that the correlations of the BAS
scales with Depression and Procrastination (self-reported) are generally
weak, if in the expected positive direction. However, 9 of the 12
correlations of the BAS sub-scales with Anxiety and Negative Affect are
positive and significant. Thus, students who scored high on the Approval,
Worry, Dependence and Ideality sub-scales just prior to enrolment also

tended to score high on Anxiety (r=.19, p<.05 to r=.31, p<.001) and
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TABLE 6

Intercorrelations of clustered scales of 'Beliefs About Study'

(N = 180)
BAS scale P A Vv D I E
Performance P 1.0
Approval A -.04 1.0
Vorry W .04 JALEEX 1.0
Dependence D -.02 L28%% L30%x* 1.0
Ideality I ]| -.12 .10 13 L22%% 1.0
Ext Locus E | -.11 L26%% L22%% .14 .10 1.0
Full Scale c21%% JTLxA LTHx** o (DA L38x*kx | HQxx*

* p<.05  ** p(.01  *** p<.001 (two-tailed probability tests)
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TABLE 7

Correlations between BAS scales and dependent variables

Dependent Variables

BAS Self-report Objective
Sub—-scale A D Af Ps Po Pers GPA Aqgq|
1. Perform- .04 .09 .20% -.17 .18* -.15%* .01 .13
ance
2. Approval L29%% .10 L31xxx 23% .02 .03 -.14 .01
3. Worry LI1xxx 15 LA0xxx 13 .03 -.03 -.02 .03
4. Depend- .22% .06 28%% 17 12 -.09  -.2T%%x  -,18%
ence
5. Ideality .19% .19x% L28%% .19% A1 -.12 -, 26%* .19*
6. External .17 .08 .16 .09 -.02 .06 .01 .05
Locuis
Full Scale L39x*x%x 0% LASXKX 20* A1 -.08 -.17* .13
N 116 116 116 116 180 180 135 180
* p <.05 *%x p ¢.01 *xx p ¢.001 (two-tailed probabilities)
Note:
A = Anxiety (on the STAIT)
D = Depression (on the BDI)
Af = Negative Affect (BAS sub-scale specific on the FAS)
Ps = Self-Reported Procrastination (on the HIP)
Po = Observed Procrastination (lecturer rated)
Pers = Perseverance (proportion of subjects completed)
GPA = Grade-Point-Average
Agg = 'Adgregate' (final aggregate of scaled marks)
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Negative Affect (r=.28, p<.01 to r=.40, p<.001) approximately 5 months
later during the academic vyear. The BAS full-scale also correlates
significantly with the self-report criteria: Anxiety (r=.39, p<.001),
Depression (r=.20, p<.05), Negative Affect (r=.45, p<.001) and self-report
Procrastination (r=.20, p<.05). The above findings provide weak to modest
support for the basic RET hypothesis that irrational beliefs (in this case,

study-specific) cause negative emotion.

It should be noted here that negative affect was assessed by the FAS
('Feelings About Study'), a checklist of negative affects, and is sub-scale
specific. For example, negative affect specifically resulting from the

unmet need for approval correlates with the BAS Approval subscale (r=.31,
p<¢.001). Similarly, negative affect specifically resulting from worries
about study correlates with the BAS VWorry subscale (r=.40, p<.001). These
data can be interpreted as support for the importance of attending to
specific irrational belief dimensions (e.g. Approval, Worry, etc.), which
tend to generate negative affect specifically associated with those

dimensions.

Neither the BAS full scale, nor any of the 6 sub-scales, bears a strong
linear relationship with any of the objective criteria: observed
Procrastination, Perseverance, Grade-Point-Average and Aggregate. The
right half of table 7 is notable for its many near zero correlations,
significant correlations being both scarce and small. At first sight,
these findings reflect poorly on the criterion validity of the BAS,
particularly when assessed by the objective criteria. However, the weak to
modest linear relationships cited above could well mask stronger non-linear

relationships. This possibility is examined later in section 4.1.6.
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4.1.5 The IBT as a linear predictor

As illustrated in the left half of table 8, 14 of the 30 correlations
between IBT sub-scales and the self-report dependent variables are
significant. Of the IBT sub-scales, 7 are significantly correlated with
Anxiety (r=.23, p<.01 to r=.44, p<001) and 4 with Depression (r=.21, p<.01
to r=.40, p<.001). However, the highest correlation, that between the
Anticipatory Anxiety sub-scale and Anxiety (r=.44, p<¢.001) is clearly
inflated by items common to the two scales. Of the 20 STAIT items, 7
relate to worry and agitation, similar to 7 of the 10 Anticipatory Anxiety

items, constituting a large overlap.

Of the IBT sub-scales, Avoidance correlates most highly with self-report
procrastination, Ps (r=.40, p<.001), although this may have been inflated
by common content, since the Avoidance sub-scale consists of general
procrastination items, such as

item 7. I usually put off important decisions.

item 57. I seldom put things off.
Ps is derived from the HIP, which comprises similar items, but specifically

applied to study.

Just as for the BAS full-scale, the IBT full-scale correlates significantly
with the self-report criteria: with Anxiety (r=.44, p<.001), Depression
(r=.23, p<.05) and self-report Procrastination (r=.19, p<.05), providing
weak to modest support for the basic RET hypothesis that irrational beliefs
(in this case, general) cause negative emotion. Again, like the BAS
scales, most of the IBT scales are only weakly related to the objective

dependent variables, as indicated in the right half of table 8.
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Correlations between IBT scales and dependent variables

TABLE 8

Dependent Variables

IBT Self-Report Objective
Sub-scale A D Ps Po Pers GPA Aqg
1. Approval L26%% .13 .05 -.10 .05 .05 .05
2. Perform- L2Tx% L21% .19% -.04 .03 .09 .06
ance
3. Morality |-.06 -.14 -.16 -,01 .05 .08 .07
4. Catast- L30*% L2k .10 -.07 .08 .14 .12
rophisn
5. Mood .24% .23% -.02 .10 .06 -.01 .05
Control
6. Anticip' LA4k*x% L40%** L2Tx* .11 .14 -.06 -.15%*
Anxiety
7. Avoid- L26%% .09 LAQKR*K .05 .00 -.14 .05
ance
8. Depend- .15 .01 -.05 -.02 .01 -.10 .04
ence
9. Determ- .23% .03 .06 .06 .07 -.10 .09
inism
10.Ideality |-.10 -.18 -.09 .05 .03 -.05 -.05
Full Scale JALRFE L23% .19+* .03 02 -.03 .04
N 116 116 116 180 180 1356 180
* p <.05 **x p (.01 *x* p ¢,001 (two-tailed probabilities)
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The BAS and IBT full-scales bear strikingly similar correlations with the
dependent variables. It appears then, contrary to hypothesis, that the BAS
is no better than the IBT as a linear predictor of dysfunction in study.

Despite their weak to modest linear relationships with affect variables, in
accordance with RET, it is notable that neither the IBT nor the BAS full-
scales are significantly correlated with the objective criterion measures

of observed procrastination, perseverance, GPA and aggregate.

4.1.6 BAS as a threshold predictor

To test the hypothesis that high BAS scale scores are likely to identify
students at risk of emotional, behavioural and performance dysfunction in
study, students were defined 'at risk' if they scored above a threshold
value on one or more of the 6 BAS sub-scales. Sub-scale scores vwere
transformed to Z-scores for comparison with a range of threshold valﬁes
ranging from Z=.6 to 2=1.3 at intervals of O0.1. For each threshold Z-
value, the 180 students were categorised in accordance with predicted by
actual outcomes. Outcome was defined dichotomously as either 'success'
(completion of all subjects and an aggregate of at least 59 scaled marks)
or 'mon-success' (non-completion of one or more subjects and/or less than
59 scaled marks). The resulting frequencies are shown in 2x2 contingency
tables in table 9, each accompanied by a chi-square value to assess the
differentiation between successful and unsuccessful students, as well as a

'hit rate', the percentage of correctly predicted 'unsuccessful' students.

The threshold value, 2=0.9, produced an optimum 'hit rate' of 72.7%, as

shown in table 10. Of the 110 students 'at risk', 80 were 'unsuccessful’.
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TABLE 9
Contingency tables of risk (r) by success (s) for 8 criteria
of risk, derived from extreme beliefs about study on the BAS
(N = 180)
(r) 'Risk' requires a z-score > k (threshold) on at
least one of the six scales of BAS

(s) 'Success' requires completion of all subjects
undertaken and an aggregate ) 59 scaled marks

(a) Threshold: Z > .6 (b) Threshold: Z > .7
SUCCESS SUCCESS
No Yes No Yes
No 9 27 36 No 12 37 49
RISK RISK
Yes 86 58 144 Yes 83 48 131
95 85 180 95 85 180
Hit Rate = 86/144 = 59.7 % Hit Rate = 83/131 = 63.4 %
X = 12.6 (df=1, p<.0004) Xt = 20.9 (df=1, p<.00001)

(c) Threshold:

Z> 0.8 (d) Threshold: Z > 0.9
SUCCESS SUCCESS
No Yes No Yes
No 15 47 62 No 15 55 70
RISK RISK
Yes | 80 38 118 Yes | 80 30 110
95 85 180 95 85 180
Hit Rate = 80/118 = 67.8 % Hit Rate = 80/110 = 72.7 %
Xt = 29.3 (df=1, p<¢.00001) X = 43.1 (df=1, p<.00001)
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(e) Threshold: Z > 1.0

TABLE 9 continued

SUCCESS
No Yes
No 22 56 78
RISK
Yes 13 29 102
95 85 180

Hit Rate = 73/102 = 71.6 %

Xt = 31.6 (df=1, p<.00001)

(g) Threshold: Z > 1.2

SUCCESS
No Yes
No 39 57 96
RISK
Yes 56 28 84
95 85 180

Hit Rate = 56/84 = 66.7 %

X =11.2 (df=1, p<.0008)

(f) Threshold: Z > 1.1

SUCCESS
No Yes
No 26 57 83
RISK
Yes 69 28 97
95 85 180

Hit Rate = 69/97 = 71.1 %

X = 26.9 (df=1, p<.00001)

(h) Threshold: 2 » 1.3

SUCCESS
No Yes
No 54 59 113-
RISK
Yes 41 26 67
95 85 180

Hit Rate = 41/67 = 61.2 %

Xt = 2.52 (df=1, p«<.11)

Note: (a) X' includes Yates' continuity correction for 2x2 contingency

tables.

(b) X' > 10.83 for .001 level of significance with 1 df.



TABLLE 10
Predicting students ‘at risk' (r) of ‘non-success’ (ns): A compar-
ison of BAS and IBT hit rates using various criteria of risk

(N = 180)

(r) 'Risk' requires a z-score > Kk (threshold) on at
least one of the 6 scales of BAS, or at least one
of the 10 scales of the IBT

(ns) ‘Non-Success' 1s determined by non-completion of
gsubject (s) and/or an aggregate < 59 scaled marks

70%
H
I
T
R
A
T
E 61.2%
60%
- 54.3%
52.5%
50% |—

[ | l 1 1 | 1 | | L 1
0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6

THRESHOLD Z

Note: @ BAS hit rate
0 IBT hit rate
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They failed to complete all subjects and/or scored less than 59 scaled
points required for matriculation. The distinption between 'successful’

and 'unsuccessful' students is highly significant (X! = 43.1, p<.00001).

The group of students identified by the BAS threshold model as being 'at
risk' of dysfunctional emotion, behaviour and performance in study, was
significantly different from the 'mon-risk' group on all of the dependent
variables, and in the expected direction, as indicated in table 11.
Students 'at risk' scored lower aggregates (t=-8.23, p<.001), lower GPAs
(t=-3.54, p<.001) and persevered less (t=-7.07, p<.001) than 'non-risk’
students. On average, the aggregates of students 'at risk' were only half
those of ‘'non-risk' students (33.6 scaled marks compared with 67.4),
largely due to their much lower perseverance, completing only 2.7 subjects

(perseverance = 53.3%) compared with 4.7 (perseverance = 94.3%) out of 5.

In addition, students 'at risk' were also more anxious (t=4.78, p¢.001),
more depressed (t=3.42, p<.001) and more inclined to procrastinate, both by
self-report (t=3.69, p<.001) and according to lecturers’ observations
(t=6.91, p<.001). While students at risk were observed to procrastinate
almost 'half of the time' (mean Po=2.80), non-risk students ‘'rarely' did so

{mean Po=1.07).

Thus, extreme beliefs about study, as measured on the BAS, effectively
predicted and identified students who were likely to experience dysfunct-
ional emotion, behaviour and performance in study, as hypothesised and in
keeping with RET. Although it cannot be claimed that extreme belief caused
students' dysfunction, the suggestion of a causal contribution is congist-

ent with the temporal structure of the experimental design. BAS was
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TABLE 11

Dependent variable differences for 'risk’' & ‘non-risk' groups,
where 'risk' is defined by extreme beliefs about study on BAS

t—test Comparisons

Variable Group N Mean s.D. t P
Risk 110 2.80 1.84
Procrastination 6.91 .000
(observed) Non-Risk 70 1.07 1.26
Risk 62 53.4 19.7
Procrastination 3.69 .000
(self-report) Non-Risk 54 41.4 14.3
Risk 62 47.8 11.0
Anxiety 4.78 .000
Non-Risk 54 38.8 9.13
Risk 62 6.90 6.38
Depression 3.42 .001
Non-Risk 54 3.50 3.80
Risk 110 53.3 45.9
Perseverance -7.07 .000
Non-Risk 70 94.3 19.6
Risk 67 12.7 3.13
Grade Point Ave -3.54 .001
Non-Risk 68 14.4 2.46
Risk 110 33.6 31.1
Aggregate -8.23 .000
Non-Risk 70 67.4 18.3

Probabilities (p) are for two-tailed tests

Note:

'Risk' is defined by a z-score > 0.9 on at least one of the 6 scales
of BAS, generating an optimum 'hit' rate of 72.7%
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administered just prior to the beginning of the course, while dependent

measures were taken 3 to 12 months into the course.

The 110 students deemed 'at risk' are distinguishable as either 'hits',
those who were 'unsuccessful' as predicted, or 'false alarms', those who,
contrary to prediction, 'succeeded' in completing all subjects and scoring
at least 59 scaled marks. When table 12 is examined for the differences
between the 'hits' and 'false alarms', it is apparent that the groups do
not differ significantly on anxiety (t=1.32) or depression (t=1.27).
Procrastination is the variable which separates the unsuccessful (the

'hits') from the successful (the 'false alarms').

The 'hits' scored significantly higher than the ‘false alarms' on both
observed procrastination (t=6.04, p<.001) and self-report procrastination
(t=2.33, p<.05). On average, the 'hits' were observed by their lecturers
to procrastinate more than half of the time (mean Po = 3.36 on the scale
from 0 to 6) in regard to class attendance, submitting assignments,
completing long projects, doing tests and tutorial papers. In stark
contrast, the ‘false alarms' rarely procrastinated (mean Po = 1.30). Since
the 'hits' also persevered significantly less than the 'false alarms' (t=-
8.35, p<.001), completing only 35.8% of the course compared with 100% for
the 'false alarms', it is 1likely that their frequent procrastination
contributed to their partial (and in some cases, complete) course with-

drawal, as well as their lower GPAs (t=-5.12, p<.001).

A cursory inspection of the 30 ‘'false alarms' (see table 13) reveals 6
'‘realistic performers' (category P), who had relatively high expectations

(Z>1) of their academic performance but relatively low scores (2<0) for
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TABLE 122

Dependent variable differences for 'hits' and 'false alarms’

t—test Comparisons

Variable Group N Mean S.D. t P
Hits 80 3.36 1.66
Procrastination 6.04 .000
(observed) False Alarms 30 1.30  1.39
Hits 39 57.17 18.6
Procrastination 2.33 .023
(self-report) False Alarms 23 46.0 19.7
Hits 39 49.2 11.5
Anxiety 1.32 .193
False Alarms 23 45.4 9.85
Hits 39 7.69 7.02
Depression 1.27 .207
False Alarms 23 5.56 4.99
Hits 80 35.8 42.0
Perseverance -8.35 .000
False Alarms 30 100 0
Hits 31 11.2 3.08
Grade Point Ave -5.12 .000
False Alarms 30 14.5 2.01
Hits 80 19.3 23.1
Aggregate -12.0 .000
False Alarms 30 71.8 9.86

Probabilities (p) are for two-tailed tests

Note:

(r) 'Rigsk' is determined by a Z-score > 0.9 on at least one of the 6 sub-
scales of BAS. Students 'at risk' are 'hits' or 'false alarms’'.

(h) 'Hits' are students 'at risk' and ‘'unsuccessful'; they do not
complete all subjects and/or score an aggregate < 59 scaled marks.

(fa) 'False Alarms' are students ‘'at risk', but 'successful'; they

complete all subjects and score an aggregate ) 59 scaled marks.
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TABLE 13

of 'false alarms’,

students

Characteristics ‘at risk' yet
'successful’
(N = 30)

Student Identity Number
Variable 002 003 004 014 020 021 049 050 053 056
Performance ~-1.4 1.4 -.2 .5 i1 1.0 -.4 1.3 1.0 -.9
Approval 2.5 =8 -.3 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.3 .2 1.0 .3
Worry -1.0 B o[-1.3 |-1.2 .4 2.4 1.8 .8 .2 1.3
Dependence 1.0 -.9 [-1.3 1.2 |-1.1 -.3 .4 -.1 .1 1.2
Ideality -1.1 .8 -.9 .6 ==J .6 |-1.1 1.0 1.4 -.3
Ext Locus -.0 -.3 2.1 -.0 3.1 2.9 -.2 .8 -.3 1.0
Procrast Po -.8 [-1.3 |-1.3 -.2 -.8 1.9 .3 |-1.3 -.8 -.2
Procrast Ps .9 |-1.4 1.0 -5 1.3 1.2 -.3 .6
Anxiety A 1.9 -.8 A -3 1.8 .6 -.8 1.1
Depress D 2.6 |-1.0 .1 -.6 2.3 .8 -.2 .5
Affect Af -.4 |-1.0 -.3 .2 3.3 -.2 -.4 1.3
Aggregate 66 86 76 66 70 69 13 84 62 63
Category C P C C C C P B B

Student Identity Number
Variable 074 082 092 101 103 107 113 115 117 118
Performance -.5 [-1.2 1.4 [-2.0 .6 -.7 ~-.4 .6 -.2 |-1.2
Approval .8 |[-1.0 .8 .5 .5 .4 1.3 .6 -.5 1.0
Worry 1.5 -.4 .1 1.4 -.8 .1 2.2 - .2 2.1
Dependence .8 1.0 |-1.5 1.0 2.6 1.4 |[-1.5 1.4 ~-.1 1.8
Ideality -1.2 5 |-2.4 1.4 2.4 1.4 .5 .6 =115 1.0
Ext Locus -1.2 -.0 |-1.2 1.0 1.6 1.8 2.3 |-1.0 1.3 2.7
Procrast Po |-1.3 -2 -.8 [-1.3 -.2 |-1.3 .3 ) -2 -.8
Procrast Ps .1 1-2.1 .6 -.1 -.4 -1.1
Anxiety A ~-.6 |-1.0 1.7 -3 -.7 -.6
Depress D -1.0 -.4 .3 .1 -.4 -.4
Affect Af .3 .4 1.7 2.7 .6 -.9
Aggregate 74 65 15 64 65 69 61 59 78 63
Category B P C B C B B B
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TABLE 13 continued

Student Identity Number

Variable 127 131 138 151 160 166 174 175 176 177
Performance -.0 1.0 2.1 |-1.0 -.2 |-2.2 -7 1.4 |-2.4 1.6
Approval 1.2 .6 .2 1.6 .9 .8 .4 -.9 1.6 .2
Worry 1.9 1 (-1.2 -.1 1.8 1.5 .9 -.6 [-1.0 .8
Dependence 2.4 | -.1 -.1 .4 |-1.1 =4l 2.0 1.2 -1 =il
Ideality 1 1.0 |-1.2 3 1.8 .1 ol .5 [-2.2 [-2.2
Ext Locus k| .8 -.8 .8 1.0 .1 .6 [-1.2 -.1 =7
Procrast Po =rv) -.8 |-1.3 [-1.3 [-1.3 -.8 3 |-1.3 -.2 |-1.3
Procrast Ps -.8 .6 |-1.6 1 .6 1 -1.0 1.2 [-2.1
Anxiety A .8 1.0 -.8 -.2 .8 2 -.1 1 -3
Depress D -.1 .5 -.6 -.6 .5 -.4 -, 2 .4 -.4
Affect Af -.1 .5 3 -.8 -.2 9 4 [-1.1 -.8
Aggregate 66 78 88 60 94 85 65 75 64 91
Category B P P B C B C B P
Note:
1. 'Rigk' is determined by a Z-score > 0.9 on at least one of the 6 sub-
scales of BAS
2. ‘False alarms' are students ‘'at risk', yet ‘'successful’'; they
complete all subjects and score an aggregate > 59 scaled marks
3 Variable scores are expressed as Z-scores, except for 'Aggregate' &
'Category’
4. 'Aggregate' = number of scaled marks (maximum 100)
5. 'Category' B = 'Borderline' aggregate

‘Performer’ (realistic)
'Counsellee' (rational-emotive therapy)

C
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anxiety, depression, affect and procrastination. Thus, despite their high
demands of their own performance ('irrational' by RET standards), they
seemed emotionally in control and achieved high aggregates (from 75 to 91

scaled marks).

Presumably the abilities, characteristics, attitudes and application of the
'realistic performers' enabled them to meet their high self-expectations.
Using the traditional measures of irrational belief (i.e. extreme belief),
such ‘false alarms' can be expected (Mahoney, 1979), exposing an inherent
systematic error in the tests. This error could be removed by defining
irrational belief as the discrepancy between expectation and reality, or
dissonance {(Festinger, 1957). Then, the 'realistic performers' would not
be deemed ‘'at risk' in the first place, since their dissonance would be

small. This proposition is tested later in section 4.2.3.

Aside from the realistic ‘performers', counselling case notes revealed that
9 other 'false alarms' (category C) had received a considerable amount of
counselling for their irrational beliefs. All but 2 of these scored above
average (2>0) on anxiety, depression or affect. It is the author's belief
that cognitive restructuring helped these students retain sufficient
control to complete the course successfully. Their disinclination to
procrastinate (2¢0 for Po and Ps) also undoubtedly contributed to their
academic survival. It is further apparent from table 13 that 10 of the 15
remaining 'false alarms' scored near the borderline (category B), from 59

to 65 scaled marks, although the causes are unknown.

Considering the make-up of the group of 'false alarms', the substantial

'hit rate' of 72.7% can be considered conservative. The predictive ability
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of the BAS is not only statistically significant, but good enough for
practical purposes as well, considering the high proportion of students
predicted to be 'at risk', who really were at risk. Furthermore, it is
clear that low to modest correlations between the BAS scales and the
dependent variables actually mask a substantial threshold relationship, as

hypothesised.

4.1.7 The IBT as a threshold predictor

Following Anastasi's (1988) and Bandura's (1969) arguments for context
specificity, the specific BAS was expected to identify students at risk of
emotional and behavioural dysfunction significantly better than the general
IBT. To test this hypothesis, the IBT was subjected to the same threshold
analysis which was applied to the BAS. Students were defined at risk if
they scored above a threshold value on one or more of the 10 IBT scales.
IBT raw scale scores were transformed to Z-scores for comparison witﬁ 6
threshold values, ranging from Z=.9 to Z=1.4 at intervals of 0.1. It was
clear that these 6 values of Z were sufficient to include the approximate Z
score for a maximum hit rate. For each threshold value, the 180 students
were categorised in accordance with predicted by actual outcomes. Resulting
frequencies are presented in 2x2 contingency tables (see table 14), each
accompanied by a chi-square value, to assess the differentiation between
successful and unsuccessful students, as well as a 'hit rate', the

percentage of correctly predicted 'unsuccessful' students.

The threshold value, Z = 1.3, generated an optimum hit rate of only 56% and
the differentiation between 'successful' and 'unsuccessful' students is non

gignificant (X! = 0.67, p<.42); see table 14. At best, only 56 students
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TABLE 14
Contingency tables of 'risk’ (r) by 'success' (s), for 6 criteria
of risk, derived from extreme general beliefs on the IBT
(N = 180)
(r) 'Risk' requires a z-score > k (threshold) on at
least one of the 10 sub-scales of the IBT

(s) 'Success' requires completion of all subjects undertaken
and an aggregate ) 59 scaled marks

(a) Threshold: Z > 0.9 (b) Threshold: Z > 1.0
SUCCESS SUCCESS
No Yes No Yes
No 19 21 40 No 23 24 47
RISK RISK
Yes 76 64 | 140 Yes 72 61 | 133
95 85 | 180 95 85 | 180
Hit Rate = 76/140 = 54.3 % Hit Rate = 72/133 = 54.1 %
Xt =0.34 (df=1, p<.56) XX =0.20 (df=1, p<.66)
(c) Threshold: Z > 1.1 (d) Threshold: Z > 1.2
SUCCESS SUCCESS
No Yes No Yes
No 29 31 60 No 34 33 67
RISK RISK
Yes 66 54 | 120 Yes 61 52 | 113
95 85 | 180 95 85 | 180
Hit Rate = 66/120 = 55.0 % Hit Rate = 61/113 = 54.0 %
X =0.47 (df=1, p<.50) X =0.07 (df=1, p«.80)
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TABILE 14 continued

(e} Threshold: Z > 1.3 (f) Threshold: Z > 1.4
SUCCESS SUCCESS
No Yes No Yes
No 39 41 80 No 53 41 100
RISK RISK
Yes 56 44 | 100 Yes 42 38 80
95 85 | 180 95 85 180
Hit Rate = 56/100 = 56.0 % Hit Rate = 42/80 = 52.5 %
X = 0.67 (df=1, p<.42) Xt = 0.00 (df=1, p=1)

Note: (a) X! includes Yates' continuity correction for 2x2 contingency
tables.

(b) X' » 10.83 for .001 level of significance with 1 df.
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were correctly identified as 'unsuccessful' out of 100 defined as being ‘at
risk', compared with 80 out of 110 (72.7%) correct identifications by the
BAS (X! = 43.1, p<.00001). Table 10 shows the superiority of the specific
BAS over the general IBT in correctly identifying the 'unsuccessful'’
students. It is clear from table 15 that the distinction between 'risk’
and ‘'non-risk' groups by the IBT is non-significant on all dependent
variables except for self-report procrastination, students ‘at risk'

procrastinating marginally more than 'non-risk' students (t=2.53, p<.05).

While the IBT was comparable with the BAS as a linear predictor, it was
ineffective in identifying students at risk of emotional, behavioural and
performance dysfunction, in contrast with the BAS, which was very effect-
ive. The superior discriminant validity of BAS over the IBT can be
attributed largely to the specificity of its content, as predicted by
Anastasi (1988), Bandura (1969), Haaga & Davison (1989) and Holtzworth-

Munroe & Stuart (1994).

The strong relationship between high BAS scale scores and emotional,
behavioural and performance dysfunction can be considered conservative
because of many near victims amongst the 'false alarms' and because the
participants exhibited a functional bias compared with non-participants.

Table 16 shows that non-participants were observed by lecturers to
procrastinate more than participants (t=5.27, p<.001). They also scored
lower on Perseverance (t=-3.40, p<.001), GPA (t=-2.46, p<.05) and Aggregate
(t=-4.17, p<.001). Consequently, if these less functional non-participants
had been included in the study, it is likely that they would have strength-
ened the relationship between extreme BAS scores and dysfunction even

further.
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TABLE 15

Dependent variable differences for 'risk' & 'nmon-risk' groups,
where 'risk' is defined by extreme general beliefs on the IBT

t—test Comparisons

Variable Group N Mean S.D. t P
Risk 100 2.24 1.84
Procrastination .92 .36
(observed) Non-Risk 80 1.99 1.84
Risk 61 51.8 20.7
Procrastination 2.53 .013
(self-report) Non-Risk 55 43.4 14.2
Risk 61 45.4 11.5
Anxiety 1.86 .065
Non-Risk 55 41.6 10.4
Risk 61 6.18 6.32
Depression 1.7 .080
Non-Risk 55 4,36 4.50
Risk 100 66.6 43.8
Perseverance -.92 .36
Non-Risk 80 72.5 41.5
Risk 13 13.6 2.58
Grade Point Ave .29 .17
Non-Risk 62 13.5 3.31
Risk 100 45.0 31.5
Aggregate -.85 .40
Non-Risk 80 49.0 31.5

Probabilities (p) are for two-tailed tests

Note:

'Risk' is defined by a z-score > 1.3 on at least one of the 10 sub-
scales of the IBT, generating an optimum 'hit’' rate of 56%
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TABLE 16

Participant / non-participant differences on Procrastination,
Perseverance, Grade-Point—-Average and Agdgregate

t—test Comparisons

Variable Group N Mean S.D. t P
Non-Partic 55 3.58 1.63

Procrastination 5.27 .000
{observed) Participants 180 2.13 1.84
Non-Partic 55 46 .4 46.6

Perseverance -3.40 .001
Participants 180 69.2 42.8
Non-Partic 29 12.0 3.69

Grade—Point-Ave -2.46 .015
Participants 135 13.5 2.93
Non-Partic 55 43.5 31.6

Aggregate -4.17 .000
Participants 180 57.1 24.8

Probabilities (p) are for two-tailed tests
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4.1.8. Procrastination scales

The HIP ('How I Procrastinate') scale was found to be internally consistent
(Cronbach's a = .90), with item-total correlations ranging from .30 to .71,
as presented in appendix Q. The significant correlation of self-reported
procrastination (Ps) with observed procrastination (r=.48, p<.001), also

provides a measure of its construct validity.

In attempting to check for causal dimensions of procrastination, following
the study by Solomon & Rothblum (1984), who found dominant factors for
'fear of failure' and ‘'low frustration tolerance', it was decided to
perform a cluster analysis on the WIP ('Why I Procrastinate') rather than a
factor analysis. Cluster analysis was selected for easier interpretability
(Borgen & Barnett, 1987; Borgen & Weiss, 1971; Norusis, 1985) and because
of the relatively small sample available in the present study (N = 116),
compared with that used by Solomon & Rothblum (N = 342). As for the BAS
clusters, 'average linkage' clustering methods vwere used (both ‘'within-

group' and 'between-group').

As illustrated by the dendrogram in table 17, 4 clusters can be discerned,
forming at a rescaled- distance of 21 before recombining at 23. The 2
clusters which stand out represent 'Fear Of Failure' (FOF; cluster 1 with
12 items) and 'Low Frustration Tolerance' (LFT; cluster 2 with 5 items), in
line with the experimental findings of Solomon & Rothblum (1984) and the
clinical findings of Ellis & Knaus (1979). FOF items reflect students'
concerns about not meeting standards (their own and others'), feeling
inadequate, overwhelmed and in need of help. LFT items reflect laziness,

dislike of assignments and a preference for quiék, easy, pleasures.
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TABLE 17

Dendrogram of clusters of 'Why I Procrastinate' (WIP)

(N = 116)

item 1 5 10 15 20 25 Rescaled

Distance

10 i Cluster
] ———————————————— ] Combine

1. Clusters were found using the 'within-group, average linkage' method
by SPSS (Norusis, 1990a).

ar Of failure (cluster 1)

2. F O F = Te
Low Frustration Tolerance (cluster 2)

L F T
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Both clusters are internally consistent (see appendix Q). Cronbach's a =
.86 for the FOF scale, item-total correlations ranging ﬁrom .38 to .70.
For the LFT scale, Cronbach's a = .74, item-total correlations ranging from
.41 to .61. What is particularly pertinent about these 2 clusters is the
frequency and prominence with which they feature in students' reasons for
procrastination, confirming the experimental findings of Solomon & Rothblum
(1984) and Beswick et al. (1988). The response frequencies in appendix R
show that FOF items account for ‘'half to all' (»'3') of the cause of
procrastination for 66% of students, on average. LFT items account for
'half to all' of the cause of procrastination for 42% of students. About
half of the items in both clusters have a median rating of '3' on the scale

from '0' (none) to '6'(all) for procrastinatory contribution.

While cluster 3 reflects stimulation from the pressure and challenge of
last minute efforts as a cause of delay, cluster 4 is hard to classify.
More importantly, and in contrast with clusters 1 and 2, only 24% of
atudents attributed 'half to all' of their reason for procrastination to
cluster 3 items and a mere 10% to cluster 4 items. Since all but one of
the items in clusters 3 and 4 attracted a median response of 'O (none}),
their items were completely irrelevant to the cause of procrastination for

more than half of the students.

Clusters 1 and 2 correlate significantly with other variables, but each
with different ones. Table 18 shows that students who feared failure
tended to be more irrational (on the BAS and IBT scales) than those who
avoided frustration. Thus, cluster 1 (FOF) correlates significantly with
the BAS scales: Dependence (r=.28, p<.01), Worry (r=.29, p<.01), Approval

(r=.27, p<.01), Ideality (r=.27, p<.01) and the full-scale (r=.37, p<.001).
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TABLE 18

Correlations of 'Fear Of Failure' (FOF) and ‘Low Frustration

Tolerance' (LFT) with other variables

(N = 116)
Fear Of Low Frustration
Failure Tolerance
FOF' I1FT
WIP WIP
Variable Cluster 1 Cluster 2
1. Performance -.02 -.21%
2. Approval L2Tx% 17
BAS 3. VWorry L29%* .09
SCALE 4. Dependence .28%** .09
5. Ideality 2Tx*% .14
6. External Locus .10 .23*%
Full BAS Scale L3 TxRR% .16
1. Approval .22% .09
2. Performance .19% .09
3. Morality -.08 -.03
4. Catastrophisation .15 -.03
IBT 5. Mood Control -.12 -.10
SCALE 6. Anticip Anxiety L39xx* .16
7. Avoidance .20% C39%k*x*%
8. Dependence .14 .08
9. Determinism .09 .08
10. Ideality -.13 -.05
Full IBT Scale L24** 17
Procrastination Po .19* L 25%%
Procrastination Ps L50%x*x* H8kxk
DEPENDENT Anxiety A5 XKX A1
VARIABLES Depression LA2xHK .05
Perseverance ~.22% -.03
t GPA -.21%* -.21%*
Aggregate -.28%% -.11
* p<.05 **x p(.01 xx*x p(,001 (two-tailed probabilities)

Note: #
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Cluster 2 only correlates significantly with Performance (r=-.21, p<.05)
and External Locus (r=.23, p<.05), indicating that the ‘'avoiders' tended to
be less concerned about their performance and were more likely to attribute

their difficulties to external forces rather than to themselves.

In keeping with a fear of failure, cluster 1 correlates significantly with
IBT sub-scales: Approval (r=.22, p<.05), Performance (r=.19, p<.05),
Anticipatory Anxiety (r=.39, p¢.001), Avoidance (r=.20, p<.05) and the full
scale (r=.24, p<.01), while cluster 2 only correlates significantly with

Avoidance (r=.39, p<.001), reflecting low frustration tolerance.

The characteristics which differentiate the two types of procrastinators
most sharply are affective. Cluster 1 (FOF) is significantly related to
both self-report Anxiety (r=.45, p<.001) and Depression (r=.42, p<.001), in
contrast with the corresponding relationships for cluster 2 (LFT) (r=.11

and .05; both non-significant).

The FOF and LFT scales also have some relationships in common. As might be
expected, they are related to the act of procrastination, both self-rated,
Ps (r=.50, p<.001 and r=.58, p<¢.001 respectively) and observed, Po (r=.19,
p¢.05 and r=.25, p<.01 respectively). These correlations are probably
under-estimates, because non-participants scored significantly more on Po
than participants (t=5.27, df=233, ©p<.001), as indicated earlier.
Therefore, if non-participants had completed the WIP, they probably would
have strengthened these correlations. For the same reason, the negative
correlations of FOF and LFT with GPA (r=-.21, p<.01 for both) are probably
also under-estimates, since non-participants scored 1lower GPAs than

participants (t=-2.46, p<.015).

164



In summary, clusters 1 and 2 are homogeneous in theme and internally con-
sistent. They were frequent and substantial causes of delay, replicating
previous results (e.g. Solomon & Rothblum, 1984) and supporting RET (Ellis
& Knaus, 1977). The complementarity of their relationships with other
variables also confirms their different constructs and, correspondingly,
the need for different therapeutic strategies, as noted by Solomon &
Rothblum. Cluster 3 is short, redundant, infrequently cited by students as
a cause of their delay, and therefore needs further investigation. Cluster
4 can be dismissed as a heterogeneous artifact of extremely low response,
perhaps a cluster by default, arising from those students who were prepared
to attribute their procrastination to almost anything but their own 'fear
of failure', 'frustration avoidance', or other reasons not assessed by the

WIP.

4.2 MARRTAGE

The following analyses use both current and initial data from the question-
naire, Beliefs About Marriage (BAM); see appendix T. Current ('now') data
was derived from respondents' current belief and reality ratings, while
initial ('at first') data represents retrospective ratings of their beliefs
and realities at the beginning of marriage. Since memories of past events
are known to be subject to distortion (Duck, 1981; Warwick & Lininger,
1975), any conclusions drawn from retrospective initial data must be

considered with caution.

The degree of marital happiness, H (item 101 of BAM) was intended to be the

main dependent variable. 'Frequency of satisfaction with partner', S (from
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reality ratings of item 100) serves as an alternative measure. While H is
current only, S offers both initial (Si) and current (Sc) measures of
satisfaction with partner. As expected, H and Sc are highly correlated
(r=.94, p<¢.001) and their relationships with other variables are similar,

as is evident throughout the remainder of this section.

For the purpose of assessing sex effects, sex was treated as a dummy
variable, by assignment of the scores 'O' and 'l' to female and male

partners respectively, following Nie et al. (1975).

4.2.1 Marital beliefs & realities over time

In the following discussion, 'Bi' and 'Ri' are used to represent the sums
of initial belief and reality ratings respectively from the 100 BAM items.
'Be' and 'Rc' represent current scores for the belief and reality scalés.
Table 19 indicates that beliefs dropped significantly from a mean initial
total, Bi = 422 (maximum 600) to a mean current total, Bc = 363 (t=9.56,
df=87, p<.001), supporting the clinical evidence (Bagarozzi & Anderson,
1989, Dryden, 1985; Ellis, 1962; Ellis & Harper, 1961; Hartin, 1977, 1988,
1993; Lazarus, 1985; Sager, 1976), that most couples enter marriage with

unrealistically high expectations, which are usually unsustainable.

It was also found that initial dissonance (Di = Bi-Ri) correlates
significantly with the drop in beliefs (Bi-Bc) over many years of marriage
(r=.57, p<¢.001), supporting the hypothesised tendency of partners to lower,
their initially high expectations of marriage, in an attempt to reduce the

discrepancy between their beliefs and realities. Some subjects concluded
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the BAM questionnaire with comments illustrating the drop in expectations

which they experienced.

Subject 1. (male: H=5)
'] was always idealistic (at first)...but, as I have grown and

learnt, I have changed and moderated my view'.

Subject 2. (female: H=5)
'T certainly remember that I wore rose coloured glasses Initially-

for the first six months at least'.

Subject 40, (female: H=6)
'I found it very interesting...to see how different my 'now' answers

were. We have both changed considerably, I was glad to note.

Subject 56. (female: H=4)

'...partners change during marriage in order to make it work...'

This drop in marital expectations, to fit realities better, illustrates the
post-decision dissonance effect, originally predicted by Festinger (1957)
and observed by marriage clinicians (e.g. Bagarozzi & Anderson, 1989;
Dryden, 1985) without adherence or reference to CDT. The comment by
subject 56 demonstrates that she is actually aware of lowering her marital
expectations toward consonance, that is, '... to make it (marriage) work'.

Marital realities also dropped significantly from a mean total of Ri=361 to
Rc=313 (t=7.55, df=87, p<.001), probably reflecting the greater, but
unsustainable, initial efforts of partners to meet each other's unrealistic

marital expectations.
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TABLE 19
Differences between initial belief (Bi) and current belief
(Bc), between initial reality (Ri) and current reality (Rc)

(N = 88 subjects)

t—test comparisons for paired samples

BAM Standard
Parent Scale Mean Deviation af t D

Bi 422 71.9

81 9.56 .000
Bc 363 55.9
Ri 361 48.3

87 7.55 .000
Re 313 65.5

Probabilities (p) are for two-tailed tests

Mean belief scores and 68% limits

500 —— 494
—
450 ——
MEAN -
SCALE - -
SCORE | % Bi=422 419
400 ——
r—
- Ri=361 * Bc=363
350 —— 350
- Rc=313
- 307
300 : , TIME
initially currently
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Despite the dissonance-reducing lowering of expectations by spouses, the
mean level of current marital reality (Rc=313) remained significantly less
than the mean level of current belief (Bc=363) after many years of marriage
(t=7.55, p¢«.001). Thus, it seems that spouses continued to expect more

than they received from marriage and partners.

4.2.2 Marital belief and happiness

Table 20 reveals a significant sex difference for initial marital belief.
Although the unreliability of retrospective data must be borne in mind, it
appears that wives entered marriage with higher expectations than husbands
(r=-.30, p<.01), especially the expectation of approval (r=-.37, p<.001)
and emotional dependence on husbands (r=-.41, p<.001). These findings tend
to mirror clinical and research findings. For example, Gray (1990, pp.34,
91) claims that women are inherently 'more interested in love and relatién—
ships' than men, their self-esteem primarily depending upon nurturing
relationships. Guthrie & Snyder (1988) cite the frequent demands of

unhappy wives for attention, love and acceptance from husbands.

Table 20 indicates that all initial belief sub-scales correlate negatively
with sex, 8 of the 10 significantly (r=-.06, non-sig to r=-.41, p<.001),
reflecting a consistent sex difference across all belief dimensions.
However, while wives seem to have entered marriage with more extreme
expectations than husbands, the difference was insignificant after many
years of marriage (r=-.1, non-sig). It appears that, during the course of
marriage, the drop in marital expectation was greater for wives than for

husbands (r=-.33, p<.01). Perhaps some wives realised that they had
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TABLE 20

Initial belief scales: Internal consistencies and correlations
with initial satisfaction, current happiness and sex

(N = 87)

Initial Belief Internal Initial Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex
1. Approval .90 .04 -.17 = JTx%%
2. Performance .83 -.00 -.09 ~.28*%
3. Morality .83 LATH* -.017 -, 27%*
4, Catastrophisation .18 -, 29%% -, 42%*xx% -.08
5. Uniqueness .80 .01 - 27k* -.31%*
6. Altruism .85 .12 -.07 -.26*
7. Avoidance .81 -.02 -.13 -.06
8. Dependence .88 .18 -.08 -, 41%*x
9. External Locus .87 -.24%* -, 40%** -.26%
10.Ideality .10 -.02 -.23% -.24%
Full Scale (Bi) .96 -.03 -.29%% -.30*%

Current belief scales: Internal consistencies and correlations
with current satisfaction, current happiness and sex

(N = 88)

Current Belief Internal Current Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex
1. Approval .86 -.05 -.08 .18
2. Performance .76 .03 .00 12
3. Morality .85 LJex%kx L33%x% .18
4. Catastrophigation .80 -, 48*%x% - 53**% .09
5. Uniqueness .17 L35*%x* LA TR%k* .14
6. Altruism .19 L44%*% R LT .02
7. Avoidance .18 .16 .07 L23%
8. Dependence .84 JAJEREE YL .19
9. External Locus .86 -.14 -, 2b% .09
10.Ideality .64 .09 .02 .16
Full Scale (Bc) .94 .14 .06 .10
* p<.05 *% p<.01  *** p(.001 (two-tailed probabilities)
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expected too much initially, as illustrated by the comments of female

subjects 2, 40 and 56, reported earlier.

Previous studies using the Relationship Beliefs Inventory (RBI) (Epstein &
Eidelson, 1981; Epstein et al., 1987; Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b; Kurdek,
1993) have produced modest to substantial associations between marital
expectation and concurrent marital dissatisfaction. This association does
not appear to be supported by the present study, considering the near zero
correlations found between belief and concurrent satisfaction / happiness.
For initial belief and initial satisfaction, r=-.03 (non-sig); for current
belief and current happiness, r=.06 (non-sig). Therefore, contrary to
hypothesis and RET, general marital expectation (as measured on BAM), is
not significantly associated with concurrent unhappiness / dissatisfaction,

on the basis of either initial (retrospective) or current ratings.

Although current belief is mnot significantly correlated with current
happiness, two of the BAM sub-scales (Catastrophisation and Extermal Locus)
are (r=-.53, p<.001 and r=-.25, p<.05 respectively), as shown in table 20.
Initially rated Catastrophisation and External Locus are also correlated
with both initial satisfaction (r=-.29, p<.05 and r=-.24, p<.05) and later
happiness (r=-.42 and r=-.40, P<¢.001). Thus, the initial tendency for
spouses to make catastrophies out of minor marital difficulties, and to
feel powerless to influence them, was associated with their initial and

later unhappiness. This finding is in line with RET.

While Catastrophisation and External Locus maintain a significant negative
association with happiness, the correlations between other belief scales

and concurrent satisfaction / happiness are positive and increase through
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marriage. For Morality and concurrent satisfaction / happiness, r
increases from .27 to .33 (p<.01); for Uniqueness, r increases from .01 to
.37 (p¢.001); for Altruism, r increases from .12 to .39 (p¢.001) and, for
Dependence, r increases from .18 to .37 (p<.001). Thus, it appears that
happier individuals expected higher 1levels of morality, uniqueness,
altruism and emotional dependence from themselves and their partners,

compared with unhappy individuals.

These associations seem to contradict RET, which predicts that high
(*irrational') expectations lead to unhappiness, not happiness. However,
it must be remembered that, on average, current beliefs (68% of scores
between 363+56) were found to be significantly lower than initial beliefs
(68% of scores between 422+72); see table 19. That is, high current
beliefs were not extreme or 'irrational' as defined by RET, simply high
within a moderate range, compared with the range of higher initial beliefs.
Therefore, over years of married life, marital expectations appear to have
dropped to a more moderate level and, within that moderate range, happy
spouses valued higher levels of morality, uniqueness, altruism and

emotional dependence than unhappy spouses.

This multi-dimensionality of marital belief confirms the need to examine
sub-scale scores as well as, perhaps instead of, full-scale scores, just as
for irrationality in the study context. It also exposes the inadequacy of
the simple RET prediction that high marital expectations generally cause
unhappiness. Indeed, the present results yield a non-significant linear
relationship between belief and happiness overall, which masks differential
subscale effects, such that happy spouses were less likely to exaggerate

marital difficulties, and felt powerless when confronted by them, compared
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vith unhappy spouses. Eventually, happy spouses also expected higher
levels of morality, uniqueness, altruism, and emotional dependence in their

relationships than unhappy spouses.

4.2.3 Marital belief versus dissonance

It is evident from table 21 that dissonance is significantly associated
with unhappiness, in contrast with the non-significant association between
full-scale belief and unhappiness. Initial and current dissonance bear
moderate and strong negative correlations with initial satisfaction and
current happiness respectively (r=-.39 and -.79, p<.001). Furthermore,
these correlations are significantly stronger than the corresponding
correlations for the belief full-scales (z=16.2 and 45.6 respectively,
p<.001), applying Fisher's r-to-z transformation. Therefore, as predicted,
the evidence is convincing that dissonance is more strongly associated with
concurrent marital unhappiness / dissatisfaction than the belief full-

scale.

It is conspicuous in table 21 that 9 of the 10 dissonance sub-scales
correlate significantly and negatively with concurrent happiness / satis-
faction, compared with only 2 of the 10 belief sub-scales (Catastrophis-
ation and External Locus), as indicated in table 20. Aside from the
External Locus sub-scale, for which content may warrant some modification,
current dissonance sub-scales are all negatively correlated with current
happiness (r=-.25, p<.05 to r=-.83, p<.001). Similarly, correlations
between the initial dissonance sub-scales and initial satisfaction are

negative, 8 of the 10 significant (r=-.13, non-sig to r=-.53, p<.001).
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TABLE 21

Initial dissonance scales: Internal comnsistencies and correl-
ations with initial satisfaction, current happiness and sex

(N =87)

Initial Dissonance Internal Initial Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex
1. Approval .91 - 2T** -, 35%xx*% =.39%*xx
2. Performance .85 -.25% -.16 -.25%
3. Morality .82 -.18 -, 2T*=* -.20
4, Catastrophisation .76 -.13 - 4pxx* -.03
5. Uniqueness .81 —-.39*%%x% -.53%** -.23%*
6. Altruism .82 -.39%*% - A5*%% -.26%
7. Avoidance .19 -.24* -.25%* -.25%
8. Dependence .92 -, 3J8%*x% -, 44%** -.25%
9. External Locus .84 A1 -.13 .04
10.Ideality .12 - .60**x* — ., 48%%xx -.16
Full Scale (Di) .92 -, 39*xx* —.52%** -.28%%*
Attrib Dissonance (ADi) .90 Y L akaka ~ . 55x** -.32%%

Current dissonance scales: Internal consistencies and correl-
ations with current satisfaction, current happiness and sex

(N = 88)

Current Dissonance Internal Current Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex
1. Approval .93 -.66%%% -.TO*** -,23%
2. Performance .86 ~.34** -.38**x% -.08
3. Morality .81 -, 69%** —.T0*** -.14
4. Catastrophisation .19 -.15 -.26% .08
5. Uniqueness .82 - 6Tx**% —.6Tx*x% -.14
6. Altruism .83 = TT*** =, TT*** -.02
7. Avoidance .76 ~.24* ~.256% -.13
8. Dependence .81 -, 66x** - .68%*x -.19
9. External Locus .80 .13 .03 .08
10.Ideality .13 - BlA*xx -, 83*x*xk -.17
Full Scale (Dc) .91 - . T4**% -, T9*x*x -.15
Attrib Dissonance (ADc) .93 - T8%%xx% -, B2%%x% -.16

* p<.05 ** p<.01 ***x p¢,001 (two-tailed probabilities)
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The consistency and strength of the dissonance/ happiness associations
across different dimensions of marital expectation are in contrast with the
highly variable associations between the belief scales and happiness. The
consistent sub-scale contributions to total dissonance and the associated
unhappiness are also in Keeping with the additive nature of dissonance
according to CDT. These findings support the assertion that 'irrational
belief' is more appropriately defined and measured as dissonance against a

theoretical backdrop of CDT, than as the traditiomal extreme belief in RET.

In examining longitudinal effects, it is evident from table 20 that initial
belief is associated with later (i.e. current) happiness (r=-.29, p<.01).
Table 21 indicates that initial dissonance also correlates significantly
with later happiness (r=-.52, p<.001) and again, significantly more
strongly (Z=11.8, p<.001), applying Fisher's r-to-z transformation. To the
extent that retrospective initial ratings can be regarded as reliable, it
appears that while extreme initial belief predicts later unhappiness,
dissonance does so significantly better. This finding supports clinical
evidence that unmet marital expectations (that is, dissonnance) often have
lasting effects on happiness (Hartin, 1993; Sager, 1976). Kurdek (1991)
found that extreme marital beliefs, on the RBI (Epstein & Eidelson, 1981),
were positively related to ideal / actual relationship discrepancy. He
also found them to be 'relatively enduring predispositions' associated with

marital dissolution, in a 5 year longitudinal study (Kurdek, 1993).

Since current dissonance (Dc) is defined as the discrepancy between current
belief (Bc) and reality (Rc), that is D¢ = Bec-Re, it could appear that the
strong correlation between dissonance and happiness H (r=-.79, p<¢.001) is a

definitional artifact of the strong Rc/H correlation (r=.83, p<.001).
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A strong Rc/H correlation is not problematic per se. Indeed, it is
expected, since it is well documented that happy spouses rate their marital
lot (perceived realities) highly (Epstein et al. 1987; Fitzpatrick, 1988;
Spanier, 1976). Mathematically, however, a strong Rc/H correlation does
not necessarily imply a strong Dc/H correlation, just because Dc = Bec-Rc.
For any given set of Rc and H scores (highly correlated), the Dc/H
correlation could be positive, negative, large or small, depending upon the

Bc scores and the intercorrelations of Bc, Rc, D¢ and H.

To demonstrate these possibilities, 3 hypothetical data sets (N=20) of B,
R, D and H scores were generated (see appendix W) with R and H scores
common and highly correlated (r=.82) for each set. By choosing different B
scores (with corresponding D scores = B-R) in each set, three different D/H
correlations were found: r=-.79 for set 1, r=.80 for set 2 and r=.04 for
set 3, illustrating all of the possibilities proposed above. The matrix of
intercorrelations for set 1 is similar to that in table 22 for the obtaiﬁed

experimental data, both current and initial.

Another finding which mitigates against the possible artificiality of the
strong Dc/H correlation is that Dc contributes substantially to the
explanation of H after the effect of Rc is removed, as indicated by the
first-order partial correlation between Dc and H (x, ,=-.62, p¢.001).

The first-order partial correlation between initial dissonance (Di) and
initial satisfaction (Si) (=, =-.41, p<.001) is also substantial, after
the effect of Ri is removed. Furthermore, while recognising the fallib-
ility of retrospective data, table 22 shows that initial dissonance (Di)
significantly predicts later (current) happiness H (r=-.52, p¢.001), unlike

initial reality (Ri) (r=.19, non-sigq).
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TABLE 22

Intercorrelations of initially rated belief, reality,
dissonance and satisfaction

* p(

(N = 87)
Bi Ri Di
Ri L 60***
Di JBH3xxx - 11
Si -.03 JAdrER — JQRKK
H -.29%* .19 -, 52x*x%
.05 %% p(,01  ***x p¢.001 (two-tailed probabilities)

Intercorrelations of currently rated belief, reality,
dissonance and happiness

* p(

Note:

Bi
Ri
Di
Si

Be
Rec
Dc

(N = 88)

Be Re Dc

Re

Dc

.44***
JA2RRE — IhkR

.06 LB3xAx - JOxX%

.05  *x p(.01 *** p¢.001 (two-tailed probabilities)

marital belief (imitial)

perceived marital reality (inmitial)
marital dissonance (imitial) = Bi-Ri
marital satisfaction (initial)

marital belief (current)

perceived marital reality (current)
marital dissonance (current) = Bc-Rc
marital happiness (current)
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For all of the reasons advanced above, the high Dc/H correlation cannot be
dismissed merely as a definitional artifact of the high Rc/H correlation.
Finally, it should be remembered that the strong D/H correlation was pre-
dicted, along with related findings (e.g. the post-decision dissonance
effect and the additive property of dissonance) from a well established
theoretical position (CDT). Essentially, RET also predicts that dissonance

associated with unmet marital beliefs is likely to cause unhappiness.

4.2.4 Attributional dissonance & happiness

The beliefs and realities of 44 BAM items, which are specifically partner
focused, amount to expectations and quasi attributions respectively; see
appendix U. For example, BAM item 72 focuses upon a partner's promptness
in fulfilling certain duties (e.g. regarding chores and bills). The belief
(B) and reality (R) are as follows, accompanied by hypothetical ratings.-
B...My partner should be prompt..... (5) i.e. 'mostly’
R...My partner is prompt............ (1) i.e. 'rarely'’
The respondent's dissonance, arising from his / her partner's impromptness
(relative to expectations), is quantified simply as B-R = 4.
The sum of such differences for all 44 attributional items, provides a
measure of Attributional Dissonance (AD), which is directly related to the
notion of 'responsibility attribution' employed by Fincham & Bradbury

(1987b), as argued in section 2.7.3.

As shown in table 21, current Attributional Dissonance (ADc) correlates
strongly with current marital happiness H (r=-.82, p<.001), in keeping with

the recent and consistent finding that conceptually related 'responsibility
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attribution' for marital problems and negative partner behaviours is firmly
associated with both concurrent and later marital dissatisfaction (Fincham

& Bradbury, 1987b, 1993).

Considering couples as cases, it is further apparent from table 23, that
current Attributional Dissonance (ADc) for husbands and wives correlates
highly with both their own and their partners' current happiness, the 4
correlations ranging from -.68 to -.83 (p<.001). Thus, after years of
married experience, spouses who perceived their partners to be falling
short of expectations (regarding honesty, altruism, financial management
and sexual performance) were distinctly unhappy, as were their partners.
Husbands were about as likely to experience Attributional Dissonance as

wives since the sex effect (r=-.16) is non-significant.

Table 21 also indicates that initial Attributional Dissonance (ADi) is
negatively correlated with initial satisfaction (Si) (r=-.46, p<.001).
Spouses seemed to experience AD from the very beginning of marriage, wives
marginally moreso than husbands (r=-.32, p<.01). The correlation of female
AD with the satisfaction of the couple (r=-.47 with Sm, p<.001; r=-.60 with
Sf, p<.001) is only marginally stronger than for male AD (r=-.30 with Sm,

non-sig; r=-.43 with Sf, p<.01), as table 23 shows.

From the retrospective data, the present study provides the opportunity for
cautious congideration of possible longitudinal effects of AD. For married
individuals, AD experiemced at the beginning of marriage tended to persist,
as indicated by the high correlation between initial and current AD (r=.73,
p<.001). Table 21 also suggests that initial AD predicts later (current)

unhappiness (r=-.55, p<.001).
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TABLE 23

Correlations of attributional dissonance with current
happiness (H) and initial satisfaction (S) of self and partner

(N = 39 couples for initial data)
(N = 40 couples for current data)
Current Happiness Initial Satisfaction
Attributional
Dissonance (AD) Hm Hf Sm St
I
N ADm —.hoxxx% =, 44%* -.30 -.43**
I
T
I
A ADf -.37% -.h8x*x Y Y Akats ~.60***
L
Cc
U ADm -, 83x*x% ~-.68%*xx%
R
R
E
N ADE - TQ*** -, B2x%%
T

* p<.05 ** p¢.01 ***x p<.001 (two-tailed probabilities)

Note:

m = male, f = female
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Considering couples as cases, table 23 provides no evidence of a sex
difference in the relationship between initial AD and later (current)
happiness, since the 4 correlations range from r=-.37 (p<.05) to r=-.58
(p<.001). This finding supports the latest finding of Fincham & Bradbury
(1993), contrary to an earlier one (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987b) which did
produce a sex difference. Fincham & Bradbury ({(1987b) put forward the
causal hypothesis that relationship expectations give rise to negative
attributions which, in turn, cause marital dissatisfaction. Results from
the present investigation tend to be consistent with this model, which

constitutes one source of marital dysfunction.

4.2.5 Self attributional bias and happiness

As shown in appendix V, 50 of the BAM items exist in 25 pairs, each pair
consisting of a reality seeking self-assessment (Rs) from a spouse, such as
item 42:

Rs ... 'I satisfy my partner sexually'
and the corresponding partner's rating (Rp) seeking the partner's assess-
ment of the same event or behaviour, in this case, item 52:

Rp ... "My partner satisfies me sexually'

Because each couple was treated as a case for this analysis, it was decided
to number the husband's BAM ratings from 1 to 100, the wife's corresponding
BAM ratings from 101 to 200, to distinguish the two. Self Attributional
Bias (SAB) is defined in the following way; sample reality ratings (R) are

considered for a husband and wife.
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Husband Wife

42. R...I satisfy my partner 142. R...I satisfy my partner
sexually....... (1) sexually....... (5)
52. R...My partner satisfies 152. R...My partner satisfies
me sexually....( 4) me sexually....( 3 )

The husband's self attributional bias (SAB) for his sexual performance is
defined as (his self asessment - his wife's assessment).

= (Ry; - Ryy) = (1 - 3) = -2
Negative SAB scores reflect under self-assessment relative to the partner's

assessment (or, over attribution by the partner).

The wife's self attributional bias (SAB) for her sexual performance is
defined as (her self assessment - her husband's assessment).

= Ry ~Ry) = (5-4) =1
Positive SAB scores reflect over self-assessment relative to the partmer's

assessment (or, under attribution by the partmner).

Five catastrophisation SAB items originally generated negative item-total
correlations. As discussed earlier in section 4.2.3, non-catastrophisation
was found to be valued by happy spouses, like the other 20 SAB behaviours.
Therefore, it was decided to score the 5 catastrophisation items in reverse
to reflect non-catastrophisation, so that the full SAB scale would comprise
items about valued marital behaviours, that is, behaviours which are
typically seen by spouses as 'good things' (Thompson & Kelley, 1981). The

revergsed scoring also improved the SAB scale's internal comsistency.

As tables 24 and 25 indicate, the 25-item SAB scale has adequate internal
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consistency across the four conditions, male / female by initial / current
(mean o=.76; range=.67 to .79), with only one negative item-total

correlation out of one hundred.

The 5-item SAB subscales for 'performance', 'non-catastrophisation' and
'altruism' also have suitably consistent scale properties over the four
conditions. Item-total correlations are all positive, if low, and alpha
values are low but generally adequate (mean o=.60, range=.34 to .83). The
low alpha values are partially explicable in terms of the diversity of
content in the SAB scale, particularly for the Performance and Non-

Catastrophisation sub-scales, as is evident below.

For the 3 SAB sub-scales, positive scores reflect the following self
attributional biases of, say, a husband in comparison with his wife's
perception. Thus, he perceives that,
Performance
he is tidy (more often than she thinks).
he is financially competent (more often than she thinks).
he satisfies her sexually (more often than she thinks).
he is prompt with chores and bills (more often than she thinks).

he impresses visitors (more often than she thinks).

Non—Catastrophisation
declining her sex is not gemeral rejection (as often as she thinks).
disputing her opinion is not general rejectiom (as often as she thinks) .
rejecting behaviour is not general rejection (as often as she thinks).
his mistakes are minor (more often than she thinks).

his glance at another woman is harmless (more often than she thinks) .
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TABLE 24

correlations of female self attribution bias SAB with current
happiness (H) and initial satisfaction (S) of self and partner

(N = 39 couples for initial data)
(N = 40 couples for current data)
(a)
Internal Current Happiness Initial Satisfactiom
Female SAB Consistency Hm HE Sm Sf
Performance .59 -.32% -.17 -.63x*=% -.14
I
N
I
T | Non-catast .62 -.16 -.28 -.14 .J2%*
I
A
L
Altruism .12 ~.53**% - . 53x*%=* -.31 -.25
Full Scale .19 =, Gl - 42%% -.50**=* .02
Performance .70 —.63xxx -.H0*xx
C
U
R
R | Non-catast .48 -.04 .15
E
N
T
Altruism .83 —.68%%* - 57xx*%
Full Scale .19 ~.53*x*xx -.31%

* p<.05 ** p<,ol *x% p¢,001 (two-tailed probabilities)

Note: Hm, Hf happiness of male, female partner respectively
Sm, Sf frequency of male, female satisfaction with partner
a = Cronbach's alpha
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TABLE 25

Correlations of male self attribution bias (SAB) with current
happiness (H) and initial satisfaction (8) of self and partner

(N = 39 couples for initial data)
(N = 40 couples for current data)
(a)
Internal Current Happiness Initial Satisfaction
Male SAB Consistency Hm Hf Sm st
Performance .39 -.08 11 .01 -.01
I
N
I
T Non~catast 11 -.12 -.20 .18 -.38%*
I
A
L
Altruism .51 .10 -.08 -.09 -.19
Full Scale .67 .08 -.02 .21 -.22
Performance .34 -.05 -.15
C
U
R
R | Non-catast .66 -.04 -.15
E
N
T
Altruism .64 .13 ~.19
Full Scale 17 .11 -.18

* p<¢.05 *x p¢.ol x** p<,001 (two-tailed probabilities)

Note: Hm, HEf happiness of male, female partmer respectively
Sm, Sf frequency of male, female satisfaction with partner
o = Cronbach's alpha
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Altruism
he puts her before friends (more often than she thinks).
he puts her before his own interests (more often than she thinks) .
he changes for her (more often than she thinks).
he puts their marriage first (more often than she thinks) .

he puts himself about for her (more often than she thinks).

Table 24 reveals a strong relationship between female SAB and unhappiness
of the couple. The current SAB of wives is negatively associated with both
their own happiness (Hf) (r=-.31, p<¢.05) and that of their husbands (Hm)
(r=-.53, p<.001), but significantly more so with Hm than Hf (Z2=5.0, p<.001)
applying Fisher's r-to-z transformation. The association is particularly
strong for altruistic SAB (r=-.68 with Hm, p<.001; r=-.57 with Hf, p<.001)
and performance SAB (r=-.63 with Hm, p<.001; r=-.50 with Hf, p<.001), but
non-significant for non-catastrophisation SAB (r=-.04 with Hm, r=.15 with

HEf) .

As is evident in table 24, the SAB (both initial and current) of wives is
generally negatively correlated with current happiness of self (Hf) and
husband (Hm), and initial satisfaction of self (Sf) and husband (Sm). 21
of the 24 correlations are negative. It is especially noteworthy that
wives' initial SAB (full-scale) is substantially and negatively correlated
with their husbands' initial satisfaction, Sm (r=-.50, p<.001), but not
their own, Sf (r=.02, non-significant). The pattern is particularly strong
for wives' performance SAB, which correlates significantly with Sm {r=-.63,

p<.001), but not with Sf (r=-.14, non-significant).

Initial SAB is also negatively related to later (current) happiness of
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self, Hf (r=-.42, p<.01) as well as that of husband, Hm (r=-.51, p<.001),
particularly for altruism SAB (r=-.53, p<¢.001). 1In short, wives' initial

SAB appears to have predicted the later unhappiness of both partners.

Thus, during the early part of marriage, wives' SAB (particularly for
altruism and performance) was firmly associated with their husbands'
initial dissatisfaction, but not their own. Later, wives' SAB was also
associated with their own unhappiness, if marginally less so than their

husbands'.

Tables 24 and 25 present a striking contrast. The former, for wives' SAB,
is as striking for its abundance of significant correlations as the latter,
for husbands' SAB, is for its absence of them. All but one of the 24
correlations in table 25 are closer to zero than significance. Generally
then, husbands' relative over-estimates of their own valued behaviours
(both initial and current) were not significantly associated with their own

or their wives' unhappiness,

Overall, the current SABs for husbands (mean SAB = 1.9; s.d.= 15.1) and
wives (mean SAB = 3.7; s.d.= 15.9) did not differ significantly (t=.48,
df=39). The SAB score of any particular spouse can be considered to have
reflected SAB behaviours generally, considering the satisfactory internal
consistency of the scale, as reported above. Further, the SAB of husbands
is inversely related to that of wives (r=-.62, p<.001), indicating that,
when one was high the other tended to be low. While the partner displaying
greater SAB was just as likely to be the wife or husband, the associations
of SAB with unhappiness are markedly different for the two. Whereas

husbands' SAB was unrelated to unhappiness, wives' SAB was highly related,
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particularly for altruism and performance.

The above results on self attributional bias and its relationship with
marital unhappiness can be linked coherently, albeit tentatively, with
certain established findings from marriage research and clinical evidence,
as a possible paradigm for one source of marital discord. Since women have
been found to be more concerned about attachment, intimacy and caring than
men (Fitzpatrick, 1988; Gray, 1990), it is not surprising that wives in the
present study entered marriage with higher expectations than their
husbands, particularly for approval and emotional dependence, as reported
in section 4.2.2. They also experienced more dissonance, both general and

attributional.

It is possible that, perceiving their own marital input as greater than
that recognised by their husbands, wives may have pressed their husbands
for more recognition, perhaps reciprocation as well, resulting in théir
husbands' initial retreat and dissatisfaction. Noller (1987) reports that
wives more commonly feel unappreciated by their spouses than do husbands.
The demand by dissatisfied wives for more attention, acceptance and
emotional expression from their husbands is well documented (Christensen,
1988; Gray, 1990; Guthrie & Snyder, 1988). Such demands may well have
initiated a ‘'demand-withdraw' pattern, widely observed for distressed
couples (Noller, 1988), whereby wives demand, husbands withdraw, wives

demand more strongly, in an escalating, maladaptive cycle of conflict.

Feeling unappreciated for marital input seems to have mattered much less to
husbands than to wives in this study, considering the non-significant

association of male SAB with the unhappiness of the couple. Alternatively,
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husbands may have been unaware that their marital contributions were being
under-estimated by their wives, although the signs of under-attribution

would generally be difficult to miss, even for a most unintuitive male.

4.2.6. Dissonance as a threshold predictorx

In accordance with the hypothesis that high dissonance scores on the BAM
scales are likely to identify unhappily married individuals, spouses were
defined at risk if they scored above a threshold value for dissonance on
one or more of the 10 BAM scales. 'Happy' spouses were defined to be those
who rated themselves as 'more than moderately' happy (>3) on the 7-point
scale of happiness, which ranges from 'O' (not at all happy) to '6'
(completely happy). Spouses were considered ‘'unhappy' if their self-
ratings fell within the range, 'not at all' to 'moderately' happy («3).
Although an upper limit of 'moderate' happiness (rating 3) might seem too
high for the 'unhappiness' category, it was adopted to allow for the known

tendency of spouses to over-rate their own happiness (Fitzpatrick, 1988).

Current BAM scale dissonance scores were transformed to Z-scores, which
were compared with a range of standardised threshold values. For each
threshold value, the 88 spouses were categorised in accordance with
predicted by actual outcomes. As shown in table 26, the threshold value,
Z = 1.2, generated an optimum hit rate of 79.4%. That is, 27 '"unhappy’
spouses were correctly identified from 34 who were defined ‘'at risk'.

The differentiation between ‘happy' and 'unhappy' spouses 1is highly
significant (X* = 67.0, p<.00001). When ‘'attributional dissonance' was

used as a single predictor of unhappiness, a threshold of Z = 0.4 gave an
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Contingency tables of

'rigk' (rl and r2) derived from

Dissonance

(r1l) Threshold: Z > 1.2 (r2) Threshold: Z > .4
HAPPINESS HAPPINESS
No Yes No Yes
No 3 51 | 54 No 3 57 | 60
RISK RISK
Yes 21 7 34 Yes 21 1 28
30 58 88 30 58 88
Hit Rate = 27/34 = 79.4 % Hit Rate = 27/28 = 96.4 %
X = 67.0 (df=1, p=.00000) X = 47.4 (df=1, p=.00000)
Note:
1. 'Risk' (r7) requires a z-score > 1.2 (threshold) on at least one of
the 10 BAM dissonance sub-scales
24 'Risk' (xr2) requires a z-score > 0.4 (threshold) on the BAM
sub-scale for attributional dissonance (AD)
J. 'Happiness' is defined by ratings of 4 to 6 (' fairly' to 'completely'
happy)
4. 'Unhappiness' is defined by ratings of 0 to 3 ('mot at all' happy to

'moderately' happy)

TABLE 26

'risk® by 'happiness’,
'Beliefs About Marriage'

(N = 88 subjects)

for 2 criteria of
(BAM)

Attributional dissonance
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optimum hit rate of 96.4%. Using this threshold, 27 'unhappy' spouses were
correctly identified from 28 who were 'at risk'. The distinction between

'happy' and 'unhappy' spouses is highly significant (X* = 47.4, p<.00001).

As hypothesised, the measures of general and attributional dissonance used
in the present study, were highly effective in identifying unhappy spouses,
further supporting the use of dissonance as a measure of irrationality, and

the use of thresholds for identification of couples at risk.

4.2.7 Perceived Reality and happiness

How spouses perceive their marital lot, that is, their realities (R), is
known to be associated with their self-rated happiness or satisfaction
(Epstein et al., 1987; Fitzpatrick, 1988; Russell & Wells, 1994; Spanier,
1976). Table 27 shows that 7 of the 10 initial reality scales bear strong
positive correlations with initial satisfaction. Spouses tended to be more
satisfied with their partners when they experienced relatively high levels
of approval (r=.42, p<.001), performance (r=.31, p<.01), morality (r=.43,
p<.001), uniqueness (.41, p<.001), altruism (r=.51, p<.001), dependence
(r=.46, p<.001) and ideality (r=.74, p<.001). However, Catastrophisation
and External Locus of control (in regard to marital difficulties) are
negatively associated with initial satisfaction (r=-.22, p<.05 and r=-.35,
p<.001 respectively). Therefore, those who catastrophised and perceived
themselves as powerless in regard to marital difficulties tended to be
dissatisfied as well. Current data generate similar associations between
reality scales and happiness and correlations are generally stronger, as

well as being more reliable because of the current status of the data.
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TABLE 27

Initial reality scales: Internal consistencies and correl-
ations with initial satisfaction, current happiness and sex

(N = 87 for initial data)

(N = 88 for current data)
Initial Reality Internal Initial Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex

1. Approval .86 LA2xxx .26% .05
2. Performance .60 L31x* .07 -.10
3. Morality .70 LA3xEx .16 -.11
4, Catastrophisation .19 —-.22% .05 -.06
5. Uniqueness .67 AR L23%* -.13
6. Altruism .80 JHlx*x* L3R x* -.02
7. Avoidance .80 .14 .04 11
8. Dependence .18 Y Rk .21% -.30*=*
9. External Locus .90 =), JSEikek SO -.32*=*
10.Ideality .19 LT4xxx L39%k*x% -.03
Full Scale (Ri) .91 LAdxx* .19 -.14
Current reality scales: Internal consistencies and correl-

ations with current satisfaction, current happiness and sex

Current Reality Internal Current Current

Scale Consistency Satisfaction Happiness Sex
1. Approval .91 LT1x** JT6xR** .13
2. Performance .61 ATEEx SAGEEX -.02
3. Morality .85 L82*x%kx% LB1A*x% -.01
4. Catastrophisation .76 X Tkt —. 41 *x*% .04
5. Uniqueness .87 LT9x** L81x*x* .01
6. Altruism .91 L84%%* LBl x*x* .04
7. Avoidance .19 .26%* .17 L31xx
8. Dependence .87 LBHxEx JBLxRA -.01
9. External Locus .81 -.29%% = OO -.17
10.Ideality .90 L91%k%x% L89%*x% .09
Full Scale (Rc) .95 L85%*x* LB3xAX .06
PMQS Scale .97 L88**x% BEREX .09

* p<.05  **% p<.01  *** p¢.001 (two-tailed probabilities)

PMQS = Perceived Marital Quality Scale (= Rc, scales 4 & 9 reverse scored)
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Thus, happy spouses experienced all of the realities of BAM except for
Catastrophisation and External locus, for which they experienced the
opposite. Avoidance was about equally likely to be practised by happy
spouses as unhappy spouses. Perhaps this reflects a greater readiness of
happy couples to compromise some of their rights, needs and wishes some of
the time, as a mutual give-and-take, instead of unconditionally asserting

their rights in all matters all of the time.

The full reality scale (Rc) is highly correlated with happiness (r=.83,
p<.001), despite including the two negatively correlated sub-scales for
catastrophisation and external Locus. Internal consistency for Rc is high
(@ = .95), despite the 20 negative item-total correlatons out of 100, 17
from the Catastrophisation and External Locus subscales. Thus, when these
2 subscales are scored in reverse, all 10 sub-scales correlate positively
with happiness. This adjusted reality scale amounts to a perceived marital
quality scale (PMQS), which correlates more highly with happiness (r=.86,
p<.001) and has higher internal consistency (a = .97), with only 3 negative

item—total correlations out of 100.

Table 27 reveals that Sex is not significantly correlated with either Rc
(r=.06, non-sig) or the PMQS (r=.09, non-sig), indicating that, overall,

husbands and wives were equally likely to experience the BAM realities.

In general, it is clearly apparent that happy couples actually experience
higher levels of approval, performance, moral standards, non-catastrophis-
ation, uniqueness, altruism, emotional interdependence, personal control
(of marital problems) and ideality than unhappy couples. It seems that

these facets of healthy marriage relationships have not gone out of
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fashion, a finding which fits clinical experience. Lazarus (1985, p.32)
finds that happy marriages include '75-80 percent togetherness’, still
leaving sufficient separateness to permit individual growth and essential
privacy. Matthews (1988, p.44) makes a similar observation:
'In long and strong marriages where constancy has firmly taken hold,
partners achieve interdependence. They help each other, draw on each
other's strengths, and feel a sense of mutual obligation - yet they

leave each other enough room to do and pursue things on their own'.

As a measure of marital quality, the PMQS is similar in essence to other
commonly used self-report measures, such as the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(Spanier, 1976), which includes content much like that of the PMQS, but
less of it, and similarly asks respondents to rate their perceptions of

their marital realities.
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5. DISCUSSION

5.1 STUDY

Results of the present study support the hypothesis that irrational beliefs
about study are better assessed by a study-specific test, such as the BAS,
than general tests, such as the IBT, as predicted by Anastasi (1988) and
Bandura (1969) for attitude measures generally and by Holtzworth-Munroe &

Stuart (1994) for irrational belief tests.

While the sub-scale clusters of BAS are somewhat tenuous, forming late and
combining soon after on a rescaled distance dimension, it is argued that
this is at least partly due to their diversity of content. The same reason
can be advanced as a partial explanation for their low, but mostly adequate
internal consistencies. Notwithstanding their fragility, the BAS clusters
correspond with theoretical sub-scales in theme and item content, giving

added weight to their structure.

More research is required to clarify further the structure of the clustered
sub-scales and improve their internal consistency. One particular problem
wvhich also needs to be addressed is the separateness of the Performance
sub-scale from the rest of the BAS scales. Although this anomaly has not
been found previously for general measures of irrational belief, sub-scale
effects and intercorrelations have not always been reported. As argued
earlier and, as demonstrated in the marriage context, this problem (as well
as others) could be resolved by defining irrational belief in terms of the

discrepancy between belief and reality instead of extreme belief.
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Although the effects of greater cognitive purity and reduced item
redundancy of the BAS were not explicitly assessed, these characteristics
ensured that the BAS really does measure cognition, without the emotional
and behavioural impurities of many other tests (e.g. the IBT) and, that the
clustered sub-scales, despite their fragility, cannot be dismissed as an

artifact of item redundancy.

Threshold analysis was more effective than correlation analysis in reveal-
ing the true strength of the association between irrationality (extreme
belief) and dysfunction. The present results vindicate the use of high
scores on separate BAS dimensions of irrationality, rather than correlation

using the full scale.

The greater effectiveness of the separate scales in identifying students at
risk, compared with the global full-scale, confirms the need for recognis-
ing the multi-dimensionality of irrationality. Irrational beliefs about
study can be held on one dimension (e.g. Ideality), without necessarily
being held on others (e.g. Approval, Worry, External Locus). Neither 1is
irrationality in study necessarily generalised across other contexts (e.q.
marriage, sport, work). In addition, irrationality on one dimension in one
context tends to be a sufficient condition for dysfunction in that context,

as proposed by Dryden (1985).

Attending to both the context-specificity and the multi-dimensionality of
irrational belief has the immediate therapeutic advantage that specific
irrational beliefs can be isolated for cognitive restructuring. Test items
themselves can be used by the counsellor as a basis for targeting directly

a client's problematic beliefs.

196



The ability of BAS to identify a group of students at risk of emotional and
behavioural dysfunction is consistent with the basic RET tenet, that
extreme dogmatic beliefs cause maladaptive emotion and behaviour. While
the present experimental design could not infer causation, it is worth
recalling that BAS was completed just prior to the beginning of the 1989
academic year. For a pre-course, non-intellective test to identify
students at risk, with a sufficiently high hit rate for practical use in
intervention, constitutes a promising advance over the traditional, general
tests of irrational belief, such as the IBT. Furthermore, the predictive
power of BAS cannot be interpreted as an artifact of common variance due to
common content shared by the BAS scales and the independent variables,
since behavioural criteria of procrastination, perseverance and performance

were used in addition to the usual self-report measures of emotionality.

The predictive power of BAS stands to improve even further, should BAS be
redesigned following the BAM format. As demonstrated in the marriage
context, full-scale dissonance (B-R) was found to be highly correlated with
marital dissatisfaction, unlike full-scale belief (B). While retaining
their study-specific content, BAS items could be reframed to provide
ratings of both belief (B) and reality (R), as for the BAM, providing a

similar measure of dissonance.

At the same time, it would be desirable to express BAS in the present
rather than the future tense, making it appropriate for on-course instead
of pre-course administration. Current expectations from respondents are

also likely to be more reliable than projected ones.

Requiring a negative affect rating correspondiﬁg to each B and R rating
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would add a further dimension to a revised BAS for both research and
therapeutic application. For each item, BAS could require students to give
separate ratings indicating how things 'should' be (B), how they 'actually
are', or appear to be, (R) and the negative affect experienced when things

are worse than they should be, that is, when dissonance (B-R) is high.

The relationship between dissonance (B-R) and the associated negative
affect would be of fundamental interest to both RET and CDT. The idea of
obtaining from a student a separate, subjective rating of affective
reaction to a specific, unmet expectation about study warrants further
investigation. Specific negative affect may prove more useful in research
than general measures of emotionality (e.g. self-reported anxiety and
depression), particularly considering recent research on cognition/affect
gspecificity (Higgins, 1987; Ingram, Kendall, Smith, Donnell & Ronan, 1987;
Vasey & Borkovec, 1992). In the therapeutic setting, particular beliefs
associated with high dissonance as well as high negative affect would be

especially targeted by a counsellor for cognitive retructuring.

Procrastination (particularly observed procrastination) emerged as a highly
important behavioural variable in distinguishing between successful and
unsuccessful students. This finding is consistent with Ellis' & Knaus'
(1977) claim that procrastination stems from irratiomal belief and has
'enormous sabotaging effects' on students. In the present investigation,

'irrational' students were observed by lecturers to procrastinate almost
'half of the time' compared with the 'rational' students, who did so only
'rarely’. The ‘'irrational' students also scored aggregates which, on

average, were only half of those of the 'rational' students.
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From the group of 'irrational' students, those who ultimately succeeded,
despite being at risk (i.e. the 'false alarms'), were 'rarely' observed to
procrastinate, while the unsuccessful ones procrastinated more than 'half
of the time'. Overall then, observed procrastination was strongly
associated with non-perseverance, low GPA and low aggregate. It was the

best single predictor of poor performance.

A new self-report test of procrastination, the HIP (How I Procrastinate)
demonstrated high internal consistency and satisfactory construct validity.
Its test-retest reliability remains to be assessed. Results for the WIP
(Why I Procrastinate) vyielded clusters for 'fear of failure' and 'low
frustration tolerance' representing the main reasons for procrastination,
in keeping with El1lis' & Knaus' (1977) clinical evidence and supporting the
factors found by Solomon & Rothblum (1984). The clusters are internally
consistent, homogeneous in their separate themes and associated with
different variables, confirming their different constructs and the need for

different therapeutic approaches, as noted by Solomon & Rothblum.

5.2 MARRIAGE

Results of the present study indicate that the BAM is a promising self-
report test which taps the major cognitive variables currently used in
marriage research: extreme belief, attribution, self attributiomal bias,
marital quality and marital happiness. It also generates a measure of
dissonance which, as hypothesised, proved to be significantly better as a

measure of irrationality in marriage than the traditional extreme belief.
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To the extent that retrospective ratings can be trusted, the evidence
indicates that the initial beliefs of spouses dropped significantly over
the early years of marriage, supporting the clinical evidence (Dryden,
1985; Ellis & Harper, 1961; Hartin, 1977, 1993; Lazarus, 1985; Sager, 1976)
that most couples enter marriage with unrealistically high expectations,
which generally remain unfulfilled. This drop was hypothesised as a post-
decision dissonance effect (Festinger, 1957), whereby spouses probably felt
responsible for and committed to their marital decision and, therefore,
automatically reduced their dissonance (B-R) by lowering their expectations
(B) toward their perceived marital realities (R). Marital realities also
fell during early years of marriage, probably reflecting the greater, but
unsustainable, initial efforts of both partners to meet each other's

unrealistic, initial, marital expectations.

Overall, results support the contention that irrational belief, defined to
include dissonance in contemporary RET, is therefore more appropriately
assessed by belief/reality discrepancy than by extreme belief in tests of
irrational belief. The relationship of belief to marital dissatisfaction
was highly variable across the 10 BAM sub-scales and stages of marriage
(initial and current). Further contrary to RET was the finding that full-

scale belief did not correlate significantly with dissatisfaction.

Unlike the belief scales, dissonance was significantly associated with
unhappiness for 9 of the 10 subscales and, on the basis of current ratings,
the full dissonance scale was highly associated with marital dissatis-
faction, in strong support of RET. Thus, it appears that dissonance does
the damage, not extreme belief per se, although the latter is likely to

result in dissonance more frequently than low to moderate levels of belief.
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Belief/reality discrepancy was found to be a more effective and appropriate
basis of irrationality in RET than the traditional extreme belief. To CDT,
discrepancy is fundamental. The present findings support the claim that
CDT offers all that RET offers and more, theoretically and in practice.
Clearly, the findings do not negate the enormous and valuable impact of RET
on cognitive-behavioural psychology, but they do suggest that RET can be
regarded as one of the many dissonance 'mini-theories', as Aronson (1992)
proposes. In short, the present study supports the assertion that
irrationality is better defined as dissonance against a theoretical

background of CDT than as extreme belief from a background of RET.

Partner-focused dissonance (attributional dissonance) was marginally more
strongly related to unhappiness than general dissonance. High scores for
both dissonance and attributional dissonance were extremely successful in
identifying unhappy spouses. If their memories can be relied upon, spouses
experienced 'attributional dissonance' (perceived partner shortcomings)
from the very beginning of marriage. 1Initial 'attributional dissonance'
seemed to persist through marriage, remaining highly associated with the

unhappiness of the couple.

When partners fell short of spouses' expectations, both parties suffered
and the suffering may well have originated from initial attributionms,
consistent with the causal model advanced by Fincham & Bradbury (1987b),
who propose that a spouse's extreme marital expectations give rise to
negative attributions about partner behaviour, which subsequently lead to
marital dissatisfaction. Hartin (1993, ©p.43) appears to refer to
‘attributional dissonance' when he describes the anger, frustration and

confusion felt by spouses when their partners- ‘depart' from the partly
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conscious, partly unconscious, marital 'scripts' prescribed for them.

Wives entered marriage with higher expectations than their husbands and
experienced more dissonance, particularly in regard to their expectations
of approval (from husbands), performance (by husbands), uniqueness (of
their relationship) and emotional dependence (on husbands), in keeping with

Noller's (1988) evidence for the typical demands of unhappy wives.

Wives' self attributiomal bias (SAB), that is, over-estimation of their own
marital input relative to their husbands' perceptions, was strongly related
to both their own and their husbands' unhappiness. This was particularly
true in regard to their self-assessed altruism and marital performance. On
the other hand, husbands' SAB was not significantly related to either their
own or their wives' unhappiness. Since marriage was initially more
important to wives, particularly their husbands' approval, it is 1likely
that feeling under-valued by their husbands cut deeply, possibly resulting
in retaliatory negative behaviour towards their husbands (Bradbury &
Fincham, 1992; Floyd & Markman, 1983) and unhappiness for both. It appears
that feeling under-rated was less important to husbands, or perhaps they
were simply less aware of it. This relationship is particularly persuasive
because SAB rests upon independent ratings by both partners about a common

concept.

Spouses were happier when they experienced high levels of approval,
performance, morality, uniqueness, altruism, dependence, ideality, non-
catastrophisation and intermal locus as perceived realities. This adjusted
reality scale constitutes a 'perceived marital quality scale', the PMQS,

which is internally consistent and correlates highly with happiness.
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While BAM is much too long and demanding in its present form, a simple
modification which omits retrospective ratings would render it far more
manageable for respondents, by halving the completion time and simplifying
instructions. A revised BAM could take the same shape as that recommended
above for BAS, each item requiring a belief (B) and reality (R) rating, as

well as a rating of negative affect associated with discrepancy (B-R).

Epstein, Baucom, Rankin & Burnett (1991) have produced a measure involving
similar elements. Ttems of their 'Inventory of Specific Relationship
Standards' (ISRS) ask the respondent to rate how his/her partner 'should'
behave (a belief), whether the partner's behaviour meets the expected
standard (dissonance) and how upsetting (negative affect) the partner's
unsatisfactory behaviour is for the respondent. Using the ISRS in a study
of domestic violence, Holtzworth-Munroe and Stuart (1995) found that
'distressed' husbands expected higher behavioural standards of their wives
than 'non-distressed' husbands, were less satisfied that those standafds

were being met and were more upset by the discrepancy.

However, the extension of BAM to assess negative affect as well as belief
and reality, would partly restore BAM's currently excessive demands.
Perhaps, BAM could exist in two forms, the choice between the two being
determined by particular research demands. The shorter form would retain
BAM's present form, less the retrospective ratings, and rely upon the
simple global ‘'happiness' rating as the measure of manifest 'psychological
discomfort’'. The long form would simply extend the short form by requiring

an affect rating for each item.

Modified either way, BAM warrants being put to the longitudinal test
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because its two basic variables, belief and reality, yield other important
measures of dissonance, attributional dissonance and self attributional
bias, all of which are strongly related to marital dissatisfaction. It is
unlikely that response biases could completely account for such strong
relationships. Respondents' extra comments on their questionnaires suggest
that their ratings were carefully considered. And, like the partly similar
Relationship Beliefs Inventory (RBI: Epstein & Eidelson, 1981), BAM is not
likely to be affected by the social desirability response bias, as shown

for the RBI by Emmelkamp et al.(1987).

It would be desirable for a longitudinal study to include other known
predictors of marital distress as well, particularly measures of marital
interaction (Bradbury et al., 1995; Noller et al., 1994) and neuroticism
(Kurdek, 1993; Russell & Wells, 1994), with the aim of shedding more light
on the relative contributions of cognitive and behavioural elements in the

aetiology of marital dissatisfaction and dysfunction.

Couples could be located via marriage celebrants just prior to marriage for
their pre-marriage beliefs and realities and tested again after ome or two
years. A sufficiently large sample could be targeted to afford empirical
validation of theoretical subscales by factoring or clustering. Test-
retest reliability remains to be assessed as well. A shortened and simpler
form of BAM would be less daunting to subjects and more likely to achieve

all of these ends.
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APPENDIX A

July 1988
Dear Student,

I am researching students' beliefs and feelings about study. The
research is approved by the Psychology Department, University of
Adelaide, and is under the supervision of Dr J. M. Innes.

An initial part of this research requires students to complete
the questionnaires: ‘Beliefs About Study' and ‘Feelings About
Study'. I am therefore seeking about 30 minutes of vyour time,
should you be willing to participate.

Please note that

1. all data will be kept secure and strictly caonfidential
by me.

=5 all data will be used far research only.

3a any results will be available in group form and -no

individual's data will be identifiable.

&, questiaonnaires will be destroyed after campletion of the
research.

Thanking you 1in anticipation and appreciation.

Sincerely,

Innes Linke
COUNSELLOR
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APPENDIX B

BELIEFS ABOUT STUDY

Age: years. Date of Birth: / / -

Sex: Male ( ) / Female ( )

Date: /_  _/_B8.

INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire asks you about some of the beliefs you hold in
relation to your matriculation studies.

For each item , you are asked to indicate the strength of vyour
belief with a tick (v) on the 7-point scale provided.

Consider the sample item below. The tick at point 6. on the
scale shows that this student considers popularity with the
lecturer to be a relatively unimportant part of success in study.

Sample Item

For success in study, getting on well with the lecturer is of

utmost

v

NougfFwe

¢ )
¢ )
¢ )
() some
¢ )
(v)
¢ )

no

importance.

Remember that this is nat a test, with right and wrong answers;
it simply asks what you believe and how strongly you do so.
Please answer every item, in privacy, and at your own pace.

Finally, try to avoid considering what might be ‘ideal’ ar
‘desirable’ answers. Simply concentrate only on what you

actually believe.
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1.

APPENDIX B

I expect to complete
just how I want it,

.

NoduFswie

Joufwume=

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

L S

in my first

after a few

eventually.

an answer for a take—-home

attempt

attempts

constantly need

sometimes appreciate

never think

about

the lecturer's praise for my ideas/answers.

How

Nou+fwme

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

my grades for tests and assignments campare
students'

grades is usually of

no

some

intense

interest to me.

To motivate me to study, I

NJoofHwn -

need

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

never

sometimes

always

assignment,

with other

a parent/spouse/friend to encourage or drive me.
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APPENDIX B

The methods by which:- I am assessed (e.g. tests versus
assignments) should be

1. ¢ entirely prescribed by the ‘authorities'
2. ()

3. )

4. () half prescribed and half my choice
3. ¢ )

6. ()

7. ) entirely my choice.

I

1 4 2 constantly

2. € 4

3.

4, () sometimes

S. )

q. )

7e £ 3 never

think that the demands of matriculation study are too great,
even for the eventual rewards.

I

1l & ) constantly
2. ()

3. ()

4, ) saometimes
5. ()

&. ()

7. ) never

wish that I could know how I'm going to score at the end of
the course.

My study is

1. ) constantly

2. )

3. ()

4. () sametimes

5. )

6., ()

7. ) never

badly affected by social conflicts (e.g.: with

parent/spouse/child/friend) which are beyaond my control.
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10.

11.

12.

APPENDIX B

When I study, I

1. ) never

2. )

3. (3}

4. () sametimes
9. )

6. ()

7. C) always

expect to cover maximum ground with the time and thought I
spend.

—

never think

NoruUuFfF W

)
)
)
) sometimes like
)
)
)

canstantly need

ot
Q

impress parents/relatives with my achievement in study.

The thought of beating or matching the academic achievements
of a certain person is

1. ) never

2. )

3. )

G, () sometimes
S ¢ 3

&. )

7. ) constantly
on my mind.

I

1. ¢ ) constantly
2. ()

3: D

4. () sometimes
5. ()

6. ¢ )

7. ) never

need someone (e.g.: teacher/tutor/friend) whom I can consult
for help with study.
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13.

14.

135.

16.

APPENDIX B

The different topics which make up a sub ject should be

Noufswnue

(
(
(
(
(
(
(

Noofrfwue

—

NoeoughPhwn e

wonder

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

B N e

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

entirely my choice

half my choice and half prescribed

entirely prescribed.

part of a subject uninteresting, I should

still work hard at the whole sub ject

do some waork in some of the subject

not bother with any of the subject.

never

sometimes

constantly

what unexpected or unusual gquestions will appear

the next test.

The way I see it, I have

s
)
P S e e T

T N R S

control
study.

no

some

complete

over the extent to which others distract me
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17.

18.

19.

20.

APPENDIX B

Whenever I am faced with a new idea during a lecture or my
reading, 1 expect to grasp it

immediately

after awhile

NJod+sFwpe

eventually.

When I receive good grades from tests and assignments, it is

1. ) always

2. ()

3. ()

4. () sometimes
5. ¢

6. ()

7. () never

important to me that other students are impressed.

As a student, I expect to be

1.
2.
3.
4.
S =
6.
7.

the best

P e e e

)
)
)
) average
)
)
) at the bottom.

When forming my own ideas 1

1. ¢ ) never

2.

3. ()

4. () sometimes
5. ()

6. ()

7. ) always

have a strong need to hear other students' opiniaons.
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2t. If a lecturer, despite being competent, has some
objectionable ways, I should

le W 9 never

2a & 2

3 N

4, () sometimes

3. ()

&. ()

7« 40 always

have to accept them.
2. I

1. ¢ ) always

2. ()

3. )

4. ) sometimes

5. ()

6. )

7. ) never

think seriously about ways of avoiding a test or exam.
23. I

1. ) constantly

2. )

3. )

. ) occasionally

5. )

6. ()

7. () never

remind myself of the need to be in complete command of all
course waork covered.

24. Whenever I think about employment, and the apparent scarcity
of it, I am usually left feeling that matriculation

¢ ) will certainly

¢ )

¢ )

() may possibly

()

¢ )

¢ ) will certainly not

help me find a job.
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In my tests and assignments, I

must always

No+Ffwnp -

« )
¢ )
¢ )
¢ ) sometimes hope to
¢
)
¢ )

never expect to

score "A's.

1. ) constantly
2. ()

3. ()

4, () sometimes
3. ()

6. ()

7. () never

think about the importance of proving myself to someone who
doubts whether I will succeed.

I am

1o £ 2 never

2. ()

3. ()

G, () sometimes
S. ¢

&. ()

7a &9 constantly

aware of the importance of improving my grades.

I am

1. ¢ never

2« ¢ )

3. )

. () sometimes
S. ()

6. ()

7. () always

willing to write my own ideas without confirmation from the
lecturer that I am an the right track:
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29.

30.

31.

32.
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For me, it is of

1. ) no

2. ()

3. ()

4. () some

5. )

&. ()

7. ¢ ) utmost

impaortance, that a lecturer is more than competent; he/she

must be inspiring/interesting/captivating as well.

When a weekly assignment looks difficult, my immediate
thought is to

) make a start immediately

)
)
) put it off for a few days
)
)
)

put it off "till the last day.

During tests and exams, I am

never

sometimes

B e T T
I

constantly

distracted by doubts about my performance.

I have

1. ) complete
2. )

3. ()

4. () some

5. ()

6. )

7. ) no

control over how satisfying study is faor me.
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34.

33.

36.
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In tests and exams, I think it is realistic to expect that
shall

1z o ) never

2. ()

3. ()

G, () sometimes
. )

6. ()

7. () always
make minor mistakes.

I actually undertook this study

entirely to please saomeone else

as much for someone else as for myself

-

NJooswnne-e

entirely for myself.

I think it is realistic to expect that I can

never

NooufFwn e

)
)
)
) sometimes
)
)
)

always

perform at my personal best.

Making sure that students do their home-wark is

entirely my responsibility

as much the lecturer's responsibility as mine

Joh+Fwnp -

entirely the lecturer's responsibility.
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37.

38.

3.

40.
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Lecturers should

never

sometimes

NJoU,fwnoe

always

distribute full printed notes of their lectures to each
student.

When I have difficulty understanding something, I

1. ) always

2. ()

3. )

4., () sometimes
Sa ¢ )

6. ()

7. ) never

want to hide my ignorance from the lecturer.

I

1. ) never

2. ()

3. ()

4, () saometimes
5. ()

6. ()

7. ) constantly

doubt whether my Matriculation grades will gain me a place
in my chosen tertiary course.

How much sense my lecture notes make depends

entirely on me

e e e e e

)
)
)
) as much on me as the lecturer
)
)
)

Nou P wn e

entirely on the lecturer.
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FEELINGS ABQUT STUDY

Age: years. Date of Birth: / / -

Sex: Male ( ) / Female ( )

Date: /_06_/_8B8.

INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire asks you about same of the feelings you
experience as a matriculation student.

For each situation presented, think carefully about how you
usually feel (e.g. anxious, angry, depressed etc.) and 1indicate
how strongly you do sa, with a tick (/) on the 7-point scale
provided.

The marked sample item below indicates that the student feels

‘slightly’ angry (2) and ‘considerably' bored (3) whenever a
lecturer labours a point already understood.

Sample Item

When a lecturer continues to talk at length about an idea which I
already understand, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 S 6 7
anxious (¢v) - Ty ()
angry ¢ ) (v) ¢

— e e
—
—

(
(
depressed /) ¢ ) (
Z«%@( ..... ) ) ¢

Notice that the student herself nominated her feeling of boredam,
entering 'bared'in the space reserved for any feeling other than
anxiety, anger and depression. Please do likewise for any other
feeling you experience (e.g. guilt, irritation, envy, etc.).

This is not a test, with right and wrong answers; it simply asks

whqt you feel and haw strongly you do so. Please answer every item
that you have experienced, in privacy, and at your own pace.
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When first

APPENDIX C

at

my attempt answering a home—-assignment is
unsatisfactory to me, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 & 7
anxious ¢ ) () ) ) S « ) ¢ )
angry £ 3 « ) () ( ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ () ¢ ) (2 ¢ ) « ) € )
.......... ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) () () ¢ )
When I propose an idea or answer in class, and the lecturer
disagrees with me, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 S 4 S & 7
anxious ¢ (G ) ¢ () [ (G
angry ¢ ¢ ) ¢ () ) ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ) « ) () « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... (¢ ¢ () () « ) ¢ ) ¢ )-
If, in tests and assignments, I score less than certain other
students, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 = 3 4 S & 7
anxious (S ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) (G (S (G
angry (G ¢ « ) ¢ ¢ ) « ¢ ).
depressed ¢ ) ¢ (O ¢ (G ¢ ) « )
........... ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
If.- someane (e.g. parent/spause/friend) does not make me study,
or encourage me to do sa, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 8 4 3 ) 7
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) () () «
angry ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) «
.......... () () ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ) ¢ )
If I can't choose my own form of assessment (e.g. tests
versus assignments), I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 £ & 5 6 7
anxiaous
angry

depressed

o~~~
e .

..........

e e~

— et

P e
. T =
— e e~
e
— e
e = =
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The ongoing demands of study make me feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 & 7
anxious () () &0 ¢ ) ( ) ¢« ¢ )
angry ¢ ) « ) « ) ¢ ) ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) () « ) ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... ¢ ) ) ) (. 3 ¢ ) (G}

Simply not knowing how my grades will finally turn out, makes
me feel

No t Moderately Extremely
1 a2 € 4 S & 7
anxious € 02 (G ¢ ) (S ¢ ) « ) «
angry ¢ ) ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢« ) ()
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... () (O ¢ ) « « (S ¢ )

When social conflicts (e.g. with parent/spouse/child/friend)
badly affect my study, I feel

No t Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 o] 6 7
anxious ¢ ) (S ¢ ) () ¢ ) () ¢ )
angry « ) () ¢.) ¢ ) () ¢ «
depressed ¢ ) () ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) )
.......... « ¢ ) ) « C ) ¢ ) «

When I don't seem to be getting very far, while studying, I
feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 & 3 & 7
anxious () () ¢ ) ) ¢ ) ) ¢ )
angry ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) L
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ « ) () ¢ )
.......... « ) ¢ ) « ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) I

The thought of my results letting down my parents/relatives
makes me feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 & =] & 7
anxious « ) ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) « )
angry ¢ ) « ) ( (G ¢ ) () « )
depressed ¢ ) () ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) « ) « )
.......... ¢ ) (2 ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) « ) « )
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12.

13a

14.

13.

APPENDIX C

The thought of not beating or matching the academic
achievements of a certain person makes me feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 = € 4 3 & 7
anxious « (O () ¢ ¢ [ ()
angry () L) ) ¢ ) ¢ ) € ¢
depressed ¢« ) () (S ¢ ) ) ( ¢
.......... ¢ ) ( ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ( ) ¢ )
If I don't have someone (e.g. teacher/tutor/friend) always

near at hand to help with my study, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
b 2 3 4 =] & 7
anxious « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) () ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry ¢ ) () ¢ ) « ) (G () « )
depressed (S| ¢ ¢ ¢ ) (G « ) ¢ )
.......... ) (G ¢ ¢ ) (S ) (2

If I can't personally choose what to study within a subject,
I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 =] 8 &4 3 ) 7
anxious (G ¢ ¢ ) « ) ¢ ¢ ) )
angry ¢ ) ¢ (G ¢ ) ¢ 2 ¢ ) ( )
depressed ¢ ) ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ L
) () « ) ¢ ) ¢ « ) ¢

When part of a subject is uninteresting, I generally feel
(toward the whole subject)

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 3 & 7
anxious « (G ¢ ) ¢ ) « (I «
angry (O ¢ ) € ) ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ )
depressed « « ) (S ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) (G
.......... ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ )

The possibility of unusual or unexpected questions in the next

test makes me feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 &4 S & 7
anxious () (2 () « ) ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry () « ) « ) « ) £ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed « ) () [ | « ) ) ¢ ) (B
..... EEER ) ¢ ) t ) « ) ¢ ) « ) « )
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16. When others distract me from study, I feel

Mot Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 G4 S & 7
anxlious ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry ¢ ) (O C ) ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) « )
depressed ¢ ) () ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) « ¢ )
.......... ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ )
17. When I don't understand a new idea immediately, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
i 2 3 4 5 & 7
anxious (2 ¢ ¢ ) « 2 ¢ ) ( ) £ 9
angry « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) () ¢ ) « )
depressed () « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ( () c 2
.......... () ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) () ¢ )

18. When other students do not seem impressed with my gr ades,

feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 =] 1) 7
anxious . () « ) ¢ « ¢ ) ¢ ) «
angry € ) (G ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ) ¢ « ) ) ( ) ¢ ) ¢ )
¢ € ) ¢ ) ¢ ) (S ¢ ) ¢ )

----------

19. When I don't scaore top grades, 1 feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 1) 7
anxious ) () ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) « )
angry (G (S ¢ ) ¢ ) (G «
depressed () ( 2 () ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) «
...... i () (G| « () ¢ ) « «

20. When I tackle an assignment without knowing what other
students think about it, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 =] 3 4 S & 7
anxious () () (G ¢ ) ¢ ) « ¢ )
angry () () (G ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ( ) « ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... () « ) « ) ( ¢ ) ¢ )
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Any abjectionable ways of an otherwise competent lecturer, make

me feel
Not Maoderately
1 e 3 4
anxious () () ) € ) (
angry ¢ ) « ) ¢ ¢ (
depressed () t ) () (G (
.......... « ) ) ¢ ) « ) (

Tests and exams make me feel

Not Moderately

i c < 4
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ) ) ¢ ) (
angry ¢ ) ) () ¢ ) (
depressed (S « ) () ¢ (
() ¢ ) ) ¢ ) (

----------

3

=

— e e

e e e
P

When I am rnot totally in command of all course wor k

feel
No t Moderately
1 2 3 4
anxious ¢ ) (. ) ¢ 9 (
angry ¢l ¢ ) (I ¢ ) (
depressed (G « ) ¢ ) ¢ (
.......... « ) C ) ¢ ) ¢ ) (

The thought of not eventually getting a Jjob

Not Moderately

1 2 3 &
anxious « ¢ ) « ) () (
angry ( £ 0 () ¢ ) (
depressed ) ¢ 2 ¢ ) ¢ (
.......... ( () ) () (

When I don't score ‘A's, I feel

No t Moderately

1 2 3 4
anxious (
angry (
depressed (
(

B e
e e e
— et e
— e e
P
o~~~

----------
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If, at any time, I seem unlikely to crove myself to someone
who doubts whether I will succeed, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 3 b 7
anxious ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) (G «
angry ) ¢ () ¢ ¢ ) ) ¢
depressed ¢ ) () ¢ ) ¢ ! « ) ¢ ) [
.......... ¢ ) ¢ ) i 2 (1 ¢ ) « ) ()

When my grades don't improve, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 £ &4 3 &6 7
anxious « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) () « )
depressed ¢ ) ) ¢ ) () ¢ ) () ¢ )
.......... (S (G (G () ¢ ) (G (2

If, when tackling an assignment, I am unsure whether I am dn
the right track, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 S & 7
anxious « ) ¢ ) ) ¢ ) (G ()
angry ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) ) ¢ ) ¢
depressed ¢ ) ) « ) « « ) ¢ ()
.......... ¢ ) « ) « ) ¢ ) () ¢ 3

If a lecturer, despite being competent, lacks charisma, I
feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 =] & 7
anxious « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry () « ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) (G
depressed () ¢ 3 ¢ ) ) ) () « )
.......... « ) () ) ) ¢ ) () ( )

When I put off a difficult assignment until the last day, 1
feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 e 3 4 S ) 7
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) L) « ) (G
angry (G ) ¢ ) « ) (G « ) « )
depressed (G () « ) ( [ ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... ¢ ) () () ( ) () ¢ )
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If, during tests and exams, [ am distracted by thoughts of
doing poorly, I feel

Naot Moderately Extremely
1 e 3 4 3 & 7
anxious LI [GE] (G ¢ ¢ ) (G ()
angry ¢ ) ¢ ) « () ¢ ) ¢ ) g B
depressed « ) £ « ) « ) ¢ « ) )
¢ ) () ¢ ) (G ¢ ( ¢ )

..........

When study is not satisfying for me, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 o] &6 7
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) £ ) ()
angry () ¢ ) . ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ¢ ) « )
¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) « ) ¢ ) « )

..........

Whenever I make minor mistakes in tests and exams, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 g G- S & 7
anxious ) ¢ ) () ¢ ) ¢ ) « ¢ )
angry ¢ ) ¢ ) (G ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢
depressed ¢ ¢ ) « ) (O ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
.......... ¢ ) () ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ()

Taking on matriculation mainly to please someone else leaves
me feeling

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 =] ) 7
anxious ¢ ) () ¢ ) () ¢ ) ()
angry ¢ ) « ) ) (S ) ¢ ) « )
depressed ¢ ) (S ) ¢ ) ) « ) ()
.......... ¢ ) « ) « ) « ) ¢ ) « ) ()

Whenever I perform below my personal best, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 =] 3 4 =] & 7
anxious ) ¢ ) () ¢ ) ¢ ) « « )
angry ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) « )
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) (. « ) () « ) ¢
.......... ¢ ) ) ¢ ¢ ) () () ()
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When a lecturer does not ensure that I do my haomewark, I feel

Not Maoderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 3 & 7
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
angry ¢ ) ¢ « ) ¢ ¢ ¢ ) ¢
depressed ¢ ) () ¢ ) () () ¢ ) t
.......... () ¢« ) ) (S ¢ ) ) [
When printed lecture notes are not handed out regularly, I
feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 3 6 7
anxious ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ) () €
angry ¢ () ¢ ¢ ) ¢ ) (G ¢
depressed () () ¢ ) [ ¢ ) ¢ ) « )
ol e e e () ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢« « (G «
When I approach a lecturer for help, I feel
Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 3 ) 7
anxious () (G « ) ¢ ) () (] ¢ )
angry ) ¢ ) € ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed G D ¢ ) ( ) ¢ ) « ) « ) ¢ )
) (G ¢ ) {3 ¢ ) o9 ( )-

..........

Whenever I have doubts about getting inta my chosen tertiary
course, I feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 S & 7
anxious () ¢ ) ) ¢ ) « ¢ ) ¢ )
angry « ) () ¢ ) ¢ ) (S ¢ ) ¢ )
depressed () ( ) (G ¢ ) « ) ¢ )
() () ) (G « ) ¢ ) ¢ )

...........

When my lecture notes don't make much sense, 1 feel

Not Moderately Extremely
1 2 3 4 S & 7
anxious ¢ ) () « ) ¢ 2 () ¢ « )
angry ¢ ¢ () { 3 ¢ () «
depressed ¢ ) ¢ ) () 9 (G ¢ ) ¢ )
(G ¢ ) ) ¢ ) ¢ ) ) )

----------
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October 1988
Dear Student,

I am researching students' beliefs and attitudes about study. The
research is approved by the Psychology Department, University of
Adelaide, and is under the supervision of Dr J. M. Innes.

An initial part of this research requires students to complete
the questionnaires: ‘Beliefs About Study' and ‘Beliefs in
General'. I am therefore seeking about 30 minutes of vyour time,
should you be willing to contribute.

Please note fhat

1. all data will be kept secure and strictly confidential
by me.

2. all data will be used for research only.

3. any results will be available in group form and no

individual's data will be identifiable.

4. questionnaires will be destroyed after completion of the
research.

Your participation will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Innes Linke
COUNSELLOR

242



APPENDIX E

BELIEFS ABOUT STUDY

Name:

(First Name) (Surname)

Age: years. Date of birth: / /

Sex: Male! ) / Female( ).

Date: / /

INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire asks you about some of the beliefs and expectations you
have in relation to your matriculation studies.

For each item, you are asked to indicate the extent of your belief with a
number from '1' to '7', using the following frequency scale.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. i
never half time always

In sample item 1. below, the student's rating (2) indicates her belief that
popularity with the lecturer will 'rarely' be important for success in
study. Her rating (4), in sample item 2., shows that study will be her most
important concern about 'half of the time'.

Sample Items

1. For success in study, getting on well with the lecturer will___(z;)
be important.

2. On my 'personal list of important things', study will___(ﬁt)___come
first.

Remember that this is not a test, with right and wrong answers; it simply
asks what you believe and to what extent you do so. Please answer every
item, in privacy, and at your own pace.

Finally, try to avoid considering what might be “ideal' or 'desirable’
answers. Simply concentrate only on what you actually believe.
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1. 2. 3s 4, 51, 6. 7.
never half time always

10.

11,

12,

I should () expect to take more than one or two attempts to
complete a take-home assignment, and get it just how I want 1it.

The lecturer's compliments for my ideas/answers will () be
important to me.

How my grades for tests and assignments compare with other students’
grades will (0 be of intense interest to me.

To motivate me to study, I will (> need someone ( e.g: parent/
spouse/friend ) to encourage or drive me.

The method by which I am assessed ( e.g: test versus assignment )
should (2 be the lecturer's choice rather than mine.

The demands of matriculation study will (D seem too great for
the eventual rewards.

During the year, I will () be wishing that I could know how
I am going to score at the end of the course.

How my study progresses will ) depend more on other people
( e.g: family/friends/lecturers > than me.

When I study, I will (D expect to cover maximum ground with the

time and thought I spend.

I will (D be without the need to impress parents/relatives
with my achievements in study.

I will___ () be without the need to beat or match the academic
achievements of a certain person.

I will__ (_)__ need someone (e.g: relative/friend/tutor) whom I can
consult for help with study. ’
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1. 2. 3 4 54 6. 7.

never half time always

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

18,

19.

20,

21,

22.

28r

24,

The different topics which make up a subject should (_2 be my
choice rather than the lecturer's.

To keep me working at a subject, it will (0 have to interest me
intensely.
I will (2 be without concern for unexpected or unusual questions

in the next test.

which others (e.g: family/friends) distract me from study.

The way I see it, I can (_ have control over the extent to

I will D expect to take a long time to grasp new ideas during
lectures and my reading.

Wnen I receive good grades from tests and assignments, it will
) be important that other students are impressed.

I will (__)___expect to score below the top few students.

I will () feel sure about my own ideas, without hearing other
students' opinions.

If, despite being competent, a lecturer has some objectionable ways,
I should (__)___have to accept them.

I will (_Y_ look forward to a test or exam.

I will (__)__Dbe prepared to take a risk (e.g: prepare likely test
questions and ignore others, ignore part of a topic etc.).

How my study works out will (__)___depend more on my circumstances
(e.g: financial/home/employment) than me.
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1. 2 3. 4, 5, 6. 7.
never half time always

26, 1 will 0 need to score 'A's in my tests and assignments, for
personal satisfaction.

26, I will (D be without the need to prove myself to a certain
persorn.

27. During tests and exams, I will (CI) be wondering whether other
students can answer questions which I can't.

28. I will (S be willing to write my own ideas without checking
with the lecturer that I am on the right track.

29, For me, a lecturer (2 needs to be more than competent, that is,
inspiring as well.

30. Whenever a weekly assignment looks difficult, my first thought will

() be, to start immediately.

31, During tests and exams, I will ) be distracted by doubts about
my performance.

32, I will () have full control over how satisfying study is for me.

33. Making one or two minor mistakes in a test or exam will___(__)___De
easy for me to accept.

34, I will__ ¢(_)_ feel that I am undertaking this study more for someone
else than myself.

35, When answering an assignment, I will__ (_)__ be wondering whether
other students have thought of better ideas than mine.

36. Making sure that I do my home-work should__(__)___be more my

responsibility than the lecturer's.
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L4 2. 3. 4 5. 6. s

never half time always

37.

38.

39,

40.

41,

42.

43,

44,

45,

46,

47,

48,

Lecturers should (D distribute full printed notes of their
lectures to each student.

It will (D be easy for me to expose my ignorance to the
lecturer, when I have difficulty understanding something.

Whether my Matriculation grades eventually get me into my chosen
tertiary course will (_ be on my mind.

How much sense my lecture notes eventually make will (_
depend more on the lecturer than me.

The need to be in complete command of all course work covered,
will () be on my mind.

A lecturer's written corrections/criticisms of my ideas/answers in
an assignment will () be easy for me to take.

When I think of good ideas for an assignment, I will (2
hesitate to discuss them with other students.

As a student, I will (2 want to do things my own way,
without help/suggestions from others.

I will (2 readily accept a minor dissatisfaction with my study
situation (e.g: the system, lecturer, time—table etc.).

When a problem (e.g: with finance/family/friend) threatens my studies,
my first thought will__ (_»__ _be, to put of f dealing with it.

I will___(____ find the on-going uncertaintles in study (e.g: whether
1'11 meet a deadline, be ready for a test, etc.) easy to bear.

I will___ < >___feel that I, alone, am master of my academic destiny.
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B.1.G.

This is an inventory of the way you belicve and feel about various things. There are a

number of statements with which you will tend to agree or disagree. Answers are to

be circled in either agrecment or disagreement: Strangly Agrec (A}, Agree ( a), Neither (n)
Disagree (d), ard Strongly Disagree (D). '

INSTRUCTIONS

[t is not necessary to think over any item very long. Mark your answer quickly and
g0 on tg the next stalement.

Be sure to mark how you actually feel about the statement, not how you think you
should feel.

Try to avoid the neutrai or “n"* response as much as passible. Select this answer oniy
if you really cannnot decide whether you tend to agrec or disagree with a statement.

Name Date
(Last) (First) (Initial)

School (or address, accupation, as instructed)

——Date of 8irth Grade Male Female——

Age
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2.
3.
4,
3.
6.
7.
8.

10.

11.
12,
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

277

28.

- 30.

40 2.

41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
477
48
49.
50.
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It is -important to me cthat others approve of me..... ceetetccsscsacascananas A
I hate €0 £ail € ANYERAMBe e cveuaunnnraranaananneeoionnnensoassseaansconns A
People who do wrong deserve what they get............. teeeadret e e A
1 usually accept vhat happens philesophically........ P T A
If a person wants to, he can be happy under almost any circumstances....... A
I have  a fear of some things that often bothers me...... ... .iueiiivieannnnn A
I usually put off {impoTtant deciSionS.uueeeee e ieeesncaenceeascaceancnssann A
Everyone needs someone he can depend on for help and advice..........-.. L..A
"A zebra cannot change his Stripes™......ccceceeecncccacannn e ieaeanananas A
There is a right way to do everything. ccvouvruinniciennnnnoneinsaanaacananan A
I-1like- the respect of others, but I doun't have to have if....ceneuvaancaann A
I avold things I canmot do well...c.iuueiaionacenaccncaacen Memeearaamaaaean A
Too many evil persous escape the punishments they deserve.......... veasanna A
Frustrations don't UPSEE Me.u.ceeoceencenevanoceanconasacmeaansmamansanmsasens A
People are disturbed not by situations, but by the view they take of them..A
I feel litrle anxiety over unexpected dangers of future eventS............. A
I try to go ahead and get irksome tasks behind me when they come up........ A
I cxy ;’b consult an authovity on important decisioas...... e SE S e i A
It is almost impossible to overcome the influences of the pasf............. A
There is no perfect solutiom to anything.............. teteccamecaaenae e A
I want everyone to like Me....ccveccevacncacenccscosacscsnsacansonacoasansan A
I dou't mind competing im: activities where others are better tham I........ A
Those who'do wrong deserve to-be blamed.....c.viencoanccnns eseaacvaccaaann A
Things should be different frow the way they are.....--ce.ueeurncnccncnnnnn A
I cause my own m00dS.cccccccnncann et bccsacenen oo Hse e em s maacasna A
T often can't get-my~ mind: 0ff SOME CONCEIMenouccauccnacauecrocscosacacannns A-
I avoid facing -my problems:i.....c... B i LT EREEFEEELEEE = = =« = - A
People need a- source-of" strength- outside themselves.....covuiuoiinnnnnaaan. A
The impact of the past does - noC 1ast forevVer......ceccenceacnceanscaconccnn A
There- is- seldowr an: easy: vay-out of-life's difficulties.......cvovuneenn.an A
I like myself even whemr MmANY OCHETS dOR Cuuenneeceecacoma-acaocoancaancenan A
I like to succeed at something but' T doun't feel I have to........c.o.caaann A
Immorality should be strougly punished.....cceeeeacucaeas conavampeenacens A
I often get disturbed  over situatiocas: I doa't like..... P R A
People-who are miserable have usually made themselves that way............. A
If-1 can't keep something: frour happening, I don't worry about iC....ieeae--- A
T usually make decisions as promptly as. I Came..sececveorcccnarnaeanananans A
There- are certain people: that I depend ow greatly......ceeieicuicanincans B N
People overvalue the influence of the PAST..oceececeacocaannn teecatcenconne A
Some problems will always be-with w$....icuaoa..an Ceerecavmesteesaaseaaeae A
If others dislike me, thac's. their problem, NOC MiNE€...cucceesrncensnsonne- A
It is highly importanc to me- to be successful in everything I do......... FRL)
I seldom blame people for their wromgdoing....eecceeiveninanncaeann ceeenane A
I usually accept things the-way they are, evem if 1 don't like them......... A
A person won't stay angry or blue long unless he keeps.himself thac way....A
I can't stand to take chanceS....ee-.. T T Y caah
Life is too short to spend: it daing unpleasant taskS......ceccceeacaaannen R
T like to stand on my OWR CWO F@eCaceeceicracccsnercracesnanssanaaasssanscns A
If T had had differenc experiences, 1 could he more like T want to be...... A
Every problem has a correct solution............. ceeeeaeaanaaaiaacinas veash
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51.
52.
53.
S4.
S5.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

71.
72.
73.
74,
75.
76.
77.
-78.
79..
" 80.

81.
82..
3.
. 84.
85.
86.
87..
88.
89.
90.

9l.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.

APPENDIX F

I find it hard to go against what others think..... Cemeesrecisessssreetanan A
1 enjoy activities for their own sake, no matter how’ good I am at them..... A
The feav of punishment helps people be g00d. ... uoeiinnniinrnancnancananen A
1f things annoy me, 1 just ignore them.........cecciininiiacaeans teceaaaaes A
The more problems a person has, the less happy he will be.....ccvcuvennannn A
I am seldom anxious over the fUCUTE.....iceaceicassateacenonronsanssssanacans A
I seldom put Chings Off..c.eeeeeceesiaueaaacannenaeisaecaianensonancceoanan A
1 am the only one who can really understand and face my problems........... A
I seldom think of past experiences as affecting me now..........cevueee wneaA
We live in a world of chance and probability.c.eeeciiacucnnasanoans cesmenns A
Although I like approval, it's not a real need fOr Me......c.-- ceecaesenaan A
It bothers me when others are better than I am at something............,...A
Everyone is basically good...... Mmeaccssetecaacaracaacaeanaat st ascosrann A
I do what I can to get what I want and then doun't worry about it........... A
Noching is upsetting in itself; ouly the way you interpret ic...... PR Y
I worry a lot about certain things in the future........cicciccanannanncans A
It is difficult for me to do unpleasant choreS.. .. ... . .. t.iiercccncnnnnann A
I dislike for others to make my decisions for me....... P S ce-A
We are slaves to our personal histories......... B easeensssvacans A
There is seldom an ideal solution to anything.......... eeceecacacmcrmmeeno A
I often worry about how people approve of and acCepl MEu-.cveccccinnnnnanns A
It upsets me to make MiStaKeS.c.eewececcons eaE .. - " R = I TR A
It's unfair thac the “"rain falls om the just and the unjust”....ccecn... PP §
I am fairly easy going about life..... ceacecaceas PRS- DU PN Y PPY PR A
More people should face up to the unpleasancness of life............. ...... A
Somethimes I can't get a fear off my mind.. . i cceuimicacalieninnncaaccannann A
A life of ease is seldom very rewarding...-.’ ................... seeasevecassd
I find it easy O s@ek 3AVICE. ciucunuucencnncacncasannncanannan wessnnaaces A
Once something strougly affects your life, il: always will......... crveseaced
It is better to look for a pracrical solutiou than a perfect omne..... cen-esd
I havercousiderable councern with what people are feeling about me.......... A
I often become quite annoyed over little thingse.-cce.a... teacesnesasncanaas A
L. usually give someoue who has wrouged me a second chance.......ececacccans A
I dislike responsibility.cc.iccicacecccacavacocncaccencsasscacsaasassnsscsnns A
Thexe 1s: never any reasou to remain sorrowful for very loGg...c-ccccccccca- A
I hardly ever think of such things as death or atomic war......... S ASeneaes A
People are happiest when they hawe challenges and problems to overcome..... A
1 dislike having to depend on OCheXB...cvccccnccsoccoonsncacasanana I . A
People never change basically....... “eeessmsecesacacsesacssassaasnene PR §
I feel I must handle things in the right Way..eeccceeacaacacass eacsesssscaah
It is annoying but not upsetting to be criticized....ceieneacanecacanncnans A

I'm not afraid to do things which I cannof do well.oeuecieeeaccscaoansancacsch

No one 1s evil, even though his deeds MAY beeecuecencccecacaascsncccansseasd
1 -seldom become upset over the mistakes of otherS........-.. cesavan PR 9
Man makes his own hell wvithin himself........ desaseceecstircanconananaansnadh
I often find myself plaaning what I'd do in different dangerous cases.....-.A

If something. is neccessary, I do it even if it is unplessant........ eeaossdds
I don't expect someone else to be highly concermed about my welfare........A
I don't look upon the past with any regrets......... teasscaansaccnsccasacnsd
There 1is no such cthing as an 1deal set of CirCUMSLANCEB . cotrcrtccasansasshs
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APPENDIX G
April 19895
Dear Student,

As a part of my research on the beliefs and expectations of adult
matriculation students, I am seeking a final contribution from you, the
completion of the following questionaires: How I Procrastinate, Why I
Procrastinate, Feelings About Study, the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire
and the Beck Inventory. You will find a copy of each enclosed.

The questionnaires provide clear directions for self-administration.
You will probably tske an hour, at most, to complete them all, but it
may be advisable to answer them in two or three sittings, to avold
confusing the variety of instruclons and to maintain concentration.

I remind you that

{. this research is approved by the Psychology Department,
University of Adelaide, and is under the supervision of
Dr J.M. Innes.

2. all data will be kept secure and strictly confidential
by me; they will not be released to any other person.

3. all data will be used for research only.

4, any results will be available in group form only and no
individual's data will be identifiable

5. questionnaires will be destroyed after completion of the
research.

As I intend to present sessions on 'Procrastination' and ‘'Managing Study-
Stress' for interested students in term 2., I would like completed
questionnaires returned to me by Friday, April 14, the last day of term 1.
Should you wish, I will be happy to discuss your results, and any
implications, privately with you in term 2.

Please return all materisls to me as soon as convenient and before April 14
if possible. If my door is closed,slip your (sealed) envelope under it.

Your coniribution will be most appreciated and I will reclprocate by
providing help, for those who request it, to overcome procrastination and

stress. The sessions I run will be open to any interested students.

Sincerely,

Innes Linke, COUNSELLOR.

I support Mr Linke's research and trust that students who are having
difficulties will take advantage of the help he can provide.

Dr D. Keegan, HEAD, SCHOOL OF MATRICULATION STUDIES.
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APPENDIX H

HOW T PROCRASTINATE

Name :

(First Name) (Surname)

Date: / /

INSTRUCTTIONS

This questionnaire examines some of the ways in which students
put off tackling study.

Using the following frequency scale, indicate your tendency
on each item, by placing the appropriate number (from ‘0' to '6')
in the brackets at the right-hand side of the page.

0. 1. 2. 3. 4. ok 6.
never half-time always

1. When I work on a home assignment, my mind wanders

Off the toPlC. et eeeeaccaacsanasocns ce e e s e aae s L'_ )
2. When T am supposed to be studying, T daydream about

OtNEr TCHIMGS weieeeeeeeeseeeaonenaasaccasaenosasnnesssss ( )
3. I put off consulting the lecturer when T encounter

a difficulty with my Study ...eeeeeneeeaocesnnoannonans ( )
4. Tf my study falls behind, I catch up without prompting

frOM ANYOMNE wecssovacesoosssasssssssnssssssosssssonssss ( )
5. I put off starting an assignment ..........ccoeenenaan ( )
6. T put aside marked tests and assignments without

correcting or improving them .........iiiiiiereenerennns ( )
7. Soon after each 1lecture, I make sure that my

notes are ordered, complete and understandable........ ( )
8. I allow social distractions (e.g. friends, phone

calls,...) to interfere with my study.......ceevieiuann ( )
9 It takes a long time for me to get ‘warmed up' for

SCUAY . . .. .5 ¢aleas s & SEREE S & § SEEraes 5 @ B 8 © 8 SRASTEIN 8 ¥ 8 W ( )
10. I complete assignments on timMe........cieiveeraecnanann ( )
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APPENDIX H

. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5% 6.
never half-time always

11. I leave test preparation as late as possible............
12. Study comes before my other interests (e.g. T.V.,

radio, SPOTt, c v v o) i eeeeeeeenesaraeeestssosasasssassassa
13. To reduce my evening workload, I use ‘free' periods

between lectures for StUAY ..« i i e entntaetaannnnsenss
14. My study 1is irregular and determined mainly by

approaching tests and deadlines........... ..o eeeecenonn.
15. With me, study is ‘hit-or-miss' depending on the mood

T'M 1N 355 s b sieiaiein s 5 6 Famaieceassas s s oo s aces o & oo sae e e
16. My mind wanders off the topic during lectures ..........
17. When I miss a lecture, I catch up promptly on

My OWR initiaCive......ceeeeiercaereeanenccnsscnsnonnens
18. T do other things when I ought to be studving....«..c.o...
19. When personal 1library research 1is required,

I do it PromMPELlY . .vcveesaeeeaescesersasossssnssencessnsos _
20. While preparing for a test, I test myself first to

make sure I'm prepared. . ... cccceeccestassasccosnascsensoo
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APPENDIX I

WHY T PROCRASTINATE

Name :

(First name) (Surname)

Date: / /

Think of past occasions when you put off starting a take-—home
assignment.

Try to recall what you were thinking while you were
procrastinating. Previous students have given a variety of
reasons for their procrastination. Indicate how much of vyour

thought vou typically spent on each of the following reasons, by
placing the appropriate number (from '0' to ‘6') in the brackets
at the right hand side of the page.

] L 2 3 4 5 6
none half all

1. T was concerned the lecturer would not like my work ...( )
2. I waited for another student to completé the

assignment, hoping for some help/advice .......c.ovc... ( )
3. There were other more enjoyable things I preferred to

AO i o miiaih 5% e s sV AR ATEAE S U S S S s G SIEEE e W e 8 e ¥ & § 8 ( )
4. I wanted help,. but felt uncomfortable approaching

the LleChUT eI . .« fue e eeenreeeomussionasasassamrasisssmaasnsss ()
5. I was worried about getting a low grade ............... ( )

6. I didn't feel sufficiently prepared to start the

ASSL1gNMENt w5 is & & samras & o siatere e # s @9 % & ® = Sraei s & e TED & 3 ( )
7. I resented having to do things assigned by someone

else. .. ... it inan B S EaANETEYETE W e e B % e wEIENE e W W e eveia e e ()
8. I simply dislike doing assignments AR « )
9. I felt overwhelmed by the task .......ciiiinrninannsso « )
10. I like the challenge of tackling .an assignment at the

LAS E M I T R e v e e e e e e et et e et e e e e e e e « )



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

APPENDIX I

none half all

I was concerned that my classmates might resent me if

BN = = SR o T TN @ o] 111 o of (
I expected to find the task difficult ......eivuieinnnnnn (
I waited for a better state of mind v..c.ivieecaoenadoaa

I was put off by the expectation that it would take

LOO 1OoNg w5 « o staveveias s & & & § § sR@aaiaiaesss § 5 SAEAWEY ¥ 2 9everEE (
I resent having deadlines set fOr Me ... it iemennmaensa (
Most students procrastinate; why not me? ........¢cc0ov.- A

An unsatisfactory first attempt might be hard for me
O £aCe mmoumun o % v sy « § © § 5 @ SEERrER SIS E B WIESESE ¥ § SRR (

I waited, hoping for more information about the
assignment from the leClUXer c..cecsecssecessasesssssssnsas (

T simply felt to0 laZy <cuesssivaeecnsseossiiosssngs i e ssed i
My friends were pressuring me to do other things .......(

T was concerned that if I got a good grade people
would have higher expectations of me in future ......... (

T was afraid I wouldn't meet my own expectations ....... (

I know that I work best under pressure (e.g. just
before a deadline) ... .u v v i ononnnnennn SadE § R E (

I felt that the period of time available to me
then was too short for a worthwhile start ............. .

There were other things which, at the time, I felt T
had to do but, looking back, were really unnecessary .-.(

I like the excitement of doing an assignment at the
last MiNUEe. .ottt it a it annneenae (b EEdeinses s daenees (
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APPENDIX J

FEELINGS ABOUT STUDY

Name:

(First Name) (Surname)

Date: / /

This questionnaire asks yvou about some of the feelings you
experlence as a matriculation student.

For each situation presented, think carefully about how you
usually feel (e.g. anxious, guilty, angry....) and indicate how
strongly vou do so, with an appropriate number (from '0' to '6')
according to the following scale.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
not at all moderately extremely

Consider the sample items S1 and S2 below.

Sample Items

sl. When a lecturer continues to talk at length about
an idea which I already understand, I feel ......

S2. When I'm not getting on well with the lecturer, I
feel ......

Responses to sample item S1 (see answer sheet) indicate that the
student feels ‘a little' angry (1), ’“somewhat' frustrated (2),
‘considerably' bored and irritated (4) when a lecturer labours a
point already understood; the other feelings are ‘not at all'
experienced (0).

sample Item S2 does not apply to this student, since she always
gets on well with her lecturers. Hence the wavy line down the S2
column on the answer sheet. Please do likewise for any situation
which does not apply to you.

This is not a test, with right and wrong answers; it simply asks
what you feel and how strongly you do so.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

APPENDIX J

When my first attempt at answering a home-assignment 1is
unsatisfactory to me, I feel.....

When I propose an idea or answer in c¢lass, without receiving
a compliment from the lecturer, I feel .....

If, in tests and assignments, I score less than certain
other students, I feel.....

If someone (e.g. parent/spouse/friend) does not make me
study, or encourage me to do so, I feel.....

When I can't choose my own form of assessment (e.g. test
versus assignment), I feel.....

The on-going demands of study make me feel.....

Simply not knowing how my grades will finally turn out,
makes me feel..... )

When conflicts with other people (e.g. parent/spouse/
child/friend) badly affect my study, I feel.....

When I don't seem to be getting very far, while studying, I
feel.....

The thought of my results letting down my parents/
relatives makes me feel.....

The thought of not beating or matching the academic
achievements of a certain person makes me feel.....

If I don't have someone (e.g. teacher/tutor/friend) always
near at hand to help with my study, I feel.....

TE T can't personally choose from the- topics which make up a
subject, I feel.....

When part of a subject is uninteresting, I feel (toward the
whole subject).....

The possibility of unusual or unexpected questions in the
next test makes me feel.....
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16.

17.

18.

1s.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

APPENDIX J

When others (e.g. family/friends) distract me from study, I
feel..... .

When I don't understand a new idea quickly, I feel

When other students do not seem impressed with my grades, T
feel.....

When I score below the top few students, I feel

When I tackle an assignment without knowing what other
students think about it, I feel.,....

Any objectionable ways of an otherwise competent lecturer
make me feel.....

Tests and exams make me feel.....

Wwhen I take a risk (e.g. prepare likely test questions and
ignore others, ignore part of a topic, etc.) I feel.....

When my circumstances {(e.g. finance, home, employment)
hinder my study, I feel.....

When I don't score ‘A's, I feel.....

If, at any time, I seem unlikely to prove myself to a
certain person, I feel.....

When, during tests and exams, I wonder whether other
students can answer questions which I can't, I feel.....

If, when starting an assignment, I don't check with the

lecturer that I am on the right track, I feel.....

If a lecturer, despite being competent, is uninspiring, I
feel.....

When I put off a difficult assignment, I feel.....
If, during tests and exams, I am distracted by doubts about

my performance, I feel.....

When study is not satisfying for me, I feel.....
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

APPENDIX J

When I make one or two minor mistakes in a test or exam, I

When it seems that I am undertaking this study more for
someone else than myself, I feel.....

If, while answering an assignment, I find myself wondering
whether other students have better ideas than mine, T

When a lecturer does not ensure that I do my homework, I

When printed lecture notes are not handed out, I feel.....

When I approach a lecturer for help, I feel.....

When I have doubts about eventually getting into my chosen
tertiary course, I feel.....

When my lecture notes don't make much sense, I feel.....

When I'm not in complete command of all course work covered,

Lecturers' written corrections/criticisms of my ideas/

answers in assignments make me feel.....

When other students probe for my ideas on an assignment, I

When I have to do things my own wWay, without help/
suggestiong from others, T feel.....

Minor dissatisfactions with my study situation (e.g. the
system, time-table etc.) leave me feeling.....

When a problem (e.g. with finance/family/friend) threatens
my studies and I put off facing it, I feel.....

The on-going uncertainties in study (e.g. whether I'll meet
a deadline, be ready for a test, etc.) make me feel.....

When T don't seem to be the master of my academic destiny, I
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Name:

APPENDIX J

FEELINGS ABOUT STUDY

ANSWER SHEET

Date: /

A SUGGESTED PROCEDURE

(First

Name) (Surname)

/

FOR RESPONDING TO EACH SITUATION.

(a) Scan all the listed feelings.

(b) Select those you experience and rate their strength.
(¢) Rate those you don't experience with '0'.
0. L. 2. 3. 4. 3. 6.

not at all

moderately extremely

samples

SITUATION

FEELING

slis2

2 {3 |4 (5|6 |7 {8 |9 |10411]12]13

22

23

anxious

0

angry

depressed

upset

bored

gullty

irritated

disgusted

embarrassed

foolish

helpless

frustrated

scared

'\-A"\va—-\_,ﬂ/"*h—/'vrvvvm

ol I |loljo (o x jo (¥ O 0O

PLEASE TURN OVER FOR SITUATIONS 24 TO 48.
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APPENDIX J

Q.
not at all

2. Bl
moderately

extremely

8.

SITUATION

FEELING

2425|126

27

28

30{31|32|33|34|35|36

37

38

33

40

41

42

43

45

46

47

48

anxious

angry

depressed

upset

bored

gullty

irritated

disgusted

embarrassed

foolish

helpless

frustrated

scared
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APPENDIX K

SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Name

(First Name) (Surname)
Date / Vi
DIRECTIONS:

A number of statements which people have used to describe

themselves are given below. Read each statement and then circle
the number to indicate how you generally feel. There are no
right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one

statement but give the answer which seems to describe how you
generally feel.

Almost Almost
Never Sometimes Often Alvavs
1. T feel pleasant .......c.covuivecennnnnnnsans il 2 3 4
2. I feel nervous and restless ............... 1 2 3 4
34 I feel satisfied with myself............... 1 2 3 4
4. T wish I could be as happy as others
seem to be .. ...l ittt 1 2 3 4
5. I feel like a failure.....cc.veueuenennnnnn 1 2 3 4
6. I feel rested.. ..ot iiimineninannnannnnes L 2 3 4
T I am "calm, cool and collected”............ 1 2 3 4
8. I feel that difficulties are piling
up so that I cannot overcome them.......... 1 2 3 4
9. I worry too much over something that
really doesn't matter......... ... 1 2 3 4
10. T am happPV¥.ccviireercniseesnssnssnssassncnes 1 2 3 4
11. I have disturbing thoughts..........oenvns 1 2 3 4
12. I lack self-confidence..........c.cvvveinns 1 2 3 4
13. I feel secure.......viieviennnnencnnarsonas L 2 3 4.
14. I make decisioms easily........covvuinnnnnn 1 2 3 . 4

CONTINUED OVER PAGE
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

APPENDIX K

I feel inadequate

I am content. cwawess saeimcensssesms ¢a ae e e

Some unimportant thought runs through
my mind and bothers me

I take disappointments so keenly that
I can’'t put them out of my mind............

I am a steady PersSOM.....cvcvurrvessanannans
I get in a state of tension or turmoil

as T think over my recent concerns and
IDLeTeStS i i samian o iedie et asian e e e
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BECK-INVENTORY

Name

(First Name) {Surname)

Date / /

Please choose the item in each group of four statements which
best describes the way you have been feeling over the past week,
including today. Encircle the letter (a, b, ¢ or d) next to
the item you choose.

1. do not feel sad.

feel sad.

am sad all the time and I can't snap out of it.
am so sad or unhappv that I can't stand 1it.

nao o
o

I am not particularly discouraged about the future.
I feel discouraged about the future.

I feel I have nothing to look forward to.

I

(S

Qa0 oo

feel that the future is hopeless and that things
annot improve.

I do not feel like a failure.

I feel I have fajiled more than the average persomn. .
As T look back on my life, all I can see is a lot of
failures. .

I feel I am a complete failure as a person.

0o

o3

get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to.
don't enjoy things the way I used to. '
don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore.
am dissatisfied or bored with evervthing.

on o
HH H

don't feel particularly guilty.

feel guilty a good part of the time.
feel quite guilty most of the time.
feel guilty all of the time.

AanNoD e
HHH H

don't feel disappointed in myself.
am disappointed in myself.

am disgusted with myself.

hate myself.

RO oM
HHHH

T don't have any thoughts of killing myself.

I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not
carry them out.

I would like to kill myself.

I would kill myself if I had the chance.

oM

AN

CONTINUED OVER PAGE
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10.

11.

12,

13.

AN oo

oo

Qa O

AN o

0o

APPENDIX L

have not lost interest in other people.

am less interested in other people than I used to be.
have lost most of my interest in other people.

have lost all of mv interest in other people.

HHHAH

I make decisions about as well as I ever could.

I put off making decisions more than I used to.

I have greater difficulty in making decisions than
before.

I can't make decisions at all anymore.

T don't feel I look any worse than I used to.

I am worried that I am looking old or unattractive.

I feel that there are permanent changes in my
appearance that make me look unattractive.

I believe that I look ugly.

I can work about as well as before.

It takes an extra effort to get started at doing
something.

I have to push myself very hard to do anvthing.

I can't do any work at all.

don't get more tired thanm usual.

get tired more easily that I used to.
get tired from doing almost anything.
am too tired to do anvthing.

HHHR

My appetite is no worse than usual.

My appetite is not as good as it used to be.
My appetite 1s much worse now.

I have no appetite at all anymore.
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September, 1989

STUDENT PROCRASTINATION — LECTURER'S RATING
Dear lecturer,

As part of my continuing investigation of the characteristics and
performance of current fulltime matriculation students, I would like to
record your observation of the frequency with which each of vour students
procrastinates in study.

Enclosed is a class list for each of your classes. It is important that
your ratings are made consistent with fixed criteria, which are defined
below.

1. Consider the following student commitments: assignments, tests,
projects, tutorial presentations and class attendance.

ik Consider how often the student procrastinates in regard to these
commitments, either by
(a) being late, or
(b) not fulfilling the commitment at all
without legitimate reason (as defined by SSABSA)

3. Please consult your roll books and marks books as you make your
general ratings.

The rating scale to be used is the following

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half time always
4, Please give ratings for students who have withdrawn as well.

With thanks,

Innes Linke

P.S.

Please take care not to leave these lists where students could see them and
return your completed lists to me personally, or via my pigeon hole.
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Tntermal consistency of the BAS full scale

(N = 180)
Item—total Item-Total
BAS Item Correlation BAS Item Correlation
item 1. -.10 item 25. .24
item 2. .35 item 26. .36
item 3. .33 item 27. .40
item 4. .46 item 28. .21
item 5. .20 item 29. 11
item 6. .28 item 30. .16
item 7. .53 item 31. .49
item 8. .18 item 32. .28
item 9. -,10 item 33. .19
item 10. .41 item 34. .34
item 11. .40 item 35. .39
item 12. .15 item 36. .21
item 13. .16 item 37. .22
item 14. .23 item 38. .31
item 15. .28 item 39. .34
item 16. .34 item 40. .08
item 17. -.15 item 41. .19
item 18. .38 item 42. .37
item 19. -.12 item 43. .20
item 20. .27 item 44. .32
item 21. .02 item 45. .24
item 22. .20 item 46. .24
item 23. .26 item 47. .44
item 24. .24 item 48. .22
a=.79
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Internal consistency of a priori BAS subscales

(N = 180)
(1) Performance (2) Approval
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 1. .29 item 2. .27
item 9. .30 item 10. .48
item 17. .23 item 18. .37
item 25. .44 item 26. .41
item 33. .23 item 34. .27
item 41. .25 item 42. .38
a = .54 o = .63
(3) Competitiveness (4) Dependence
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 3. .41 item 4. 31
item 11. .16 item 12. .20
item 19. .08 item 20. .25
item 27. .24 item 28. .36
item 35. .39 item 36. .08
item 43. .24 item 44. .49
a = .49 a = .53
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(5) Ideality (6) Avoidance

Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 5. .53 item 6. .18
item 13. .32 item 14. .24
item 21. .31 item 22. .18
item 29. .33 item 30. .25
item 37. .34 item 38. .21
item 45. .40 item 46. .22

o = .64 a = .44

n Certainty (8) External Locus
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 7. .55 item 8. .33
item 15. .41 item 16. .45
item 23. .36 item 24. .36
item 31. .36 item 32. .40
item 39. .41 item 40. .27
item 47. .47 item 48. .40

a =.70 a = .64

Note:

(a) Mean a = .58

(b) Range of a = .44 to .70
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ITnternal consistency of clustered BAS subscales

(N = 180)
(1) Performance (2) Approval
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 1. .37 item 2. .46
item 9. .27 item 10. .53
item 17. .29 item 11. .55
item 19. .43 item 18. .33
item 25. .49 item 20. .35
item 33. .22 item 26. .41
item 41. .29 item 28. .32
item 43. .39 item 38. .35
item 42. .35
item 44. .51
a = .65 a = .75
(3) Vorry (4) Dependence
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 3. .46 item 4. .49
item 7. .59 item 6. .54
item 15. .39 item 12. .39
item 22. .29 item 34. .33
item 23. .34 item 46. .42
item 27. .50
item 31. .46
item 35. .43
item 39. .40
item 47. .49
a= .71 a = .68
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(5) Ideality (6) Extermnal Locus
Belief Item-Total r Belief Item-Total r
item 5. .53 item 8. .31
item 13. .32 item 14. .30
item 21. .31 item 16. .48
item 29. .33 item 24. .39
item 37. .34 item 30. .28
item 45. .40 item 32. .42
item 36. .44
item 40. .32
item 48. .39
a = .64 a = .70
Note:

(a) Mean a = .70

(b) Range of o = .64 to .77
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ITnternal consistency of procrastination scales

(N = 116)
HOW I PROCRASTINATE WHY I PROCRASTINATE
(Fear of failure)
Item—-total Cluster 1 Item-total
HIP item Correlation WIP item Correlation
item 1. .60 item 1. .55
item 2. .60 item 4. .44
item 3. .47 item 5. .69
item 4. .44 item 6. .63
item 5. .60 item 9. .44
item 6. .52 item 12. .51
item 7. .40 item 14. .38
item 8. .56 item 17. .69
item 9. .57 item 18. .50
item 10. .48 item 22. .70
item 11. .63 item 25. .50
item 12. .39
item 13. .30
item 14. .61 a = .86
item 15. .11
item 16. .53 (Lov frustration tolerance)
item 17. .51 Cluster 2 Item-total
item 18. .68 WIP item Correlation
item 19. .50
item 20, .44 item 3. .60
item 8. .41
item 13. .44
o= .90 item 19. .61
item 20. .46
a = .74
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Frequency distributions of WIP responses

(N = 116)

Response rating (from 0 to 6) indicates relative contribution
of the item to the respondent's reason for procrastination

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
none half all
Frequencies Relative
¥WIP Frequency

Cluster 1. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 >3 median
item 1. 19 22 15 22 18 15 5 51.7% 3
item 4. 217 24 13 18 11 16 7 44 .8% 2
item 5. 14 11 10 20 18 26 17 69.8% 4
item 6. 6 9 19 25 25 25 7 70.7% 3
item 9. 16 16 26 26 19 9 4 50.0% 2.5
item 12. 7 14 22 35 21 12 5 62.9% 3
item 14. 24 18 17 21 18 9 3 49.1% 2
item 17. 22 10 14 21 26 10 13 60.3% 3
item 18. 24 22 21 24 15 8 2 42.2% 2
item 22. 16 8 13 25 20 16 18 68.1% 3
item 24. 41 29 18 15 8 4 1 24.1% 1
item 25. 22 18 18 29 6 18 5 50.0% 2.5
mean rating = 2.70 mean rel freq >3 = 66.2%

Frequencies Relative

wIP Frequency

Cluster 2. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 23 median
item 3. 7 20 28 26 18 12 5 52.6% 3
item 8. 43 25 20 17 2 7 2 24.1% 1
item 13. 9 12 23 26 29 15 2 62.1% K}
item 19. 22 16 22 23 14 15 4 48.3% 3
item 20. 51 24 16 15 6 4 0 21.6% 1
mean rating = 2.16 mean rel freq >3 = 41.7%
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Frequencies Relative
Wip Frequency
Cluster 3. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 >3 median
item 10. 69 15 11 14 4 3 0 18.1% 0
item 23. 40 20 16 20 13 5 2 34.5% 1
item 26. 66 19 12 9 7 2 1 18.1% 0
mean rating = 1.2 mean rel freq >3 = 23.6%
Frequencies Relative
wip Frequency
Cluster 4. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 23 median
item 2. 61 28 16 6 4 1 0 9.5% 0
item 7. 87 16 8 5 0 0 0 4.3% 0
item 11. 99 8 7 1 0 0 1 1.7% 0
item 15. 70 20 15 5 2 4 0 9.5% 0
item 16. 68 21 9 15 3 0 0 15.5% 0
item 21. 75 16 4 12 1 6 2 18.1% 0
mean rating = .68 mean rel freq >3 = 9.8%
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Dear Particlpant, November, 1989.

As a counsellor and psychologist, I deal with adult and adolescent
students, who present a wide range of personal problems. From my work, I
have acquired a deep interest in the relationship between a person's
beliefs and his/her behaviour and emotions. To explore that relationship
further, I am undertaking post-graduate research tarough the Department of

Psychology at the University of Adelaide. One of the areas on which my
research focuses ls marriage.

A person usually enters marriage with certain beliefs and expectations
about him/herself, hls/her partner and thelr marriage. My aim 1s to examine
those beliefs and expectations, how they change during marriage, how
closely they match reality and how they compare with their partner's.

I am looking for married couples to participate in this investigation and I
ask =mach volunteering couple to agree to the following four requests.

1, Partners are asked to complete the enclosed questiocnnaire,
"Bellefs About Marriage' (B.A.M.).

3]

It is particularly {mportant that both partners 3agree to complete
B.A.M.. Two coples of the questionnaire are provided.

3. However open partners might normally be, it is crucial that they
agree to keep their snswers completely private from each other.
Any exchaenge 1is likely to distort answers and reduce. the value-of
the investigation.

4. For the sake of security, each partner 1is advised to personally
post his/her questionnsire as soon af ter completion as possible.
Two pre-paid, return envelopes are enclosed.

1f you decide to participate in this study, as I hope you will, I wish to
emphasize a number of points.

5. This research is approved by the Department of Psychology,
University of Adelaide, and is under the supervision of
Dr J.M. Innes.

§. All data will be kept secure and stricly confidential by me, in

accordance with the 'Psychological Practices Act', by which L am
bound.

7. All data will be used for research only.

8. Any results will be in group form only and no individual's data
will be identifiable.

9. Questionneires will be destroyed after completion of the research.
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10, Because your name 1s not required on your questionnaire, your
answers cannot be traced to you. Therefore, you can afford to be
completely frank. The 'couple code' merely allows me to match your
questionnaire with your partner's. Your anonymity remsins.

ll. Should you have any queries about the questionnaire before or
during your completion of it, feel free to phone me on 79 5145
between 6 pm and 9 pm on week nights, or between 9 am and Spm on
weekends. Please remember that I cannot discuss any data from
questionnaires which have been returned to me, as explained in
point &. above.

If you are interested in the outcome of this investigation, I envisage that
preliminary findings will be available by mid 199Q. A summary of the
findings will be forwarded to you on request.

I look forward to your participation and your partner's.

Sincerely,

Innes Linke
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B.A.M

Beliefs About Marxriage

SEX.... (tick V) COUPLE CODE.....coonnnanns
male female

This questionnaire examines ideas about marriage. For each idea presented
(e.g. how decisions about money should be shared), you are asked to
indicate your belief (B) and the reality (R), as you 'NOW' see them. You
are then asked to think back to the beginning of your marriage to recall
your belief (B) and reality (R) at 'FIRST'.

Use the following frequency scale to indicate all of your beliefs (B) and
realities (R).

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half-time always

Consider the following sample item.

SAMPLE ITEM

First Now

Decisions about momey: by me or my partner?
B....I should have equal SaV...cceveeoeoacocoscsoen (3).. (5)
R....] have equal Sa¥...cececouracoaranasscasaansns (0).. (1)

Rating ( 5 ) indicates that the respondent 'NOW' believes (B) that she
should have equal say 'most' of the time.

Rating ( 1 ) indicates the reality (R), as she 'NOW' sees it, that she

‘rarely' has equal say.

Rating ( 3 ) indicates that she at 'FIRST' believed that she should have
equal say about 'half’' of the time.

Rating ( 0 ) indicates the reality (R), as she 'FIRST' saw it, that she
'never' had equal say.

It is recommended that you first answer the whole of BAM in the present
(your B and R 'NOW'). Then, think back to the beginning of your marriage
and answer BAM in the past (your B and R at 'FIRST').

Please be frank (your answers cannot be traced to you) and make sure to
keep your answers private from your partner.
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0 1 2 3 4 5
never half-time

Now

10.

Of my partner's affection for me:

B...I need my partner to tell me........ccoouv..n
R...My partner tells me......citiiiiinnnnnncnans

My tidiness with home duties (inside/outside):

B...I feel the need to be very tidy..............
R... T am very tidy...cevreieriirrnennnanannnsens

Honesty with my partner

B...I should be completely honest................
R...I am completely homest........covvevvvnnnn

When my partner is unresponsive to my sexual advance:

B...I take it as a general rejection of me.......
R...He/she is simply declining to have sex.......

My needs, thoughts and feelings:

B...My partner should know without being told....
R...My partner knows without being told..........

My concern for my partner before friends, relatives:

B...My partner should come first.................
R...I put my partner first.......ccovimnnnmnnnnns

Disagreements with my partner:

B...They are best avoided.........ovvvievvnnnsans
R...T avoid themM. ..o v iveneurenneanosnranassnaans

My general sense of security:

B...I look to my partner for much of it........;:
R...My partner provides much of it............. e

Can one partner upset the other?

B...Emotions (distress, rage..) can't be helped....
R...How I react to my partner is mainly up to me...

The best fun in my life:

B...It should be with my partner.........cavvesns
R...It is with my partner........cceeuvvans T

6

always

First
9
L00)
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oo Yois
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half-time always
First

Now

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

My opinions/ideas:

B...I need my partner to approve of them........... ( )i
R...My partner approves of them.................... ( Viers

My partner's tidiness with home duties (inside/outside):

B...I need my partner to be very tidy.............. ( ) ws
R...My partner is very tidy.......cciiviveiiinineaann ( ) [

My partner's honesty with me:

B...My partner should be completely honest with me. ( ).
R...My partner is completely honest with me........ ( )..

When I am unresponsive to my partner's sexual advance:

B...He/she takes it as a general rejection......... ( ) ..
R...I am simply declining to have seX.............. ( ).

My partner's needs, thoughts and feelings:

B...I should know without being told............... { e
R...I know without being told.........ceivvvueeans. ( Yoara

My partner's concern for me before friends, relatives:

B...I should come first.....eeeeenerunnroncacnnsnns ( Y ita
R...My partner puts me first............. .t ( ) T

Should my partner neglect home duties (inside/outside):

B...It is best to say nothing.............vevevnn { )
R...I 5ay NOthiNG. .. vvevnriiieiennrevnonnnnassnnnes ( ) s

Emotional support:

B...I rely on my partner for it........ .. ( ) s
R...My partner provides it......vveenennenrocanasns ( ) ..

If friends/relatives placed pressure on our marriage:

B...1'd feel pOWerleSS....c.vvcivvensnnnns SRR b S
R...There would be options/actions open to me...... { ).

The best fun in my partner's life:

B...It should be with me......... GRS BATETATE W ETAVEE e e ( )..
R...It i85 With Me. .wuwa seisesis asisaee seeiis itee e aaeee ( ).,
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never _ half-time always
First Now

21. On my sexual performance:

B...I need my partner to compliment me............. ( ).

R...My partner compliments me.........ccvivivnnnnne ( VI
22. My contribution to our finance (earning/managing):

B...The need to 'get it right’ is on my mind....... ( )

R...I 'get it right'aeivessins siemws danes sesss dase ( Yiars
23. My attentions/charm/flirting: for my partner or anther?

B...They should be directed at my partner.......... ( ) g

R...They are directed at my partner...... feeer s ( )
24. VWhen my partner disagrees with my opinion/idea:

B...I take it as a general rejection of me......... ( Y

R...He/she is simply disagreeing with my opinion...( ).,
25. My most private matters:

B...My partner alone should Know.........eveuuuuunn ( )..

R...Only my partner KnOWS.......oeieeeeesonceannnnns ( ) ..
26. My concern for my partner before my own interests:

B...My partner should come before my own interests. ( Yz

R...I put my partner first.....covvevernennnnnnaann ( )
27. V¥When I strongly object to my partner's behaviour:

B...I should keep my objection to myself........... ( )

R...I keep it tomyself.....coiiiiiiiinninnnnnnnns ( ) P
28. My happiness:

B...I mainly depend on my partner for it........... ( ).

R...My partner provides it mainly.................. «( )
29. If we faced financial pressure:

B...I'd feel powerless....vieveesnnnnnns i S ( )

R...There would be options/actions open to me...... ( )
30. Marriage: mostly romance or day-to-day practicalities?

B...It should be romanticC......coeetieesonnrossnnns ( Y i

R...0ur marriage is romantic

---------
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half-time always
First

Now

1.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

That my partner finds me interesting to be with:

B...I need my partner to tell me.......c.ivievucens ( )..
R...My partner tells Me€.......oovreerernnnnaneoans ( )..

My partner's contribution to our finance (earning/managing):

B...That he/she 'gets it right' is on my mind...... ( ).

R...My partner gets it right.........c.oivvvnnecnns ( ).,

My partner's attentions/charm/flirting: for me or another?

B...They should be directed at me...........o.avnn. ( )
R...They are directed at me.......ccvveeeeeennsones ( ).

When I disagree with my partner's opinion/idea:

B...He/she takes it as a general rejectiom......... ( Yisw
R...I am simply disagreeing with his/her opinion...( ) P

My partner's most private matters:

B...I alone should KNOW......vceveeroessansanssanocs ( Yoase

R...ON1Y T KNOW..eoieveueouonosononcroaoaacncasnonss ( ).

My partner's concern for me before personal interests:

B...I should come first......veviuineeiinnneneonanns ( ) &a
R...My partner puts me first.............cvvnnnnn ( ..

1f my partner let me down fimancially (earning/managing):

B...I'd rather say nothing........ccieeerivencnnns ( ).
R...I say DOthing. .t ivuiennrnnnenncnnssocssnsannes ( ).

Any of my personal frailties (worry/insecurity/sadness):

B...Marriage should help to diminish them.......... ( ).

R...Marriage helps.......... i1 AT S el e aieias ( )..

If work commitments placed pressure on our marriage:

B .I'd feel povwerless.......oe..n Ceeeee e cesmeneel Ve
.There would be options/actions open to me...... ( ) A

The right mood/setting/build-up for me to feel like sex:

B...Things need to be just right.......... § SRR § ( )a

R...Things are just right...........ccovaun TPy SR J
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0 1 2 3 4
never half-time

always

First

Now

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

How my marriage appears to others:

B...It is very important that it appears 'smooth'..({ Vs &
R...It is "smooth'.....iiiiiiiiiiinernonnanes

That I satisfy my partner sexually:

B...It is very important tome...............
R...I satisfy my partner....cc.veveeervenanns

The meaning of sex for me:

B...Sex should be with deep respect/love/commitment ( |
R...Physical pleasure is my main concern.....

¥hen my partner disagrees with any of my behaviour:

B...I take it as a general rejection of me
R...He/she simply disapproves of that behaviour....( ).

Marriage duties erode the private time partners share:

B...I expect our private time to be maintained
R...It is maintained.........cciiiivennrnnnns

If my partner dislikes something about me:

B...I should change for my partner...........
R...I change for my partner............ A

When my partner fails to satisfy me sexually:

B...I ought to put up with it......... .o
R...I put up with it.......ovviieiiie.,

Feeling needed by my partner:

B...I need my partner to need me.............
R...My partner needs me.......so00eevenvvosvas

If our children created stress for us:

B...I'd feel povwerlessS...cecvvenneernvecansnns
R...There would be options/actions open to me

I1f we are 'right' for each other in the beginning:

B...We should be able to 'get on' without effort...
R...We 'get on' without effort......... T
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half-time always
First Now

51. My partner's demonstration of affection for me to others:

B...JI need my partner to show it..............ccvn. ( Yoww [ o (

R...My partmer shows it......ccvvimeniennieinnaan ( Yool
52. That my partner satisfies me sexually:

B...It is very important to me......ceveveeccnnnnnn ( Yool (

R...My partner satisfies me........covvuvvnniniennn ( VI I ¢
53. The meaning of sex for my partner:

B...Sex should be with deep respect/love/commitment( )..|..(

R...Physical pleasure is his/her main concern...... ( VI A ¢
54. VWhen I disagree with any of my partner's behaviour:

B...He/she takes it as a general rejection......... ( Yool (

R...I simply disapprove of that behaviour..........  V..]..(
§5. Our beliefs (ethical, religious, political, etc):

B...We should be largely in tune.......ccvvuciunen. ( ...

R...We are largely in tune......ocveecevncnanneacns C ..l
56. If I dislike something about my partmer........... R CRD TN [ ¢

B...My partner should change for me................ ( Yool.u(

R...My partner changes for me........ccvevueenceses ( Y..laa(
57. When my partner advances sexually and I'm not in the mood:

B...I ought to respond anyway......eeceocececnasocns C )..f.. ¢

R...I respond anywWaY..sceecveoecacssassssasnansnncs ( Yooleaf
58. Spending evenings with my partner:

B...It would be my first choice..........cvovieeenn ( ..kl

R...My partner changes for me..........cooevonceenns ( V.o.gan
59. If my partner strayed sexually from me:

B...I'd feel POWerleSS....cccerrerenconcsncnsocnnns () sedbsa

R...There would be options/actions open to me...... ( } s ] sl
60. The power of passionate love:

B...It should dissolve our problems/differences....( VL

R...It dissolves them.....ceveeeencosresecsannaniasl ).
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

My partner's demonstration of pride in me to others:

B...I need my partner to show it........c.oiiuuuenn ()
R...My partner shows it....... iesmie pierSili B SEE s ).

My promptness doing my duties (chores, bills, etc):

B...It is very important to me to be prompt........ ( ).,
R...T GM PrOMPL....vveesrocesenssnnnnansoasnnsnnnns ( ).,

My sexual fantasies: about my partmer or another?

B...They should focus on my partner................ « .
R...They focus on my partner..........ceceeeueeeanns ¢ ).

When my partner makes a mistake/blunders/forgets:

B...It seems like a major problem tome............ ( ) o
R...It is only a minor difficulty........ccccvevnsn ( |

If T am special to my partner:

B...He/she will spoil/fuss over me exclusively..... ( )..

R...He/she spoils/fusses over me exclusively....... ( )
On my 'list' of important things:

B...Our marriage should come first................. ( )..

R...I put our marriage first.............cveieiennn ( ).
When my partner doesn't spend time with me:

B...I should accept it quietly.......ocvuvuiniinunnnn ( ..

R...I accept it quietly....cvvvinvrnnnnronacoananns ( ) ..

If I had my partner, but little else (eg: money, friends):

B...I ought to be happPy...ceveurnrnroarecnnnnncnnns ( ..

R...I would be happy¥.cceeerrecnneronssoseannaassanas ( ).
When I and my partner simply want different things:

B...Resolution seems impossible........ P R A ( ).

R...There are options/actions open to me...........( )..

My partner's moods:

B...I have definite requirements........... S & ai( ).,

R...My partner's moods are acceptable to me........ ( ).
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71.

12,

13.

4.

15,

76.

1.

78.

19.

80‘

For my contribution to home duties (inside/outside):

B...I need my partner to compliment me............. « ..
R...My partner compliments me...........ccoeeeuuenn « ..

My partner's promptness doing duties (chores, bills):

B...His/her promptness is very important to me..... ¢ ).
R...My partner is prompt.......c.eeveicencncenennsns ( )..

My partner's sexual fantasies: about me or another?

B...They should focus Oon Me.......ovvvvenennnronnns ( ..
R...They fOCUS ON ME...vvvvrnnennrsonnans e «( ).

When I make a mistake/blunder/forget:

B...My partner sees it as a major problem........ gy ) .g
R...It is only a minor difficulty.........ccvouuenn « ..

If my partner is special to me:

B...I will spoil/fuss over him/her exclusively..... ( ).
R...I spoil/fuss over him/her exclusively.......... « ..

On my partner's list of important things:

B...Our marriage should come first................. ( ).
R...My partner puts our marriage first............. « ).

When I find my partner boring to be with:

B...I should tolerate it quietly........coviveuvnns ( ..
R...I tolerate it quietly...cvueeeiivrenronnnncennnn ( ).

The important things in my life:

B...They should deeply involve my partner.......... ( ).
R...They deeply involve my partner................. ( ) ..

If my partner's personal interests threatemed our marriage:

B...I'd feel powerless....c.cvevencnenenosrscascrans ( ) ..
R...There would be options/actions open to me......( ) ..

My partner's general behaviour:

B...I have definite requlrements ............. N G
R...My partner's behaviour is acceptable to me..... «( ..

285




APPENDIX T

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
never half-time always
First

Now

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

For my contribution to joint interests (home, assets,..):

B...I need my partner to compliment me............. ( ) ..
R...My partner compliments me.............. ais BIEEIE ( Yas

That I make a good impression when we entertain others:

B...It is very important tome.........ccivnuaananen ( )..
R...I make a good impression........eeceeeeaesncsas « ).

My sexual activity: with my partner or another?

B...It ought to be only with my partner............ ( Y
R...It is only with my partner........ceeeeeucenons {  Dos

If my partner expressed physical appreciation of another:

B...I would fear for our relatiomship.............. ( ).
R...His/her distant admiration is harmless......... ( e

Whenever I consider how we suit each other:

B...I feel that my partner is the only one for me..( ) &
R...I could settle for someone else.......coveeeves ()

My willingness to put myself about for my partner:

B...I should be willing......ovviiierinnnnnnnnnnnss { ).
R...I put myself about for my partner.............. ( ).

My partner's faults:

B...I should overlook them.....ccciveerovenovonsans ( ).
R...T overlooKk them. .o eeenereeecnesosecansnsoanss ( )..

Making important decisions:

B...I want my partner to take chief responsibility. (
R...My partner takes chief respomnsibility.......... (

If my partner were seduced by another person:

B...I'd feel pOWerlesSS....cuovvurvornoseraosnsnsaaans ( ).,
R...There would be options/actions open to me...... ( ) I

My partner's physical appearance:

B...I have definite requirements............ oS W s ( Yt
R...My partner's appearance is acceptable to me....( ).,
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91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

For my contribution as a parent:

B...I need my partner to compliment me........eo... ( )..
R...My partner compliments me....... i SRATR SR e ( ) ..

That my partner makes a good impression when we entertain:

B...It is very important tome.....cocvv i inerennnnn ( ).
R...My partner makes a good impression............. ( )

My partner's sexual activity: with me or another?

B...It ought to be only with me.......coovvvveenann ( ) wis
R...It isonly with me......iitvriiirinieinnnenenns « ..

If I expressed physical appreciation of another:

B...My partner would fear for our relationship..... ( )..
R...My distant admiration of another is harmless... ( )a

Whenever I consider how we suit each other:

B...I feel that I am the only one for my partner...( ).
R...My partner could settle for someone else....... ( ) ..

My partner's willingness to put him/herself about for me:

B...My partner should be willing........ccvveeee... ( ).
R...My partner puts him/herself about for me....... ( )3

If my partner's friends/relatives impose on our marriage:

B...I should tolerate it quietly..........cc..en.n. « ).
R...I tolerate it quietly...vvevrrvrnneeeennonnnnns « ..

My personal identity (i.e. who/what/why I am):

B...It should be built around my partner........... ( ).
R...It is built around my partner.......c.cecoecvcuon ( ).

If my partner were dissatisfied with me in marriage:

B...I'd feel pOWErleSS. ... eerierinneronesaconnens ( )as

R...There would be options/actions open to me...... ( Y e
My general satisfaction with my partner in marriage:

B...I need to feel satisfied.............. Vit Ve ( ) i

R... I am satisfied with my partner..........ccov.e. ( ).
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MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION

101. Please rate how happy you are with your present marriage, by placing
a tick (/) in the appropriate box below.

Not at all Moderately Completely
102. How long have you been married to your present partner? years
103. 1Is your present marriage your first? (tick V)

Yes No
104. How old are you? years
FINALLY

Any explanatory notes or comments you wish to add will be welcomed.
Please check that you have indicated your sex at the top of page 1. Seal
your questionnaire securely in the return envelope and personally post it

as soon as possible. I look forward to receiving it and I extend my
sincere thanks to you for your generous contribution.

Innes Linke
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Attributional dissonance sub—scale of BAM

(44 items)

Partner focused Attributional
BAM item Dissonance
1. B1-R1
11. B11-R11
21. B21-R21
31. B31-R31
hl. B51-R51
61. B61-R61
71. B71-R71
81. B81-R81
91. B91-R91
12. B12-R12
32. B32-R32
52. B52-R52
72. B72-R72
92. B92-R92
13. B13-R13
33. B33-R33
53. B53-R53
73. B73-R73
93. B93-R93
14. B14-R14
34. B34-R34
54. B54-R54
74. B74-R74
94 . B94-R94
5. B5-R5
35. B35-R35
65. B65-R65
95. B95-R95
16. B16-R16
36. B36-R36
56. B56-R56
76. B76-R76
96. B96-R96
8. B8-R8
18. B18-R18
28. B28-R28
38. B38-R38
48. B48-R48
88. B88-R88
20. B20-R20
70. B70-R70
80. B80-R80
90. B90-R90

100.

- B100-R100
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Self attributional bias (SAB) sub—scale of BAM

(25 items)
SAB BAM rating
item Self / Partner
1. R2 = R12
2. R22 - R32
3. R42 - R52 Performance
4. R62 - R72
Bre R82 - R92
6. R3 - R13
hs R23 - R33
8. R43 - R53 Morality
9. R63 - R73
10. R83 - R93
11. - R4 + R14
12. -R24 + R34
13. -R44 + R54 Catastrophisation
14. -R64 + R74 (reverse scored)
15. -R84 + R94
16. R5 — R15
17. R25 - R35
18. R65 - R75 Uniqueness
19. R85 - R95
20. R6 — R16
21. R26 - R36
22. R46 — R56 Altruism
23. R66 - R76
24. R86 - R96
25. R10 - R20 ITdeality
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Set 1: Hypothetical data for B, R, D and H

(N = 20)
B R D H
5 8 -3 6
6 8 -2 6
7 6 1 6
7 7 0 6
4 6 -2 5
7 6 1 5
7 5 2 5
7 8 -1 4
5 4 1 4
7 6 1 4
6 5 1 4
5 5 0 4
5 5 0 4
4 3 1 3
6 4 2 3
3 2 1 3
5 2 3 2
6 3 3 2
7 3 4 1
7 3 4 1

Intercorrrelations for B, R, D and H

B R D
B 1
R .35 1
D .30 -.79 1
H .07 .82 -.79
Note:
B = belief
R = reality
D = dissonance (B-R)
H = happiness
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Set 2: Hypothetical data for B, R, D and H

(N = 20)

B R D H
10 8 2 6
10 8 2 6

7 6 1 6

8 7 1 6

7 6 i 5

7 6 1 5

5 5 0 5

7 8 -1 4

4 4 0 4

5 6 -1 4

4 5 -1 4

4 5 -1 4

4 5 -1 4

2 3 -1 3

2 4 -2 3

1 2 -1 3

1 2 -1 2

1 3 -2 2

2 3 -1 1

2 3 -1 1

Tntercorrrelations for B, R, D and H

B R D
B 1
R .95 1
D 88 .69 1
H 88 .82 .80
Note:
B = belief
R = reality
D = dissonance (B-R)
H = happiness
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Set 3: Hypothetical data for B,

APPENDIX W

(N = 20)

B R D H
10 8 2 6
10 8 2 6

9 6 3 6

9 7 2 6

9 6 3 5

7 6 1 5

8 5 3 5

7 8 -1 4

4 4 0 4

6 6 0 4

4 5 -1 4

4 5 -1 4

5 5 0 4

5 3 2 3

6 4 2 3

5 2 3 3

5 2 3 2

5 3 2 2

4 3 1 1

5 3 2 1

R, D and H

Intercorrrelations for B, R, D and H

Note:

Mmoo w

B R D
B 1
R .75 1
D .46 -.24 1
H .78 .82 .04
belief
reality
dissonance (B-R)
happiness
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