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I. INTRODUCTION
A. Background: Overview of Relational Communication Control Coding System
This manual describes a new coding system, the Family Relational communication Control Coding System (F-RCCCS), and provides detailed instructions for coding and for handling the resultant data. The F-RCCCS is an extension of an existing coding system, the Relational Communication Control Coding system (Ericson & Rogers, 1973; Rogers & Farace, 1975). The original Relational Communication Control coding system (RCCCS) is a "coding scheme for indexing patterns of communication control at the relational level" (Rogers, 1979, p. 2); it operationalizes the constructs of symmetry and complementarity in dyadic interactions. The F-RCCCS, on the other hand, operationalizes these constructs in family therapy interactions; thus it can be used to map interpersonal control dynamics at the individual, dyadic, and triadic (e.g., coalition) levels of analysis.

"Control" is used here in the sense of "who has the right to define, delimit, constrain the actions of the interpersonal system," with these definitional rights being asserted by how people talk to each other rather than merely by what they say (Millar & Rogers, 1980, p. 4). The RCCCS and the F-RCCCS are grounded theoretically within a systems or "interactional" framework, which takes the reciprocal interaction between people, rather than an individual's behavior, as the basic unit of analysis. As Bateson (1958) wrote, "When our discipline is defined in terms of the reactions of an individual to the reactions of other individuals, it is at once apparent that we must regard the relationship between two individuals as likely to alter from time to time . . . we have to consider not only A's reaction to B's behavior, but we must also go on to consider how these affect B's later behavior and the effect of this on A" (p. 176). Bateson observed that relationships were sometimes characterized by "complementary schismogenesis" in which one person's dominance maneuvers were matched by submissive maneuvers of the other (↑,↓ or ↓,↑), and sometimes by "symmetrical schismogenesis" in which there was competitive maneuvering of both parties either toward dominance (↑,↑) or submission (↓,↓). (The arrows refer to one-up [↑], one-down [↓], or one-across [→] messages that, respectively, seek to gain or relinquish control of the definition of a social relationship or are less concerned with defining control.)

Sluzki and Beavin (1965/1977) provided an outline for operationalizing Bateson's constructs, proposing that each person's message be coded according to its pragmatic function in relation to the previous message, and that sequential pairs, or even longer patterns, of messages be studied like a "dance" or "musical score." Following the work of Mark (1971), Rogers and her colleagues (Ericson & Rogers, 1973; Rogers & Farace, 1975) developed the final version of the coding scheme (see Rogers, 1979, for the RCCCS Manual). They have used it primarily in studies of marital communication, but the system is also being used increasingly in individual psychotherapy and counseling

Table 1

Research with the RCCCS and F-RCCCS
	Focus
	System
	Reference

	Marital communication
	RCCCS
	Rogers & Rogers-Millar, 1979

	
	
	Millar, Rogers-Millar, & Courtright, 1979

	School consultation
	RCCCS
	Erchul, 1987

	Individual psychotherapy
	RCCCS
	Lichtenberg & Barke, 1981

	
	
	Thames & Johnson, 1982

	
	
	Heatherington & Allen, 1984

	Supervision of psychotherapy
	RCCCS
	Friedlander, Siegel, & Brenock, in press

	Family therapy
	F-RCCCS
	Heatherington & Friedlander, 1988


process research. (See Table 1 for citations for some of these investigations.)

Briefly, with the original RCCCS independent judges work from transcripts and/or tape recordings and categorize each message on three dimensions. Most often a message is equivalent to one speaking turn, defined as all of A's utterances that occur between B's utterances. (In some cases, one turn may have two or more messages, as when the speaker first answers a question and then asks one.) The three dimensions to be coded are: speaker, format, and response mode. Format refers to the grammatical form, or structure, of the message. Format categories in the RCCCS are: assertion, question, talkover (successful or unsuccessful), noncomplete, indistinguishable. Response mode refers to the pragmatic function of the message with respect to the immediately preceding message. Response mode categories in the RCCCS include: support, nonsupport, extension, answer instruction, order, disconfirmation, topic change, indistinguishable.
Once the judges have coded each message (and negotiated any disagreements in the coding), control codes (the arrows) are assigned to each message based on a set of rules. (See Table 2.) Thus, for example, an assertion-topic change is assigned a one-up (↑) code, while question-support is one-down (↓).

The next step is to identify dyadic sequential patterns of interaction. A ↑ followed by ↑ is a different pattern from ↑ followed by ↓ or →. Essentially, there are three kinds of patterns: symmetrical, complementary, and transitory. (Within the symmetrical pattern are three varieties: competitive, submissive, transitional.) See Table 3 for examples of each of these dyadic relational patterns.

The conceptual basis of the RCCCS is such that each message is both an antecedent to the message that follows it and a consequent of the preceding message. In other words, the context for each message is the immediately preceding one. Thus, in an interaction with 6 messages, there will be 5 sequences. Once the dyadic sequential patterns are identified, the proportion of each type of pattern can be easily determined.

Format

Assertion

Closed Question Open Question Talkovers:

Successful

Unsuccessful Incomplete Intercept

t-
F-RCCCS Message Code Categories and Control Code Assignment
Response Mode

	Support
	Nonsupport
	Extension
	Ans. to
	Ans. to
	Instruction
	Order
	Disconfir-
mation
	Topic Shift

	
	
	
	Open 0
	Closed 0
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	↓
	↑
	→
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	0
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	0
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	→
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	→
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑

	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	0
	↑


Note. Underlined categories have been added or modified from the original RCCCS. "Indistinguishable" is omitted from this table. The "other" category In the RCCCS was eliminated in the F-RCCCS. Cells with "0" signify that the particular format/response mode combination Is Impossible. The original RCCCS question and answer categories have been expanded.

Table 9
Summary of Dyadic Relational Patterns
	Pattern
	Control Codes
	
	Hypothetical Examples

	Symmetrical
	
	
	

	Competitive

Submissive
	↑,↑

↓,↓
	X:

Y:

A:

B:
	Tell me about your father.

No.

You're right.

But you've been a big help.

	Transitional
	→,→
	X:
	I was 18 at the time.

	Complementary

Transitory
	
	Y:

A:

B:

X:

Y:

A:

B:

X:

Y:

A:

B:

X:

Y:
	Then you were out of school.

Close the door.

Okay.

What was it like?

It was beautiful.

You're wrong there.

It's so hard to do.

You always have good ideas.

I try.

The show is still there.

Let's go to a show!

I had a headache then.

You poor thing.


Example:
	B:
	My new job starts next week.
(not coded)

	A:
	Where are you going tonite?

([closed] question-topic shift)
	

	B:
	Downtown.

(assertion-answer [to closed question])
	

	A:
	What will you do there? ([open] question-extension)
	

	B:
	Dunno. (assertion-extension)
	

	A:
	Call me when you want to come home. (assertion-order)
	

	B:
	Okay, thanks.
(assertion-support)
	


In this example, there are two complementary (↑,↓) sequences (.40 of the total), two transitory (↓,→ and →,↑) sequences (.40), and one symmetrical sequence (.20), which is submissive (↓,↓).

The RCCCS seemed to have great potential as a foundation for a family therapy coding system,. since it is one of the few schemes that is systematically based, and since it focuses on a central dimension in family interaction, i.e., control. However, the original RCCCS is inadequate for classifying family transactions (or any group transactions) in which there are more than two speakers. New rules and coding notations were needed to take into account the fact that ABAB transactions are not always inevitable as they are in dyads, because Speakers A and B do not always exchange messages reciprocally. Moreover, the presence of three or more people makes possible certain theoretically important triangular processes, such as coalitions.

An extended theoretical rationale and general description of the F-RCCCS are found on pages 7-12. In creating the F-RCCCS, we modified the original system by refining a few coding categories, based on the need for such refinements revealed by our own and others' experiences in using the RCCCS in psychotherapy research, and on empirical evidence suggesting the need for them. The rationale and general description of these modifications are found in Appendix A. If the reader is already familiar with the RCCCS, we recommend reading Appendix A before reading the Coding Rules Section (II).

Aside from these changes, the F-RCCCS retains the theoretical integrity, the structure and coding principles of Rogers's system. For purposes of clarity, the RCCCS rules and the F-RCCCS rules are integrated in this manual. Abstracted portions of material come directly from Rogers's (1979) RCCCS Manual. In order to acknowledge her work, the italicized text in the coding category definitions indicates Rogers's (1979) original material.

B. Rationale and Description of the F-RCCCS
Several modifications to the original RCCCS were made along with some substantial extensions. The modifications involve mainly involve the question, and answer categories and the control codes assigned to them, and are discussed in Appendix A. The extensions (below) were necessary to accommodate the special needs of contexts with three or more people.

First, it is necessary to preserve information about the person spoken to (or about), i.e., the target of the speaker's message. Thus, we have modified the first coding dimension, from "speaker" to "participants," thus including identification of direct and indirect targets, i.e., the individual(s) spoken to and the one(s) spoken about, respectively. This dimension is described in Section II, Coding Rules.

Second, a new format category was added, the intercept. The intercept essentially refers to an interruption of two others. Because interruptions ("talkovers") were considered to be structural components of the message in the RCCCS, we placed intercepts in the format dimension. (Incomplete messages, talkovers, and intercepts, strictly speaking, are not "grammatical" categories. For this reason, we prefer the term "format" to "grammatical format," although the latter term was used in Rogers's original RCCCS.)

Third, the group or family context requires that the response mode dimension sometimes take into account messages that were not made immediately prior to the one being coded. This is due to the frequency of intercepts and side conversations. This modification to the contextual unit is discussed below in more detail.

Fourth, we extended the disconfirmation category (in the response mode dimension) to include disconfirmation of the previous speaker by turning instead to a third party. This type of interaction occurs with some regularity in group contexts and is, indeed, a clinical marker of dysfunctional families (e.g., Simon, Stierlin, & Wynne, 1985). Details about this change can be found in the coding rules (Section II).

Finally, the major new component In the F-RCCCS is described in the next section. This component is the identification of triadic moves, i.e., turns with two or more targets. In the sections that follow, both the conceptual and operational definitions of simple and complex triadic moves are described.

1. Triadic Relationships: Conceptual Definitions
The major structural changes to the RCCCS are new procedures for coding the recipients (targets) of a message and for identifying these targets as direct or indirect. The F-RCCCS takes into account the fact that more than

one other person may be addressed by a speaker's message, and also that a person may be addressed through another, e.g., mother (to daughter, in presence of son): "Your brother has been doing entirely too much lying

lately." The uses of multiple targets and indirect messages increases the possible ways in which social influence or control can be exercised, and allows for the definition, through communication, of triadic social relationships.

The major substantive change in the F-RCCCS is its ability to identify patterns of messages that have relevance for understanding triadic relationships. "Triadic relationships" is used here in a broad sense, and applies to a variety of theoretical formulations. For example, Bowen (1987, pp. 75-76) defined "triangulation" as a "three-person emotional configuration" in which a conflict-ridden (typically dyadic) relationship draws in a third party as a means of defusing, detouring, or avoiding conflict (Simon et al., 1985). The concept of triangular structures in naturally existing social systems has a long history in the clinical literature. See Friedlander and Heatherington (in press) for an extended discussion of the theoretical and clinical importance of triadic moves.

2. Triadic Relationships: Operational Definitions
Using the F-RCCCS, the researcher can identify three types of conversational moves that reflect attempts to define a relationship as triadic: 1) parallel moves, 2) coalitionary moves, and 3) simple triadic moves. See Table 4 for a summary and examples of each of these moves.

Both parallel and coalitionary moves ("complex moves") imply a control function, i.e., turns containing messages that seek to gain (↑)or to relinquish (↓) control with two or more targets are identified as parallel

or coalitionary. Parallel moves are ones in which the speaker defines his or her position as one-down (↓) or one-up (↑) to each of two others during

one turn. Coalitionary moves are ones in which the speaker defines his or her position differently with two others, one-up to one party and one-down to the other. Simple triadic moves are ones in which the speaker defines a position as either t or 4. with (at most) one target but neutral (→) to the other target(s). Alternately, all targets could receive → messages. Most often these moves are ones in which the speaker talks to one person about another. Regardless of the content of the message, the simple act of talking about another person who is present juxtaposes the third person apart form the two who are talking. (Boscolo, in Boscolo, Cecchin, Hoffman, & Penn [1987] labeled this "gossip in the presence of the family," and argued that it can be an effective therapeutic technique.)

Some further explanation and examples will clarify the distinctions between these three types of triadic moves. Note that "moves" have been defined here at a higher level of abstraction than messages. Messages are the speakers' utterances, which are coded by the judges. Moves are simply identified from the coded conversational data: Triadic moves are turns in which a speaker gives one or more messages to two (or more) targets.

Parallel Moves Parallel moves are those turns in which the same up or

down message is given to two or more explicitly addressed parties. These moves are termed "parallel" because the speaker is simultaneously defining his or her relationship with both targets in the same direction with respect to control. Examples include: "Kids, wash your hands," or "Both of you have the right idea now." In some cases, within one speaker's turn there may be two different direct messages, as in "Johnny, wash your hands. Mary, come here." Because the two messages are delivered in one turn with the same control function, they constitute direct parallel moves.

Examples:
John (to Mother): I just don't see it working any other way. Mother (to John): John, you are as stubborn (↑) as Mary (↑).

Jim (to Mother): . . . and dad is good looking, too.

Mother: You are as attractive a person (↓) as your father (↓).

Therapist (to Jim & Sue): When Jim stops shouting (↑), Sue, go ahead and tell your side of it (↑).

In the first example, John is the direct target and Mary is the indirect target. The messages to both targets are challenges (nonsupport), which carry a one-up (↑) control code. In the second example, both the direct (Jim) and indirect (Father) targets are complimented (support), a one-down (↓) move. In the final example, the messages to Jim (indirect target) as well as Sue (the direct target) are instructions, i.e., one-up.

Coalitionary Moves. With parallel moves, the speaker-uses messages with the same up or down control characteristics with both targets. Alternatively, a speaker may use messages with opposing control functions within the same turn, to two or more targets. Examples include, "John, you are right. (↓). / Mary, listen to him. (↑)," or "Alec, can you help me? (↓). / Sue, pay attention" (↑). This type of move is coalitionary, because the speaker is explicitly and simultaneously defining his or her relation with one person (or a set of people, e.g., a child subsystem) as one-up and with the other person (or set of people) as one-down.

Examples:
Alec: : All Mary is is a big pain in the neck. Bob: Shut up Alec. (↑) / I'm sorry, Mary (↓).

John: Mary and I don't agree.

Father: John, you are right (↓), / and Mary, you are wrong (↑).

Coalitionary moves may also involve indirect targets. Typically, there is one or more direct target and one or more indirect target within the same turn.

	
	
	

	Table 4

Summary of Triadic Moves
	
	

	
	
	

	Type of Move
	
	Hypothetical Examples

	Simple triadic move
	↑.→
	Give this chair to your son.

	
	↓.→
	You're right to talk to Sue.

	Complex triadic move

Parallel
	↓/→

↑.↑
	Joe, I agree with you./ John, the

situation -seems to me to be...

You should tell your son to mind his own

	
	↓.↓
	business.

You're right, your husband is quite smart.

	Coalitionary
	↑↑/↑

↑/↓
	Hurry up, you two'./ Where do you think

you're going, Steve?

Jane, you're way off the mark!/ But, Don,


your point is well taken!

↓.↑
How will you know when your father finally starts to take you seriously?

↓.↑↑↑
You're trying awfully hard, but your three kids need to learn some respect for you.

Note. Slash (/) separates distinct messages within a single speaking turn. The control code to the left of the dot (.) pertains to the direct target(s); the one(s) to the right of the dot pertains to the indirect target(s).

Examples:
-Shut up, Alec, and listen (↑) to Mary. She knows the score (↓). -John, you are right (↓), and Mary is wrong (↑).

Note that Mary is not addressed by the speaker, but a message is directed indirectly to her.

Simple Triadic Moves. Simple triadic moves are one or more messages in which at least two people are addressed at once, and the control definitions of the messages are neutral or - to one ,or all of them. If two targets receive control-defining (4. or T) messages, the move cannot be classified

as simple. Rather, it would be complex, i.e., either coalitionary or parallel.

Examples:
Therapist (to Mother): So it was you, Mom, who set the punishment this time. (to Daughter) You, Susie, had to stay home over the weekend, then.

OR

Father (to Therapist): Then tell me what you think the problem is. Therapist (to Father): It seems to me that your son feels his misbehavior is keeping your wife from becoming depressed.

In the first example, the therapist addresses two people in one message, with statements that extend the topic of the conversation, neutral (-f) messages to both. In the second example, we have the therapist talking directly to Father, complying with Father's demand (y) and talking about the son by making a statement which includes him. The therapist is not indirectly challenging, agreeing, instructing, changing the topic, or doing anything else with regard to the son; he is simply making a statement. Thus this part of the message would be coded as indirect -+ .

We have called these simple triadic messages, as distinguished from the complex ones, parallel and coalitionary, because they do not have the same conceptual or clinical meaning. When Bowen, Minuchin, and others discuss triads, they typically refer to messages that carry control functions, e.g., that support one person and challenge another, or that agree with two people who are at odds with each other (e.g., "Each of you has a piece of the problem figured out, you know").

Nonetheless, simple triadic moves do involve three people, and we would like to preserve this knowledge because it provides information about how people relate to each other. For example, researchers who are interested in subsystem boundary definitions may wish to know whether Mom and Dad talk to each other frequently about their children who are present, or if child and parent discuss the other parent in this manner. Similarly, it might be important to know when a wife frequently disconfirms her husband, she

invariably does so by bringing her mother into the conversation.

It should be clear from the conceptual and operational definitions of triadic relationships, that taking the context of a message (i.e., the set of messages which preceded it in the interaction) into account is important in using the coding system meaningfully. In the RCCCS, each message was coded only in relation to the immediately preceding message. Since the preceding message was always that of the other speaker, by definition each message was both a response to the previous one and a stimulus for the next one. However, with communicative phenomena that occur in groups, some messages will have a pragmatic or control function that may be not only a response to the

immediately preceding speaker's message, but also a stimulus for other speakers. This situation is illustrated in the example below.

Example:
Therapist and Daughter, the IP, are having an ongoing exchange . .

Therapist: So, what about being home makes you so uncomfortable? Daughter: If you want me to answer that, you'll have to get my stupid little brother to leave the room.

Son (to his sister): Make me.

Here, the daughter has responded to the therapist's question with an instruction to him and a challenge to her little brother. The latter responds to his sister with a challenge. His response also blocks the therapist from responding.

Sometimes, in contrast to dyadic situations, in group situations some messages have more meaning in the context of messages delivered two or more lags previously, rather than in terms of the immediately preceding message.

Example:
Father: Where should we go for dinner?

Son: To Gino's!

Daughter (almost completely overlapping son): [To Francisco's!]

In this example, Daughter's message, occurring almost simultaneously with Son's, has meaning as an answer to Father.

Because of the frequency of these kinds of interactions in family contexts, in the F-RCCCS coding the judges are not restricted to considering only the immediately preceding speaking turn. In coding intercepts (see next section), the judge must take into account the number of messages that has been exchanged prior to the interruption. However, with the exception of intercepts, messages should be coded by referring to two or three previous lags, at most. Otherwise, too high a level of inference and unreliability would result in the coding.

II. CODING RULES
A. Overview
Coding is ideally done from a verbatim transcript of the session which is accompanied by a videotape. Appendix B contains instructions for preparing the transcript and unitizing the speaking turns. Once the transcript has been prepared, coding is done in a series of progressive steps:

First, each message is coded on each of three dimensions:

1. Participants--speaker and target(s) of the message (see Section II.B and Table 5)

2. Format--the grammatical or structural format of the message, e.g., assertion, question, talkover, intercept (see Section II.C.1 and Table 5)

3. Response Mode--the pragmatic function of the message relevant to the one(s) that preceded it and relevant to indirect targets, e.g., support, order, answer, disconfirmation, topic change (see Section II.C.2 and Table 5)

The composite code from these three dimensions is called the "message code."

Second, using a set of rules (see Table 2 and Appendix E) each message code is translated into a "control code" of one-up, one-down, or one-across. A one-up message "asserts definitional rights;" a one-down message "requests or accepts the other's definitional rights," and a one-across message neither seeks to gain nor to give up control (Rogers, 1979, p. 2).

Third, the control codes are combined in sequential pairs to yield "relational control" or "transaction" patterns (identified in Table 3). In family interviews, the control codes are also used to derive the various triadic moves (Table 4). (See Sections II.E and II.F, respectively.)

B. Coding Participants
All messages are coded first as to speaker and target(s). The speaker is usually easily determined from the video- or audiotape or transcript; identification of targets is greatly aided by the use of videotape. The participants are identified by their roles in the family, using the following digits:

Table 5

Summary of F-RCCCS Message Code Categories
	Dimension 1

Participants
	Dimension 2

Format
	Dimension 3

Response Mode

	1
	Therapist
	1
	assertion
	I
	support

	2
	Mother/Wife
	2
	open question
	2
	nonsupport

	3
	Father/Husband
	3
	successful talkover
	3
	extension

	4
	Son 1
	4
	unsuccessful talkover
	4
	open answer

	5
	Son 2
	5
	noncomplete
	5
	instruction

	6
	Daughter 1
	6
	closed question
	6
	order

	7
	Daughter 2
	7
	intercept
	7
	disconfirmation

	8
	Grandmother
	0
	Indistinguishable
	8
	topic change

	9
	Grandfather
	
	
	9
	closed answer

	0
	other
	
	
	0
	indistinguishable

	
	
	
	
	-
	neutral to indirect

	
	
	
	
	*
	target, no

control function

block to indirect


target of intercept

1 =  Therapist

2 =  Mother/Stepmother/Wife (female adult) 

3 =  Father/Stepfather/Husband (male adult) 
4 =  Oldest Son

5 =  Next oldest son
6 =  Oldest Daughter

7 =  Next oldest Daughter 

8 =  Grandmother/Mother of adult client

9 =  Grandfather/Father of adult client 
0 = Other

The same numerical codes are used for speaker and recipients, who are distinguished from each other by the notation described on pp. 18-19. Recipients or "targets" of a message can be of two kinds: direct and indirect. These are defined immediately below, and the notation for distinguishing them is described on pages 18-19.

1. Direct Targets
The direct target of the message is the person who is addressed by the speaker. In dyadic situations there is only one direct target, the listener. Whereas in the RCCCS no indication of the target is necessary, in the F-RCCCS there may be two (or more) direct targets. In most cases, the direct target(s) can be identified simply from the content of the message itself, e.g., "John, wash your hands" or "You two kids should be discussing this with each other, not me." In other situations, nonverbal cues such as eye contact or body position are relied on to determine the direct target, e.g., "You know what I mean." (When the target is not clear, as when "you" is used while the speaker looks at two individuals, it is best to note all probable targets as direct targets.)

Examples:
(a) Where are you two going?

(b) John and Jimmy, have you done your homework?

In these examples, the same message is directed to two people. The participant notation will identify all targets, but there is only one message to be coded. That is, both of these examples show a closed question directed to two targets.

There are some instances, however, with two or more distinct messages within one speaker's utterance or speaking turn, and each message is directed to a different target. Following the RCCCS, these are called "double" (triple, etc.) messages.

Examples:
(a) John, wash your hands. / Jimmy, where are you going? (b) You (Mary) are right, / and you (Joe) are wrong.

In these examples, while the speaker is the same, both the direct target and the type of message change within the turn. In a, the first message is an order, while the second is a closed question. In b, the first message is support, while the second message is nonsupport. Two separate messages need to be identified and coded. By convention, these are divided by a slash, as are their respective codes.

N.B.: Double messages can also occur when there is a single target, e.g., "Of course I love you. / Now leave me alone." The first message would (most probably, although depending on the previous message) be coded as an answer, and the second as an order. Double messages with one target should only be coded when they have two distinct pragmatic functions. Conservative use of them is recommended, as multiple messages are problematic in deriving sequential patterns. See Appendix B for more details on unitization.

2. Indirect Targets
In many cases, a speaker's message defines a relationship with someone present in the session but who is not addressed directly. Knowledge of the context is essential, because indirect targets are ONLY coded if they are physically present.

Examples:
(a) John, you're as crazy as your brother. (b) Tell your wife what you told me.

(c) Why don't you look at your husband while he's talking to you? (d) Kids, be nice to Johnny.
In these examples, one target is addressed directly, and the other (who is physically present; underlined in the above examples) is explicitly mentioned but is not addressed.

When the speaker talks about an absent person, a relative for example, the pragmatic aspects of the dialogue are irrelevant to the speaker's social relationship with the relative. Speaking about one's relation with another person carries semantic information but no relational control information if the person is not present. For that reason, only people who are physically present are designated as indirect targets in the F-RCCCS.

When the target is present, talking about him/her takes on relational meaning. There are some triadic situations in which the indirect target is not explicitly mentioned but is physically present. Rather, the speaker's message implies a control function for an unnamed, unaddressed indirect target who is nonetheless present during the conversation. For example, John and Mary are arguing. Therapist intervenes, saying, "Mary, you're obviously trying." Mary replies, "Well, I'm glad somebody appreciates me. Nobody in my family does!" In this last message, Mary is clearly indicating that her husband is not appreciating her. Husband is an indirect target without being

explicitly identified in the message. This example shows that knowledge of the context is crucial.

Likewise, indirect targets can be implicit in a response to a previous message in which a target was explicitly addressed or identified.

Examples:
John (to Susan): You're a jerk.

Ted (to John): I couldn't agree with you more.

Here, Ted has supported John, and in doing so has made Susan the indirect target of a nonsupport message. Even though Susan is not explicitly mentioned, it is clear from the context that she is a target of the message. Be on the lookout for this kind of indirect message, which may be infrequent.

On the other hand, be careful not to read too much into the message:

Therapist: Your wife is a strong woman. Husband: It's been hard.

In this example, it is not clear that Husband's message refers indirectly to his wife. However, in

Therapist: Your wife is a strong woman. Husband: Yes, definitely.

Husband's message would be counted as an indirect support to the wife.

Father: Your mom and I want to know what's on your mind./ Please tell us.

In this example, a plural pronoun has been used which includes the speaker and other family members. "We," "all of us," "both of us" are examples of similar messages. Here, "us" refers to the father and the mother, making the mother an indirect target. (Father, as speaker, cannot also be an indirect target, inasmuch as his remark about himself carries no relational, i.e., interpersonal message.)

Other examples:
(a) I wonder who's making faces now. (Spoken by Mary to Jane about Tom, who is making a face.)

(b) Children should be seen and not heard. (Spoken by Mother to Father about Child who is shouting.)

Knowledge of the ongoing context and observation of nonverbal and paralinguistic cues are needed to clearly identify the indirect target of these messages.

3. Notational Rules for Speaker and Target(s)
In order to reduce and understand such complex linguistic data, a notational system is needed. The (dyadic) RCCCS uses a specific digital notation to signify message codes and control codes by each speaker to the other party (see Rogers, 1979, for details). We have expanded the original system's notational rules to incorporate the new features in the F-RCCCS.

In the dyadic RCCCS, only the speaker is identified, because the target must be the other participant. In contrast, in the F-RCCCS, speaker and targets must both be noted. The speaker is listed first and all target(s) are listed subsequently. The indirect target(s) is separated from the direct target(s) by a period. (Using the digital conventions for identifying family members by their family roles [Table 5] simplifies this task). When 1 speaks directly to 4 but indirectly to 3 ("Listen to your father"), the notation would be 14.3. Alternately, "Listen to your son" would be noted as 13.4. (1 = Therapist; 3 = Father; 4 = Son).

If 1 were to speak directly to 3 and 4 simultaneously ("Cut it out, you two!), 134. would be the notation. Since there are no indirect targets in this message, the period appears at the end.

More examples: where 1 = Therapist, 3 = Father, 4 = older Son, 5 = younger Son, 6 = Daughter

1. Therapist (to Daughter): How old are you? 

16.

speaker 
direct target

This code shows that there were no indirect targets, because the period is not followed by a digit.

2. Therapist (to Father): How old is your Daughter?

13.6
speaker
direct target
indirect target

3. Therapist (to Daughter): How can I help you to get your father to let you speak for yourself?

16.3
speaker
direct target
indirect target

4. Father: Julie, help your brothers!

36.45
speaker
direct target
indirect targets (both brothers)

If there is more than one indirect target and they are not addressed simultaneously, list them in the order in which they are addressed or mentioned. This will become important in keeping track of which response mode codes refer to which targets.

Example:
Therapist: Why don't you let your son and daughter help you with that?

13.46
C. Coding the Message
1. Coding Format
Each message receives one of the following codes to represent its grammatical or structural form:

1 = Assertion

2 = Open Question

3 = Successful Talkover

4 = Unsuccessful Talkover 5 = Noncomplete 6 = Closed Question 7 = Intercept 0 = Indistinguishable

The format is coded only once, even if there are multiple targets within one message.

Definitions and examples of each of the categories are provided below. Once these have been completely learned and coding is underway, the decision tree (Figure 1, page 39) should be used in coding. (Two copies have been provided so that one can be removed from the manual for quick reference.) Sometimes a message will be codable in two categories, e.g., a question that is also a talkover. In this case, use the priorities that are shown on page 43 and incorporated in the decision tree.

Code 1: Assertion. Any completed referential statement expressed in either the declarative or imperative form--i.e., a message that has a subject and a verb, e.g., It's time we went home. Practice stopping yourself from making those kinds of overgeneralizations. I don't know why you insist on

keeping that dog. Also, words such as "yes," "no," "sure," "hmmm-mmm," "uh-uh," and 'right" which clearly indicate a control function. Note that in an assertion the voice typically does not rise at the end of the message and the assertion usually takes a noun-verb order, e.g., "You always cry." "We're going to the movies." Occasionally, a message will have the structural form of a statement, but there will be some question about whether the voice was raised at the end. If unsure, using the priorities you would code it as an assertion.

Code 2: Open Question. A question (message in interrogative form, i.e., verb-noun order, and/or voice clearly rises at the end of the utterance) which is open-ended and phrased to allow a wide range of possible answers. These questions serve to turn the floor over to the other for knowledge, advice, opinion, permission, etc. Questions that begin with "why" and "how" are often (but not always) open questions.

Wife: We visited our old high school last night, like you suggested. Therapist: How did you find that experience?

Therapist: Teenagers should be expected to budget their money. Father: How should I decide how much to give them to budget at once?

Rhetorical questions, that is, questions that a speaker addresses to oneself as part of a longer message, and does not expect the other person to answer, are not unitized separately or coded, e.g.:

Husband: . . . and my boss is just like that, he always has been. So what can you do with people like that? Nothing, I tell you. Not a thing.

On the other hand, questions that are clearly not rhetorical, but which the speaker does not pause sufficiently to allow the other person to answer, are coded. (Note that a slash [/] separates distinct messages).

Husband: . . . and my boss is just like that, he always has been./ I mean, so what do you think I should do?/ I don't think saying something about it will help, but then I'm not sure I can live with this situation any longer. Maybe I should start looking for another job.

Code 3: Successful Talkover. A talkover is any interruption or verbal intervention made while another person is talking. Talk-overs are only coded when the voices of the speakers overlap. Talk-overs are considered successful if the speaker relinquishes the floor after the second speaker starts talking, leaving the "interrupter" in the speaking position. Successful tal7-overs are designated in the transcript by square brackets -- ( ]. See Appendix B (Preparing the Transcript).

Examples:
Therapist: So you were beginning . Mother: [It was clear to me.] Therapist: I knew it would be.

The message which is cut short by a successful talkover is coded according to what was said before the interruption. This can be either an incomplete message, as shown by the three dots in the example above, or a complete one, as in

Therapist: So you were beginning to see that he had a point, and Mother: [It was clear to me.]

Therapist: I knew it would be.

In this example, the therapist had completed a message, and it was coded as such, even though he had not fully completed his speaking turn, as seen by the "and."

One clue to the successful talkovers (as opposed to unsuccessful ones) is that when the first speaker resumes talking, he or she usually begins a new sentence or thought (like in the above example) rather that continuing the one that had been cut short.

Code 4: Unsuccessful Talkover. This is any interruption or verbal intervention made while another person is speaking, and in which the first speaker continues talking, i.e., does not relinquish the floor. The interrupter's message completely overlaps with that of the first speaker.

Unsuccessful talkovers are noted by parentheses -- ( ).

Example:
Therapist: So you were beginning to see that Mother: (It was clear to me) Therapist: he had a point.

N.B.: In unsuccessful talkovers, the beginning of the message of the person who was interrupted is not coded as incomplete. Rather, look "ahead" to see the complete message as it was delivered, and code it accordingly. Sometimes all sections of the message will have the same code.

	Example:
	
	
	
	

	Mother:
	Don't talk back
	24.
	--
	16.

	Son: (Try and make me.)
	42.
	--
	46.

	Mother: to me!
	(24.
	--
	16.)


Note that we place parentheses around the message code for the second message code by Mother to indicate that it is a continuation of her original

message. This allows the researcher to preserve the sequence of talk, which is necessary for sequential analyses, while identifying certain codes that she may want to exclude from other analyses, e.g., frequency counts. In the exchange above, for example, one would want to count the mother's message only once.

Other talked-over messages, however, may require different codes for the first and second sections, e.g., if an indirect target was. included in the second section of the message but not the first. In these cases no parentheses are placed around the second message code.

	Example:
	
	
	
	

	Therapist:
	I wonder if you. . .
	14.
	--
	13.

	Son: (No way!)
	41.
	--
	42.

	Therapist: and your mother can work it out.
	14.2
	--
	13.​


Code 5: Noncomplete. A phrase or an incomplete sentence such as "Well, ah . . . " But, what I . . . Hum, if we . . . Now then . . . ah . . . oh . . . . If there is no verb, and the format of the message is not clear, call it noncomplete. The presence and placement of the verb will help determine whether the message is an assertion or a question. (Assertion: "I did..." vs. question: "Did I...") Consider the content in addition to the grammar or structure of the message. Is the message coherent in the context of the ongoing interaction? Is it obvious how the message fit into the conversation. That is, if you were hearing the message, would you be able to respond to it? If so, then the message is considered complete. If not, code it as incomplete. This definition allows for long messages, for example, long narratives, to be scored as complete even if their last sentence drops off and is not complete.

Be conservative about coding incompletes. If you can tell with confidence that the message was going to be a question or an assertion etc., do not code it as incomplete. If the message is a talkover or intercept, code it. In some instances, the format is coded but the response mode cannot be ascertained. In this case, only the response mode is coded, as "0."

Examples:
Therapist: What are your favorite subjects? Child: I guess math and science, but altogether Therapist: Hmmm . . . math and science

The child's message is clearly an assertion, and in terms of response mode, an answer, even though her message was not completed.

Therapist: What are your favorite subjects? Child: I. . .

The child's message is coded as incomplete.

Therapist: What are your favorite subjects? Child:
(Uh...)

Therapist: Math and science?

The child's message is technically incomplete, but because it is a talkover, it should be coded as such.

Client: Hello there!

Therapist: Do you . . .

Client: It's been a long time since I've seen you.

The therapist's message would have been a closed question, and can be coded as such.

Mother (to Father): When should Jimmy go to bed? Jimmy (to Mother): At ei--. . .

Jimmy's message should be coded as an intercept even though incomplete.

Code 6: Closed Question. A direct, "interviewing" type question which limits the answer to a specific domain of responses. The respondent is not given an opportunity to respond freely; rather his/her response is constrained by the form of the question. Closed questions serve to "pull" a specific and limited response from the other, rather than turning over the floor. Questions that begin with "who" and "when" and to a lesser extent "what" are often tip-offs to a closed question. This should be used as a guideline, only, however. ("What is the meaning of the universe?" is not a closed question!) A question should be coded as closed if it:

1. Calls for a yes or no answer.

2. Calls for a "multiple choice" type answer. "Did he think he was more of a pain to you, or to your new husband?" "What do you want for dinner, Kraft macaroni and cheese, fish sticks, or prime rib?"

3. "Interviewing" or "interrogating" type questions which call for a specific, simple answer. "When did you two get married?" "How long do your migraines usually last?" "What school did you get your Ph.D. from?"

4. Is a tag question. "So you think you're adopted, is that it?" "He's nice, right?" "We'll go soon, okay?"

5. Questions which call for confirmation or denial, even if they are phrased as statements with the tone of voice rising at the end (cf. Baldwin, 1987). "She's going out with him?!"

More examples:
Therapist: So, in answer to your question, only psychiatrists prescribe medication.

Client: Uh, did you give me enough medication for this week?

(Calls for a yes or no answer)

Client: And my parents are divorced. Therapist: How long had they been married?

(Calls for a limited answer, i.e., a certain number of years)

Closed questions may take a particular form that has been called "fed" questions (Folger & Puck, 1976). These questions are actually statements with a "tag" at the end and which serve to narrowly focus the other person's answer.

Examples:
You like being the show-off, don't you?
The answer is the square root of 18, isn't it? You got expelled for fighting, no?

Finally, note that speakers sometimes ask a question or questions in several different ways within one message and that some of the questions may be open and some closed.

Example:
Therapist: So, how do you feel about your parents' getting back together? I mean, is it a good thing, do you think? Child: Well, sure.

The first of the therapist's questions is open and the second is closed. Code the last question in cases such as these, as that is usually the question that is the stimulus for the next speaker's message.

Note that two questions delivered consecutively should not be unitized separately, as in most cases the speaker is merely amending his/her first question. When one question is open and the other closed, code only the last question.

Examples:
(a) Where are you going? What will you do there? (code: open)

(b) What's her name? How do you know her? (code: open) 

(c) How will you get there? By car? (code: closed) 

(d) How do you know? Did he tell you? (code: closed)

Code 7: Intercept. An intercept is essentially an interruption of an ongoing dyadic exchange by a third person. "Ongoing" means that the two people involved in the dyadic exchange are engaged with each other, and speaking directly only with each other. The most explicit intercepts occur when a third person interrupts a question/answer sequence or an order/compliance sequence between two others, e.g., a says to B, "Go close that door, why don't you?" and C says to B, "You don't have to." Intercepts are also coded when one person addresses a second and a third interrupts the first during his/her message, e.g.,

Mother (to Daughter): Well it was after midnight when you got home an... Son (to Mother): [No way! It was barely 11.]

Intercepts should also be coded when there is a clear, ongoing dialogue between two people and a third intervenes, even if it is not in the middle of a question/answer or order/compliance sequence. To meet the criteria of "clear" and "ongoing," the dialogue should have been ongoing for at least four turns (ABAB) and there should not have been noticeable conversational pauses that signal the end of the exchange and leave the floor open for a third person to enter. Thus, intercepts should not be coded every time a third person speaks, or when there is normal turn-taking in a multi-person conversation; rather, only when the context clearly indicates that the third person is redefining a relationship as triadic which has previously been defined by the others as dyadic.

Finally, intercepts should be coded when a message which is an overt attempt to engage a second person is interrupted by a third, even if it is not a question, order, instruction or part of a conversation that has been ongoing for more than four turns. For example, if Child A's message "Your mother stinks," directed at Child B were followed by a message "So does yours" by Child C, C's message would be coded as an intercept.

Thus, intercepts always involve at least two targets. Most typically, one target (the person addressed) is direct, and the other is indirect.

Example
Mother: Tell your father what you told me, Susie. Johnny (to Mother): I know, let me tell. Mother (to Johnny): I asked Susie to tell.

Here Johnny intercepts Mother's message to Susie. Mother is Johnny's direct target, and Susie is the indirect target, since Mother's message was intended

I

got.
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for her and Johnny has denied her the opportunity to respond to it. (See, in the next section, Coding Response Modes, directions for coding the intercept to the indirect target.)

It may also be the case that the direct target is the person who was previously addressed, and the indirect target is the previous speaker.

Example:
Mother: Tell your father what you told me, Susie.

Johnny (to Susie): If you tell him, I'll never speak to you again. Mother: I asked Susie to tell.

Here Susie is Johnny's direct target, and Mother is his indirect target. Johnny has challenged her definition of who should reply to her message. When Mother speaks to Johnny, she is intercepting his conversation with Susie (because his comment was an engaging one, "nonsupport," that expected a reply from her). Thus, Johnny is mother's direct target, Susie the indirect.

Other examples:
(a) Therapist (to Tom): How old is your son? Alice (to therapist): He's fifteen,. doctor.

(b) Sue (to Jane): I felt very bad about that.

Jane (to Sue): I'll bet. How bad was it?

Ted (to Jane): You wouldn't believe how depressed

(c) Mother (to child): Tell the doctor why you are unhappy with your teacher.

Therapist (to child): Johnny, why don't you wait and tell us when you're more ready.

In a, the therapist and Tom have defined a dyadic interchange with one another by virtue of Therapist's question, whereas Alice has not been addressed either directly or indirectly. Alice interrupts their dyadic exchange, or intercepts, to answer the question that had been directed to Tom. In doing so, she attempts to redefine the social situation as a triadic one. In b, Sue and Jane have established a dyadic exchange, and Ted intercepts. In c, the therapist intercepts Mother's directive to her child.

In some cases, both targets of the intercept may be direct (see d, below), with no indirect target. More rarely, the two previous speakers may be indirect targets and a fourth person is the direct target (see e).

(d) Sue (to Jane): I felt very bad about that.

Jane (to Sue): I'll bet. How bad was it?

Ted (to Jane and Sue): [Why are you two still talking about that?]
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(e) Sue (to Jane): I felt very bad about that.

Jane (to Sue): I'll bet. How bad was it?

Ted (to Alex): [Do you believe these two are still talking about that?]

Note that in many cases (as in examples d and e) the interceptor uses a talkover when intercepting. Because intercept takes priority over talkover (see priorities section, p. 43), the correct format coding is intercept.

Code 0: Indistinguishable. This code is used for any messages which

are inaudible or so unintelligible that a format cannot be ascertained. Coders should make every effort to discern all messages, including seeking help from another coder. If the message is near the beginning of the interaction, it may help to return to it once more of the interaction has been coded and the voices are more familiar.

2. Coding Response Mode
Response mode refers to the pragmatic function of the message relative to the message(s) that preceded it and/or to other targets. Each message receives one of the following codes for dimension three:

1 = Support

2 = Nonsupport

3 = Extension

4 = Answer to Open Questions

5 = Instruction

6 = Order

7 = Disconfirmation

8 = Topic Change

9 = Answer to Closed Question

0 = Indistinguishable

-- = Neutral message to indirect target. No control function

     * = Block to indirect target of an intercept

Response modes are coded separately for each target. Guidelines for coding those to indirect targets are provided on page 35.

The definitions and examples of each of the response mode categories are provided below. Once these are learned, the decision tree (Figure 2) on page 41 can be used for priority coding. Refer back to this section whenever there is a question about the proper coding.

Code 1: Support. Any message that offers or seeks agreement,

assistance (including clarification of the previous speaker's message), acceptance, encouragement, or approval. To be coded as support, the message should do more than just repeat the previous speaker's message. Rather it should take the previous speaker's words, and change them to inject a clear shade of value -- understanding, sympathy, respect, etc.

This category is also used for messages which show compliance to orders or instructions, and concession. Be vigilant about indirect compliance, as in the final example on the next page. Also, if a person gives a clear nonverbal "yes" by shaking the head in response to a question, that should be coded as support (other nonverbal messages are not coded by this system).

Examples:l
Yes. I agree. Okay. I'll help. Could you help me with that? What do you mean? That's a great idea, you responded beautifully. Can I come too? Are you okay? Do you like it? Good try. You can count on me. Yeah, I guess I do complain a lot. 'Good. Am I doing okay?

Other examples:
Therapist: Tell me about your own father.

Father: Well, he was a real shy person. (Compliance with an order)

Therapist: Can you tell me about your own father? Father: Well, he was a real shy person.

Note in the example above that the therapist gave an instruction which was phrased as a question. Inasmuch as it does not request a literal answer ("yes I can" or "no I can't"), but rather has the primary function of requesting the target to do something, code a compliant response such as the one above or "yes," "okay," etc., as support rather than as an answer. This is an exception to the priority guidelines; father's message is also an answer and answer comes before support in the priorities. In this case, however, it should not.

Mother: So that's how we moved here from Pennsylvania.

Therapist: You kids must have had a lot of courage to move that far. (Praise)

Daughter 1: The answer is the square root of 18, isn't it?

(Seeking support--tone of voice [questioning, quizzical,

uncertain] may be a clue in making this coding decision) Daughter 2: Um, yeah, it is.

Therapist: So you two had a little tete a tete behind the woodpile. Child: A little what?

1 N.B. The examples throughout this section on coding response modes are merely illustrative. The actual coding decisions will always require taking the preceding message(s) into account.

Therapist (to Husband): Please discuss that with your wife.

Husband (to Wife): Honey, I think we've both been avoiding this topic, don't you?

(Husband addresses Wife directly and in doing so, indirectly complies with the therapist's instructions)

Code 2: Nonsupport. Any message that opposes via resistance, rejection, disagreement, demand, challenge, sarcasm, etc. A clear head nod of "no" in response to an instruction, order should also be coded as nonsupport. The word "but" is sometimes, but not always, a clue that a nonsupport message follows.

Examples:
No, I don't like it. That's ridiculous. I don't care what you say. I'm not going. I didn't say that. So where the heck have you been? I suppose you're smarter? Are you sure you're not exaggerating? I'm not so sure about

what you say.

Other examples:
Husband: She's told me that a number of times.

Wife: .(sarcastically) Yeah, and a lot of good it does, too.

Therapist: Perhaps you can start by telling me what was disturbing you when you called the emergency line last night. Client: No, I don't want to tell you.

Mother: Ted, stop making faces at the mirror.

Ted: La La La (singing to himself and making faces at the mirror). Stepfather (to Mother): Your son's not listening to you again. Stepfather's message to Son is an (indirect) nonsupport message.

Code 3: Extension. A message that continues the flow or theme (not always the precise topic) of the preceding message. This includes "Rogerian listening" or purely reflective type messages. Also, a noncommittal response, like "I don't know" or "I can't remember" to a question.

Examples:
Client: And that hurts me. Therapist: You feel hurt and sad.

Client: And we lived in Pennsylvania.

Therapist: How long did you live in Pennsylvania?

N.B.: If uncertain about whether a message should be coded as support or extension, code it as an extension.

Code 4: Answer to Open Question. A response with knowledge, firmness, advice, opinion or substance that is a reply to an open question.

Examples:
Therapist: What would you like to work on with regard to family relationships?

Father: I want him (son) to be able to get to school on his own in the mornings. That's my major concern at this point.

Mother: How do you like living with your new stepfather, Sarah? Daughter: It's O.K. Not much different than before, really.

In some cases, an answer is followed by a second message which clearly goes beyond answering the question that was asked. For example:

Mother: How do you like living with your new stepfather, Sarah? Daughter: It's O.K. Not much different than before, really./ I don't

think Jimmy likes it very much, though, because every time he knows

that John [stepfather] is going to be home early, he makes excuses to

stay late after school. That's where he was the other day, you know.

In this example, Daughter answered the question and then gave a second message which continued the topic of the conversation but went beyond the question that was asked, providing a new stimulus for the message which follows. Double messages of this sort should be coded conservatively, i.e., only when the entire message cannot be construed as an answer. Some answers may be quite long, but still just an answer.

Despite the seeming illogic, an answer can sometimes be expressed as a question:

Mother: Are you going swimming today?

Son: Is the Pope a Catholic?

(from Nofsinger, 1976)

Note that in the previous example, the answer is implied, but it is nonetheless clearly an answer to the question rather than a noncommittal response ("Why do you ask?") or a disconfirmation ("The Pope is going to make an important announcement, I hear").

Code 5: Instruction. A statement that is a qualified suggestion involving clarification of one's own demands, justification, or explanation. A "softened" order. Orders which are phrased as questions should be coded as instructions. Also, orders that give a reason for the order should be coded as instructions.

Examples:
-Mother (to Father): We should go together.

-Therapist: Let's explore that a bit more.

-Father: You have school tomorrow, so it's time to get to bed.

-Mother: Please start to think a bit more about others in the family before you act like that.

-Therapist: Can you share that feeling with your son, please?

-Mother: You have to tell us, son. We need to know in order to help you.

Code 6: Order. A statement of command, involving little or no explanation, usually in the imperative form.

Examples:
-Father: Get in the car; we're going.

-Sibling: Don't do that..

-Therapist: Tell me about your relationship with your husband. -Therapist: Let him speak for himself.

Code 7: Disconfirmation. A response that disregards the demands or requests (whether explicit or implicit) of the previous message. Examples of explicit demands or requests are seen in a and b below. Implicit demands or requests are marked by statements which are highly engaging, challenging, heavily emphasized, or emotionally charged with respect to the target, and thus suggest that a response is expected, as in examples c, d, and g below.

If the previous message has not included a demand or request, e.g., if it is an extension, and the response ignores it, then the response is coded as a topic change rather than a disconfirmation.

Examples:
(a) Client: I just can't ever change. Don't you agree? Therapist: Let's discuss your brother.

(b) Son: Can we leave now?

Mother: I was telling the doctor that you want to live with your father next year.

(c) Father: I hope you understand that I was trying to do the best thing for you?

Daughter: [What time is it?]

(d) Wife: Every time I need you at home you make excuses about having a lot to do at work.

Husband: You're full of

Wife: Is that mustard on your tie? (disconfirmation)

In family or group interaction, disconfirmation can involve a third person. That is, instead of ignoring the request of the previous speaker's message by giving an irrelevant or topic-changing response, the person who has been the direct target of the previous message turns instead and addresses a third party, one who was not addressed by the previous speaker. In doing so, the previous speaker's message is disconfirmed, and he/she is the indirect target. (The response mode to the direct target is coded normally.)

Examples:
(e) Wife (to Therapist): Do you see how my husband distorts everything I say?

Therapist (to Husband, disconfirming Wife): Do you feel angry when your wife accuses you of distorting?

(f) Alice (to John): How old is your son?

John (to Tim): When was your last birthday? Tim (to Alice): I'm fifteen.

In the last example, Alice has defined the interchange as dyadic by addressing John. John turns to Tim, thereby disconfirming Alice (by bypassing her request and directing his own message to Tim). He thereby challenges Alice's view of who should reply. Tim then disconfirms John by replying to Alice.

(g) Therapist (to Father): I think your son is convinced that he needs

to be bad so that your wife will not be depressed.

Son (to Therapist, excitedly): You've got the answer! Therapist (to Father): Do you understand what I'm saying?

In this example, the son's attempt to intercept the exchange between his father and the therapist was disconfirmed by the therapist.

(h) Mary (to Joan): I felt very bad about that. Joan (to Mary): You must still be sad, no? Mary (to Tom): Do you think I am? Tom (to Mary): Definitely.

Here, Mary, by turning to Tom, has disconfirmed Joan. Disconfirmations are messages that a speaker uses to avoid responding to the previous message. By including a third party in exchange, these contrast with intercepts, which

(i)

Therapist (to Son): When did you start smoking pot?

Son (to Father): @#$%¢&*! What did you have to go and tell her that for?

are a speaker's attempt to include himself or herself in a previously defined dyadic relationship between two others.

Note that disconfirmation may or may not involve an indirect target. In examples a-d, there is a dyadic interchange in which the second speaker talks to the previous one rather than turning to a third party; here there is only one target, who is direct. On the other hand, in examples e through i there is one direct target and one indirect. The response mode to the indirect target is coded as disconfirmation; the response mode to the direct target is coded normally.

Note also that disconfirmation precedes all other response mode categories in priority. This means, for example, that the response mode is coded disconfirmation rather than "answer" if the previous speaker's message was a

question.

Code 8: Topic Change. Any message that has little continuity with the previous message but no response continuity was requested. As long as the message follows the same general topic and flow of the previous message, even if it doesn't respond directly, it is not coded as a topic change. Coders should ask themselves whether in that situation they would consider the topic to have been changed on them. The following, for example, is not coded as a topic change.

Therapist: So you girls and your mother don't get along very well. Daughter: It just makes it hard for us when the family fights.

Had the daughter's message been way off base from the therapist's, as in the example below, it would have been coded as a topic change.

Therapist: So you girls and your mother don't get along very well. Daughter: I'm a bit cold in here.

"Process" comments, that is, comments about the communication itself (i.e., metacommunications) should also be coded as topic changes (unless of course they are disconfirmations). Essentially, they move the discussion from the level it was on to a meta-communicational level and as such shift the topic.

Examples:
Client: So everything is just fine and I'd like to go now. Therapist: Why are your hands shaking as you say that?

Mother: And everyone is fairly sloppy in this family. Son: There you go in that complaining voice again.

Code 9: Answer to Closed Question. An answer to a closed question (including closed-fed questions) which will typically be a straightforward, limited message that responds only to the "interrogating," closed question that preceded it. Such answers represent acceptance or compliance with the other person's highly structuring question.

Examples:
Client: Where did you earn your degree? Therapist: At the University of Connecticut.

Therapist: When did the anxiety return?

Wife: After my husband started to work in the evenings.

Note that an answer (response mode) can also be phrased or structured (format) as a question. This often occurs in clarification situations:

Example:
Mother: What did you say?

Son: Where were you? (coded as closed question-answer to closed question)

Code 0: Indistinguishable. This code is used for any messages which

are inaudible or so unintelligible that a response mode cannot be ascertained. Coders should make every effort to discern all messages, including seeking help from another coder. if available, the help of the person who taped/observed the interaction or of any of the participants should be sought. If the message is near the beginning of the interaction, it may help to return to it once more of the interaction has been coded and the voices are more familiar. If a message was coded "noncomplete" (in terms of format), it often may be given an indistinguishable code for response mode. If, on the other hand, the message, while noncomplete, is clearly codable in terms of response mode, the indistinguishable category should not be used.

Example:
Therapist: Who has more influence? Client: My moth-...

This client message would be coded as noncomplete-answer to closed question.

Therapist: Who has more influence? Client: (My moth-...)

This client message would be coded as unsuccessful talkover-answer to closed question.

Codinq Response Modes to Indirect Targets. When an indirect target is identified, the speaker's indirect message to him/her receives a response mode code. This is because important information is conveyed in the response mode dimension about the speaker's social relation to the indirect target. (On the other hand, the format dimension is identical for direct and indirect targets.)

Examples:
Mother (to Alice): When I talk to you and your brother, listen to me.

Alice is the direct target; Brother, the indirect. In this case the response mode (order) to both targets is identical.

Mother: Alice, listen to your brother because he has the right idea.

Again, Alice is the direct target; Brother the indirect. Here, the response mode for Alice is "order," while the indirect response mode to her brother is "support."

As has been alluded to earlier, in some messages an indirect target is simply being talked about in a neutral, nonevaluative manner, rather than being talked to as in the examples above. For instance, the therapist might say "When were you and your wife married?" or "I imagine John was curious about your behavior." Note that in these examples, the indirect target was not the object of support, nonsupport, a topic change, an order, or any other message which carries a control definition (i.e., t or J,). Thus, while the F-RCCCS preserves the information that someone present was being talked about, it is not appropriate to assign a substantive response mode code. Rather, the response mode to the indirect target should be indicated by a single dash : - which signifies a "neutral" message. (Since there is no clear control function implied, messages with this neutral code are assigned a -> because the information that someone present was being talked about or referred to can be preserved by this coding convention.

Examples: (indirect targets are underlined)

(a) Therapist: How do you feel about John? (indirect response mode is neutral [-])

(b) Therapist: When did you discover Sue's problem?
           (indirect response mode is neutral [-])

Mother: She's never really had many problems. She's popular. (indirect response mode is neutral [-])

(c) Therapist: What do you want Jim to do now? (indirect response mode is neutral [-]) Wife: We should communicate more.

("We" includes Jim; indirect response mode is instruction [5])

(d) Wife: The kids act up a lot.

(indirect response mode is neutral [-])

Husband: They're truly disgusting sometimes. (indirect response mode is nonsupport [2])

Wife: You're too hard on them. They don't deserve it.

(indirect response mode is support [1])

Husband: They definitely lack discipline. 

(indirect response mode is neutral [-])

Note that simply describing the indirect party is coded as neutral, even if the message suggests a negative attribute or that the indirect target has problems. However, when the message suggests a clear criticism of the indirect target (in example d, "they're truly disgusting") the correct code is nonsupport. The reverse is true for support. Thus, praise (example a) or defense (example d) constitutes support, but a simple positive description of the target (example b) is coded as neutral.

Note also that pronouns (examples c and d) should not be overlooked in identifying indirect targets for coding. Even if the speaker includes him/herself in the message (by the use of "we," for example), the response mode to the indirect target should be coded.

As indicated earlier, intercepts and disconfirmations are special situations, because the indirect target of these messages is a person who is not addressed directly by the speaker. These situations require special attention.

In the case of disconfirmation, this code (7) can be assigned to the indirect target, while the direct target can receive any other appropriate code. Remember that disconfirmation can mean that the previous speaker was bypassed or ignored, in which case this person is the indirect target.

Example:
Therapist (to Father and Son): Let's talk about how you two don't get along.

Father (to Son): What do I do wrong?

Son (to Therapist): He's always asking me that.

In this example, Therapist is Son's direct target; Father, the indirect. The son's response mode to the therapist is extension (3), but it is coded as disconfirmation (7) to Father, because Son ignored Father's question by turning instead to someone else.

In the case of intercepts, where a speaker interrupts two others, a number of various situations can arise. The interceptor may either (a) address both parties simultaneously, (b) address one party only, while blocking the other from speaking, or (c) address someone else. Each situation is coded differently. We use the asterisk (*) as symbol to indicate that an indirect target was blocked by the use of an intercept.

Examples:
Mother: Tell me what you told your father, Susie! Johnny (to Mother): I know! Let me tell!

In this example, Johnny intercepts both Mother and Susie. Intercept is the format category. The response mode to Mother is instruction (5). To Susie, the indirect target, it's a "block" (*).

Mother: Tell me what you told your father, Susie!

Therapist (to Mother and Susie): Let's try this a different way first.

Here, Therapist intercepts Mother and Susie, addressing them both, as direct targets. The response mode to both is instruction (5), and there is no indirect target.

Mother: Tell your father what you told me, George.

Therapist (to Father): [What do you want to know, Mr. Jones?]

This situation is more complicated. Therapist intercepts Mother and George (the indirect targets), but speaks to Father, the direct target. Because the format category refers to the format of the message used to speak to the direct target, intercept is not appropriate here. The response mode to Father is extension (3).
Inasmuch as Mother and George have been blocked by the Therapist's message, the correct indirect response mode to each of them is

Parenthetically, in the last example, the correct format coding is open question (2). The brackets in the transcript show that Therapist talked over Mother, but since the message was actually addressed to Father, not Mother, the talkover does not apply to him and should be ignored.

3. Notational Rules for Coding Format and Response Mode
A dash is added to the speaker/target notation: 16.3 --. To the right of the dash, the coder notes his or her coding of the speaker's message. The therapist intervention, "How can I help you to get your father to let you speak for yourself?" would be coded

16.3--21.5
The first digit after the dash represents the format of the message; 2 is the code for an open question. (Remember that the format is only coded once, even though there are two targets.)

The second digit after the dash represents the response mode to the direct target, Daughter. Thus the 1 indicates a support message to her.

Again, a dot separates the digit code referring to the direct target from the one referring to the indirect target, the father. The 5 at the end of the code indicates an instruction to the father.


Thus the entire code indicates a message by the therapist (1) who directly addresses Daughter (6), and indirectly addresses Father (3). The digits to the right of the dash indicate a question-offering-support (21) directly to the daughter and a question-giving-instruction (25) indirectly to the father.

Examples: where 1 = Therapist, 3 = Father, 4 = Oldest Son, 5 = Younger Son, 6 = Daughter

(a) Daughter (to Therapist): I'm not old enough to drive. Therapist (to Daughter): How old are you?

16.--23.
format (question)
response mode (extension) (b) Father: Jane, listen to your brothers!


36.45--16.1
format (assertion)
response mode \to indirect targets (support)
response mode to direct target (order)

(c) Father: Jane, listen to your brother/ He knows what he's talking about.

36.4--16.1/ 36.4--12.1
here there are two messages. In this case the target in the second message is the same as in the first, and the 12.1 shows an assertion-nonsupport (directly to Daughter) and an assertion-support (indirectly to Oldest Son).

4. HELP!: Making Difficult Coding Decisions
This section is a compendium of aids for making difficult coding decisions.

First, there are decision trees
 for coding format and response mode, on pages 39 and 41, respectively. These will help coders who have thoroughly learned the coding rules to make choices between codes. Since the response format codes are not mutually exclusive, e.g., a message can be both a topic change and an answer, priorities are needed in assigning codes. These have been retained from the RCCCS and are built into the decision trees, and also listed separately on page 43.
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Second, beginning on this page are clarifications of difficult coding distinctions, culled from our experience in using the RCCCS and F-RCCCS in psychotherapy research. This section should be used as a reference when questions or problems in coding arise.

a. Codinq Priorities.
 Starting with the first code in these

columns, decide if the message to the direct target can be coded using that category. if not, go on to the next code, make the same decision, and so on. These priorities have been included in the decision trees; they are included here as another reference.

Dimension 3 (response mode)

Dimension 1 (speaker)
Dimension 2 (format)

Coding priorities not applicable. Speaker and all recipients are coded


Indistinguishable (0) Intercept (7) Talkover (3 or 4) Closed Question (6) Open Question (2) Assertion (1) Noncomplete (5)


[Block (*)] Indistinguishable (0) Disconfirmation (7) Topic change (8) Order (6)

Instruction (5) Nonsupport (2) Open Answer (4) Closed Answer (9) Support (1) Extension (3) [Neutral (-)]

Note that the response mode codes in brackets refer only to indirect targets.

b. Clarification of Difficult Codinq Distinctions
FORMAT CLARIFICATION: UNSUCCESSFUL TALKOVERS AND SURROUNDING MESSAGES

There are some exceptions to the rule that for unsuccessful talkovers, the different parts of the message that was interrupted all receive the same code:

1. A talkover interrupted by a talkover does not then continue as a talkover, because Speaker A really only interrupted Speaker B once.

B: I think we should go ahead with . . .

A: [But you have to think about the results and ] 

B: (Results are ready to go in)

A: then work from there.
Thus the beginning of Speaker A's message ("But you have to think about the results and") is coded as a successful talkover but the end of that message (". . . then work from there") is to be coded as an assertion rather than a successful talkover.

2. By the same reasoning, if a talkover is also a double message, only the first part of the message gets coded as a talkover.

A: Do you agree with . . .

B: (Yes/ Now can we get on with it?]

Thus, in Speaker B's message, the "yes" is coded as a talkover, but the "now can we get on with it" is coded as a question.

	might

would
	3. In coding family and group interaction, the second part of a talkover

contain different targets than the first part of a talkover, and they

	
	need to be coded differently, as below.
	
	
	

	
	Daughter (to Father): Oh, yeah, you were mad at me
	63.
	--
	13.

	
	because I was late.
	3
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Mother:
	I told you to be home at 5 and
	26.x
	--
	73.*

	
	Daughter:
	(No, it was 6.)
	62.
	--
	42.

	
	Mother:
	both your father and I thought that was
	26.3
	--
	13.​


entirely late enough.

Note that Mother's first message is an intercept. The continuation of the message after Daughter's talkover is not counted as an intercept.

4. Remember that when the message code after an unsuccessful talkover is identical to the one before it, a parenthesis placed around the second message code will retain this information during the data reduction.

	A:
	I'm happy that you
	63.
	--
	13.

	B:
	(Yeah.)
	36.
	--
	42.

	A:
	can go with me.
	(63.
	--
	13.)


FORMAT CLARIFICATION: TALKOVERS AND INTERCEPTS IN WHICH THE DIRECT TARGET IS NOT ONE OF THE PREVIOUS SPEAKERS

In a dyadic interaction, if a person interrupts another, s/he is also speaking to that person, e.g.,

Therapist: When did you begin to suspect

Client: (Over a year ago)
21. -- 49. Therapist: that your wife was having an affair?

In this case, the format of the message to the direct target is correctly coded as a (unsuccessful) talkover (4).

In family and group interaction, however, a person may interrupt another to speak to a third, e.g.,

Therapist (to Wife): When did you begin to suspect

Wife (to Husband): (You were very good at sneaking
23.1 -- 13.7 around.)

Therapist: that he was having an affair?

In this case, the format of the message to the direct target (husband) is not correctly coded as an unsuccessful talkover, as the wife did not interrupt the husband, but rather the therapist.__ Thus the format should be coded as 1, assertion. Note that the therapist was directing a question to the wife and that instead of replying to him, she turned and directed a message to her husband; thus she has disconfirmed the therapist and "7" is the correct code for the response mode of the message to him, as the indirect target.

As described in Section II (Coding Rules), a roughly analogous situation can arise with respect to intercepts in which a message between two people is intercepted by a third, but neither of the original two is the direct target of the third person's message.

Daughter (to son): You're just stupid, Jimmy.

Son: Oh yeah, well you're the ugliest thing that

ever crawled out of a sewer! Beat that!

Therapist (to mother): Do they often relate to each other

by trading insults like this? -
12.46 -- 68.**

Here the therapist has intercepted the two children by directing a closed question to Mother. The format code is not "7" however, because that would signify that the mother was intercepted, which was not the case. The (*) to the children (indirect targets) must be noted.

FORMAT CLARIFICATION: QUESTION VS. ASSERTION

Occasionally a message will have the structural form of a statement, but there will be some question about whether the voice was raised at the end. If unsure, code assertion.

The same rule should be followed for messages which have the structural form of a question but no question mark on the transcript and/or it is unclear from the tape whether the voice was raised at the end; code these messages as questions.

Also, some speakers will make statements about questions or about their own questions. These often seem to be asking a question, and perhaps are implicitly, but are still assertions and should be coded as such. The responses, correspondingly, are not coded as answers.

I just can't ever change. Don't you agree?

Let's discuss your brother.

B: So it seems very hopeless

	
	
	46

	A:
	So that makes me wonder what you want.
	(assertion)

	B:
	To see my career begin to develop.
	(extension)

	A:
	I asked whether you were feeling well.
	(assertion)

	B:
	No you didn't.
	(nonsupport)

	A:
	I assume you're aware of that?
	(closed question)

	B:
	No, not at all.
	(answer to closed question)


Examples
Examples
Examples
RESPONSE MODE CLARIFICATION: EXTENSION VS. DISCONFIRMATION VS. TOPIC CHANGE

Some messages are close to the topic but not exactly on it; code them as extension. Some are comments about the conversation or clear attempts to shift the topic; code them as topic changes. Whenever a request of a previous message has been ignored, even if it was contained ire a talkover (see example just below) code a disconfirmation.

Wife: Did you try 
(not coded) 

Husband: (What time is it?) 
32. -- 47. 

Wife: to get the door unlocked? 
(23. -- 63.) 

Husband: I said, what time is it?
32. -- 67.

Husband's first message ("What time is it?") is coded as "4" (unsuccessful talkover) in terms of format and as "7" (disconfirmation) in terms of response mode.

Note that the second part of Wife's message is not a disconfirmation, because she may not have heard Husband's unsuccessful talkover. Had Husband's message been a successful talkover, however, disconfirmation would have been coded. In short,

Disconfirmation
vs.
Topic Change
Extension
vs.

Ignores a demand request 
Changes the topic

of previous message,

completely, but only

whether implicit or

when something else has

explicit.

not been requested.

Includes process comments,

metacommunications.

Continues the flow of the conversation, allows or encourages the other to continue. May introduce a new section of the same topic.

I just can't ever change.

A: I just can’t ever change

I just can't ever change.

There goes that voice voice again.

A:
B:
A:
So it seems very hopeless.

A:
There are three stepchildren.

Do they get along well?

A:
B:
B:
There are three stepchildren.

Have you had a chance to talk to your professor?

When a message is both a disconfirmation and a topic change, the former takes priority.

RESPONSE MODE CLARIFICATION: QUESTION-EXTENSION VS. QUESTION-INSTRUCTION

	
	Question-Extension
vs.
	

	A:
	He bought me a bike
	A:

	B:
	Can you ride it?
	B:


Speakers will sometimes give an instruction by using a "Can you . . ." type question which really means "Will you . . . ." The speaker is not interested in whether or not the other person can do something, but rather is asking the person to do it. At other times, "Can you . . ." really does mean "Are you able to . . ." and should be coded as such, as below.

Question-Instruction
He bought me a bike. Can you tell me, please, what that meant to you?

When an instruction is phrased as a question and the other person complies (e.g., if A had told B what receiving the bike meant to her) with the instruction, the other's message is coded as support.

RESPONSE MODE CLARIFICATION: QUESTION-EXTENSION VS. QUESTION-SEEKING SUPPORT

The differentiation here depends on whether the function of the message is to extend or keep the conversation going by asking the other person to expand or explain, or whether the speaker is clearly asking for help in figuring out what the target has said because he/she had not been heard or understood. When in doubt about whether help is really being requested, code extension.

Examples:
A: We don't do anything together anymore. B: What do you mean?

A: It's all a part of the plan. B: What plan was that?

Speaker B's statements above are coded as open question-extensions.

A: What did you say? B: What?

A: Could you repeat that? B: It was green.

A:
B:
You're right, I do do that to my family.

How's your school work going? / I hear you go to a high pressure school.

Speaker A'S first message and Speaker B's message are coded as closed question-support (assuming that the context and the tone of voice were consistent with support). Note that Speaker A's second message asks for help but is also an instruction; following the coding priorities, it is coded as closed question-instruction. B's "It was green" is coded as answer even though it is also compliance with A's instruction (answer has priority over support).

CLARIFICATION: ON CODING DOUBLE MESSAGES

As described earlier, double messages are coded when there are two categorically distinct messages in one utterance or turn, for example, if a speaker answers a question and then asks one, or gives support and then changes the topic. Double messages should be coded conservatively as they preclude certain kinds of data analysis.. In any double message, the second half of the message is coded in relation to the previous speaker's message, not in relation to the first half of the double message.

Example:
Both of Speaker B's messages are coded as "8" (topic change) on the third dimension because both change the topic relative to the previous message by Speaker A. The second of B's messages, thus, is not coded as an extension.

	Decisions about whether to code double messages seem to arise most

frequently with regard to whether an answer should be coded as a single

message or as both an answer and an extension. If the answer is followed by a

	second message that clearly goes beyond the question that was asked, the

latter choice should be made.

	
	Examples:
	
	
	
	

	
	Answer
	vs.
	
	Answer-Extension
	

	A:

B:
	Do you enjoy your work?

Yes, I like it a lot. I even

like the long hours. And my

boss is great.
	
	A:
B:
	Do you enjoy your work?

Yes, I like it a lot./
	I didn't

	
	
	
	
	always, though. At one time, I

	
	
	
	
	had a different major and . . .


Mother: How do you like living

with your new step-father, Sarah? Daughter: It's OK. Not much

different than before, really.


Mother: How do you like living

with your new stepfather, Sarah?

Daughter: It's OK. Not much different than before, really. / I don't think Jimmy likes it very much, though, because ...

See Appendix B (Preparing the Transcript for Coding) for rules concerning unitization of messages. See Section ME (Identifying Dyadic Relational Patterns) for determination of sequences when there is more than one message within a given turn.

CLARIFICATION: ON CODING "YEAH," "UH-HUH," "OKAY," "MI M" ETC.

When these kinds of perfunctory agreements/acknowledgements of the other's message are used as an integral part of another message, do not code them separately. In many cases these terms are used automatically and do not

signal support.

Examples:
A: That sounds pretty rough.

B: Yeah, and so I said to him, just forget it.

The "yeah" was a lead-in to continuing with the story.

A: And that's just one story. B: Okay, now let's go on.

The "okay" was part of the instruction.

If, in the above examples, the agreement was obviously separate and could stand on its own instead of simply as a transition into the new message, then it would be coded as a double message, as below.

Example:
A: That sounds pretty rough.

B: Yeah, it was. / So I said to him, just forget it.

Sometimes, "yeah" and "okay" are used as simple answers to direct questions, and should be coded as such, e.g.,

A: Are you ready?

B: Yeah.

At other times, words such as "okay," and "uh-huh" are used as habit-like non-content verbalizations. These may be in the form of rhetorical interrogatives, such as "you know?", "you see?", or "okay?"--questions which are imbedded in a message and for which a response is "neither sought nor desired" (Powers, 1976). In other cases, these may be nonquestion speech disturbances, such as uh, ah, repetition, and other intruding but meaningless sounds.. They should not be coded unless they are used as obvious extenders of the conversation in order to draw the person out or they indicate support or some other clear response mode function.

Sometimes these will appear on a transcript, if so code:

1. "Okay," "uh-huh," "umm-hmm," and “oh” when used in this manner are coded 13 (assertion-extension).

2. "Yeah" and "right" are 11(assertion-support).

Since these kinds of verbalizations often are spoken while another is talking be sure to note when they should be coded as unsuccessful talkovers, i.e., 43 or 41.

CLARIFICATION: ON A SPEAKER FINISHING THE OTHER'S MESSAGE

Speakers will sometimes fill in a word or finish a sentence for the previous speaker. The response mode code in this case should either be 1 (support, for giving assistance) or 3 (extension, a message which simply continues the theme of the conversation). Code it as 1 if the previous speaker was seeking or in need of assistance, i.e., stumbling or searching for the word. Code it as 3 if the previous speaker was not seeking assistance and the supplier of the word was not giving assistance but rather was just anticipating the word. Sometimes, people will do this by speaking over each other.

Examples:
Girlfriend: Your father was born in, hmmm . . . gee . . . (quizzical tone, looking at boyfriend)

Boyfriend: In Kentucky.

Code for boyfriend's message: 32. -- 11. vs.

Girlfriend: Your father was born in Boyfriend: [In Kentucky] 

Wife: Kentucky

Code for boyfriend's message: 32. -- 33.

A study by Powers (1976) supports the decision not to code these kinds of messages. He found inconclusive evidence as to whether these messages represent "control" (i.e., a device to keep the floor "when reaching points of linguistic or semantic uncertainty" [p. 44]), or whether they merely suggest anxiety.

D. Assigning Control Codes
1. Types of Control Codes
Each combination of format and response mode corresponds to a "one-up" (↑), "one-down" (↓), or "one-across" (→) control code. The codes are found in Table 2 (p.  ). For ease, we have provided a control code assignment sheet in Appendix E.

The control code for the message to the indirect target is derived in the same manner as it is for the message to the direct target, i.e., using the format code and the indirect response mode code, which appears to the right of the dot in the notational system. Notational rules are given below.

2. Notational Rules for Control Codes
The control codes which correspond to each message, both direct and indirect, are noted in a similar manner to the message codes. In the example:

How can I get your father to let you speak for yourself?
14.3 -- 21.5
the control code would be 4.1.
This is because the direct message, 21, or an open question-offering-support, corresponds to a 4, control code, and

	25,

The

code
	or a question giving an instruction, corresponds to a t control code.

dot shows that the ~ code refers to a direct message to Son, and the t

to an indirect message to Father.

	Examples: where 1 = Therapist, 3 = Father, 4 = Son, 6 = Daughter

	1.
	Therapist (to son):
	How old are you?

	
	Message code:

Control code:
	14. -- 63.

↑ (from 63 message code)

	2.
	Therapist (to son):
	How can I help you to get your father to let you


speak for yourself?

Message code: 14.3 -- 21.5,
Control code: ↓.↑

control code of direct message (from 21 message code)

control code of indirect message (from 25 message code)

	3.
	Father: Jimmy, listen to your sister!

	
	
	Message code:

Control code:
	34.6
	-- 16.1
	

	
	
	
	↑.↓
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	control code of direct message
	(from 16 message code)

	
	
	control code of indirect message (from 11 message code)

	4.
	Father: Jimmy, listen to your sister!/ She knows what she's talking

	
	
	about.

Message code: 34.6 -- 16.1/
	34.6 -- 13.1

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Control codes: ↑.↓/→.↓
	

	
	control code of direct message


	(from 13 message code)

	
	
	control code of indirect message (from 11 message code)

	Other examples:
	

	xx.x
	--
	11.​
	↓.→ (one direct, one indirect target)

	xx.
	--
	18.
	↑(one direct target only)

	xx.
	--
	21.
	↓(one direct target only)

	xx.x -- 73.*

xxx. -- 75.
	↑.↑ (one direct, one indirect target)

↑↑. (two direct targets, no indirect)

→.↑↑↑ (one direct, three indirect targets)

	xx.xxx --
	13.555
	

	xx.xx --
	71.**
	↓.↑↑ (one direct, two indirect targets)

	
	
	E. Identifying Dyadic Relational Patterns


To use the data for dyadic (sequential) analysis, the researcher needs to identify transactions in which messages between two people are exchanged contiguously. This can only be done when one speaker addresses another (directly or indirectly) and the target responds, either directly or indirectly. That is, if 1 speaks to 2 and then 3 speaks to 1 (intercepting), there is no reciprocal transaction. (Indirect targets are, nonetheless, targets of a relational communication. For this reason, when one person addresses someone indirectly and that person then responds to him/her -​directly or indirectly -- a sequence is considered to have occurred.)

To determine the sequential transactions, using the list of control coded messages, the researcher first locates all sequences, and then (as in ,:he original RCCCS) determines whether each transaction is symmetrical (↑,↑;↓,↓;→,→), complementary (↓,↑; ↑,↓) or transitory (→,↓;↑,→;↓,→) Table 3 (p.   ) lists each relational pattern by control code sequence. (Note that commas are used to separate turns by
Control Transaction Code
Code
↑

↑,↑ ↑
↑↑

t \
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different individuals, whereas slashes [/] are used to separate messages within speaking turns.)

In the case of a dyadic relationship where 1 = Therapist and 2 = Wife, identification of sequences is quite simple, e.g.:

	Dialogue
	Message

Code

	1. Therapist: How have things been since we

last met?
	12.--28.

	2. Wife: You know, I forgot to pay my

bill when I left.
	21.--17.

	3. Therapist: Hmmmm. Do you realize that
	12.--68.

	you avoided my question?
	

	4. Wife: Oh, yes, I guess I did.
	21.--19.

	5. Therapist: You're getting better at
	12.--11.

	realizing when you do that.
	

	6. Wife: I'm trying to./
	Do you want to
	21.--13./

	know how my week went now?
	21.--68.

	7. Therapist: Yes.
	
	12.--19.


Note the handling of double messages in the above example. Each of the two control codes is paired with the previous message's control code, since both are responses to the previous speaker's message. In Turn 6, Wife made a statement extending the conversation, and then asked a closed question which shifted the topic back to a discussion of how things went. Wife's second message in Turn 6 then became the stimulus for the therapist's next message (Turn 7); thus her second message is paired with the control code of the therapist's message in Turn 7. Because Wife's message ("I'm trying to" in Turn 6) is not the stimulus for Therapist's "Yes" (Turn 7), these two messages do not comprise a sequence.

Decisions about sequences in the case of double messages often require consulting the transcript.

60
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Examples:
Father:
You can go out for an hour tonight./ / But you have to be home by 9.

Son:
\Okay.

Father:
Where are you going?/

I'm trusting you, you know.

To Jamie's, okay./

But don't go anywhere else without calling.

See Table 6 for a sample coding sheet showing message and control codes and transaction patterns. Blank coding sheets are provided in Appendix G.

In coding family interactions when there are three or more people, determining sequential transactions takes a bit more vigilance. Consider the example below:

[1 = Therapist, 3 = Father, 4 = Son, 6 = Daughter]

Therapist (to son): How can I help you to get your father to let you speak for yourself?

Son (to Therapist): I really don't know.

Father (to Son): [You should listen to Dr. X.] Therapist: Dad, let's give him some space.

Father: Okay, he'll get his space.

Son (to Therapist): You see how he treats me like a baby?

The derivation of relational communication patterns from this set of messages is shown below.

Table 6. Sample Coding Sheet
Family; -~ I
Code*

's Name

4 Turns in Transcript ),~

55

Date
J z i`!?
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Circle the participants present in the session:

1

>= Therapist; 1= Wife/Mother; 3,~= Husband/Father; 6~= Son 1; 5 = Son 2; ~= Daughter 1; 7 = Daughter 2; 8 = Grandfather/Father of Adult Client; 9 = Grandmother/Mother of Adult Client

Message
Control
Transaction

Code
Code
Pattern


Message
Control
Transaction

Code
Code
Pattern
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no transaction occurs

t. .41

transaction is 4-,t (Father, Therapist)

1. Therapist (to son): How can I help you to get your father to let you speak for yourself?

transaction is 4.,t (Therapist, Son)

14.3 -- 21.5

41. -- 14.

2. Son (to Therapist): I really don't know.

3. Father (to Son): [You should listen to Dr. X.],​34.1 -- 76.1
4. Therapist: Dad, let's give him some space!

13.4 -- 15.1
t.y

~\ transaction is t,4. (Therapist, Father)

5. Father: Okay, he'll get his space.

31.4 -- 11.1
y.y

transaction is y,t / (Father, son)

6. Son (to Therapist): You see how he treats me like a baby? 41.3 -- 63.2
y.t

In the first message, Therapist has addressed a y to Son directly and a

t to Father indirectly. Since, immediately following this, Son responds to the therapist, a 14, 41 transaction has occurred (between Turns 1 and 2). Since, in Turn 2, Son speaks to Therapist and in Turn 3 Father speaks to Son, there is no sequential transaction here. If, however, Father (who was the indirect target of the Therapist's first message) had replied to the Therapist (as Turn 2), "I'll try to let him talk for himself," a 13, 31 transaction would have been recorded.

Finally, the sequence shown from Turn 3 to 4 illustrates how transactions occur when the indirect target of a message replies: In Turn 3, Father indirectly speaks to Therapist, who then replies (Turn 4) to Father, i.e., 34.1, 13.4. Interestingly, Turns 5 and 6 constitute a sequence, even though both targets are indirect.

The transactions shown in Table 6 should be helpful in further illustrating the determination of sequential transactions.

F. Identifying Triadic Moves
Triadic moves are identified by examining each turn for messages which have two or more targets. Triadic moves may be simple or complex. Complex moves are either parallel or coalitionary.

Simple triadic moves are turns in which the control code to one (or all) targets is -,. The message to one other target (only one) may be control-defining, i.e., y or t. If two (or more targets are sent t or 4. messages, the move is complex, i.e., either parallel or coalitionary.

Examples of simple triadic moves:
[image: image30.png] 

Parallel triadic moves are turns in which the control directions to two or more targets are the same, both J, or both t. There may or may not be a message with a one-across (-,) message.

Examples of parallel triadic moves:
[image: image31.png] 

Coaltionary triadic moves are turns in which the control directions to two or more targets are different, e.g., y.1' or 1t.4.. (A one-across move might be included, as in

Examples of coalitionary triadic moves:
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All turns with multiple targets are triadic, although occasionally there are more than two targets of a message and thus four or more people involved. If there are more than two targets, and one of the messages is t or y,

e.g., "Johnny, let your sister finish telling her version of how your dad got mad," (T.4-) the up and down control directions are used to identify the type of move. If all of the control-defining (i.e., up or down) messages to the other targets are the same, it is a parallel move; if they are different, as in the example above, it is a coalitionary move. In other words, in multiple target interactions, a coalitionary move takes precedence over a parallel move.

Both direct and indirect, and single or double messages may be included in triadic moves. Refer back to Table 4 (p. 10) for sample combinations of control codes that constitute each of these triadic moves. The sample coding sheet in Table 6 also provides examples of several kinds of triadic moves.

III. DATA REDUCTION
A. Matrix
The first step in reducing the data is to create a matrix of "messages sent" and "messages received" (see Table 7). This matrix represents the unidirectional aspect of the communication patterns and allows analysis at an individual level.

In Table 7, the marginals indicate the total frequencies for each individual in the interaction as both a message sender and a message recipient. Frequencies in the cells indicate the numbers of messages sent by a given individual to another given individual. Indirect messages (both sent and received) are indicated in parentheses. For example, Table 7 shows that Therapist directed a total of 103 up messages, 33 of which were indirect. Furthermore, the Wife sent a total of 12 up messages to therapist, two of which were indirect. Such a matrix can be used to examine other indices, such as the ratio of messages sent to messages received, whether a person tends to use ↓. messages directly, but attempts to assert control (↑) indirectly, and so on.

B. Sequences and Triadic Moves
The proportion of each type of sequential pattern (symmetrical, complementary, or transitory) can easily be determined in the following manner. First, the total number of reciprocal sequences for each dyad is determined from the list of message and control codes (e.g., Table 6). Then, the proportion is determined simply by dividing the frequency of each pattern type by the total number of dyadic sequences. Using proportions facilitates comparison of different dyads when their sequence totals are unequal. Comparison can also be made for the same dyad across different interviews when using proportions.

	Example:
	

	Total Therapist-Mother exchanges = 10
	

	5
	are
	competitive symmetry = .50
	

	2
	are
	complementary with Mother ↑, Therapist ↓
	.20

	1
	is
	complementary with Mother .↓, Therapist ↑ =
	.10

	2
	are
	transitory = .20
	


The predominant pattern for this dyad is competitive symmetry.

The proportion of each type of triadic move (simple, parallel, and coalitionary) can be determined by dividing the frequency of each by the total number of turns delivered by a given speaker to every other participant in the interview. Again, proportions are useful for standardization.

Table 7 

Sample matrix

Therapist

Wife

Husband

Total
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35 (28)

M E S S A G E S  R E C E I V E D

	
	
	
	
	↑
	20
	(5)
	
	↑
	50
	(28)
	↑
	70
	(33)

	
	
	
	
	↓
	12
	
	
	↓
	1
	
	↓
	13
	

	
	
	
	
	→
	3
	(13)
	
	→
	14
	(11)
	→
	17
	(24)

	↑
	10
	(2)
	
	
	
	
	
	↑
	16
	(2)
	
	26
	(4)

	↓
	2
	(1)
	
	
	
	
	
	↓
	3
	
	↓
	5
	(1)

	→
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	→
	1
	
	→
	5
	I'

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	M

	↑
	12
	
	
	↑
	4
	
	
	
	
	!
	↑
	16
	I

	↓
	20
	
	
	↓
	3
	
	
	
	
	j
	↓
	23
	

	→
	12
	
	
	→
	1
	(3)
	
	
	
	
	→
	13
	(3)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	I

	↑
	22
	(2)
	
	↑
	24
	(5)
	
	↑
	66
	(30)
	↑
	112
	(37)

	↓
	22
	(1)
	
	↓
	15
	
	↓
	4
	↓
	41
	(1)


→. 15 (11)

Example:
Therapist has 50 speaking turns in which Father is a target

In 10 of these turns, Therapist uses a parallel move in which she is t to Father = .20

None of these turns is parallel (↓) = 00

In 5 of the turns, Therapist uses a coalitionary move in which she is t to Father and ↓ to someone else = .10

In 20 of the turns, Therapist uses a simple triadic move with Father as one of the targets = .40

The remaining Therapist turns are 'not triadic moves = .30

C. Spatial Maps
Spatial maps, such as the one in Figure 3, show the predominant transactional (sequential) patterns between members of each potential dyad in the interaction. As described above (in section B), to determine the predominant pattern, compute the number of all transactional sequences of each type (i.e., symmetrical, complementary, transitional) that occur for each dyad, say, Therapist-Father, then divide that number by the total number of sequences that occurred between these two people. The predominant pattern is the one with the largest percent occurrence.

Figure 3 shows the predominant pattern for each possible dyad in this family. In other investigations, we have found it useful to draw such maps depicting the relational configuration of the family at different points during the interview. The therapist, as another participant, can of course be included in the map.

D. Patterns of Patterns
The F-RCCCS's coding of verbal behavior, both in its message definition and in the manner in which transactional patterns are derived, incorporates sequences of behavior. These are, however, short (two-event) sequences. Certain research questions will require an analysis of longer sequences of interaction, or "patterns of patterns." There are a number of techniques for sequential analysis (see, for example, Bakeman & Gottman, 1986) for an excellent introduction: e.g., the lag sequential method, Markov chain analyses, time series analyses. These methods have been applied primarily to dyadic interaction, such as Mother-Child, Husband-Wife. Heatherington (1985) and Lichtenberg (1985; Lichtenberg & Heck, 1986) have used such sequential procedures with dyadic RCCCS data.

Conceptually, the sequential analytic methods are appropriate for studying dyadic subsets within a family context, although a number of common technical problems arise with these methods, e.g., low base rates (see cousins & Power, 1986, for a detailed discussion).
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To our knowledge, there are no analogous statistical methods for analyzing patterns in data when there are three or more speakers. The few papers that have addressed this issue (e.g., Cousins & Power, 1986; Hahlweg, 1988) suggest combining the data from different speakers, e.g., wife-Husband-Therapist data could be treated as Couple-Therapist dyads. Although certain specific research questions might be usefully examined in this manner, we would argue that in general the richness and the meaning of the multi-person interaction is seriously compromised by this procedure. There is a need for the development of statistical methods that are pattern-oriented and appropriate for systemic, whole-family interaction research. Meanwhile, we suggest that

careful and intensive descriptive analyses such as those described in sections A-C above will prove more fruitful for identifying patterns than the use of statistics and data reduction procedures that destroy the complexity that was carefully built into the F-RCCCS.
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APPENDIX A

RATIONALE AND DESCRIPTION OF THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE RCCCS Rationale and Description of the Question/Answer Modifications
In the marital context in which the RCCCS was originally designed and used, extending questions (i.e., questions which simply continue the theme of the conversation rather than change the topic, as for support, give an order, etc.) are control coded as one-down. This is consistent with its typical pragmatic function: deferring to the other person for some piece of information or opinion. Likewise, answers were considered to serve the t function of providing information, direction, opinion, or permission.

In the therapy context, though, it can be argued that asking certain kinds of extending questions is a means of implicitly demanding information (one-up) from the other, who complies by answering minimally (one-down). Specifically, closed, information-seeking "interviewing" questions, which are typical of the assessment interview (Heatherington & Allen, 1984) and occur frequently in later sessions as well (Lichtenberg & Barke, 1981; Miars, 1982), are of concern here. Because these sessions contain many therapist-question, client-answer sequences, faithful use of the coding system pictures the interaction as one in which there is a high percentage of complementary transactional patterns in which the client is "one-up." Yet, they are part of the process by which the therapist controls or structures the session (Strong & Claiborn, 1982), and can be used by clients in the same way. Scheff (1973, cited in Folger & Sillars, 1980) suggests that "the more direct the questions of the interrogator and the more-direct the answers he demands and receives, the more control he has over the resultant definition of the situation." There is empirical evidence (Folger & Sillars, 1980) that such questions are reliably associated with observers' perceptions of dominance. In a recent validity study (Heatherington, 1988) the only type of interaction which did not show acceptable congruence with observer's perceptions of the control dynamics was the one which was loaded with extending (simple) questions and answers coded according to the original coding rules.

For these reasons, the F-RCCCS now differentiates questions and answers into two types: open and closed. These are defined in Section II, Coding Rules.

Rationale and Description of the Modifications to the "Other" Category
The RCCCS contains an "other" category for coding both the grammatical format and the response mode of the message. Coders are instructed to use these categories for messages that are indistinguishable or unclassifiable in any of the other categories. Our modifications of these categories are minor; in the F-RCCCS they are only to be used for indistinguishable messages and on both the format and response mode dimensions are now coded as "0" (in the RCCCS, the codes are 6 and 9, respectively).

"Other" and "indistinguishable" messages are conceptually different, and therefore worthy of being separated in coding. Moreover, in our experience, the "other" category had only been used for indistinguishable messages. Since the sets of codes cover the domain of messages comprehensively, the "other" category was not needed and had the potential to become a "dumping ground" for messages that were difficult to classify as the scheme was expanded to the family/group therapy setting.

APPENDIX B
PREPARING THE TRANSCRIPT FOR CODING

Preparation of the transcript is a crucial aspect of the F-RCCCS. We advise one person to transcribe and at least one other to correct. Two people are necessary so as to reliably indicate talkovers and voice inflections that might suggest questions. If the videotape is not clear, it will not always be possible to identify the speaker on the transcript; a question mark can be used in place of a name. The targets (direct and indirect) will be determined from the judges, who will code the messages using both transcript and audiotape.

Both people, the individual who transcribes and the one who corrects the transcript, should indicate talkovers. Successful talkovers are indicated by brackets; unsuccessful ones by parentheses. See Section IIC1, coding format, for suggestions about discriminating between successful and unsuccessful talkovers.

We have found that many speakers routinely use meaningless "mhmms" that overlap with others' messages. Coding such automatic comments would provide an inaccurate view of the dialogue. For that reason, they are not indicated on the transcript unless they occur clearly and after the previous speaker has completed his/her turn.

Unitization
Unitization is best achieved by coders who have experience with the F-R000S system. Essentially each speaking turn constitutes at least one message. Multiple messages within turns should be used conservatively. Messages shift when the direct target(s), the format or the response mode shifts. If, however, there are two thought units within one turn, both of which have the same format and response mode, these thoughts constitute one turn only. This situation occurs when a speaker asks two questions in a row or makes several orders, e.g., "Where are you going? When will you leave?" or "Don't go. Stay here with me." (Remember that when a closed question follows an open question, or vice versa, only one message is counted, and the format is that of the last question in the sequence; see coding rules, section IICl.) The HELP section (p. 38) should also provide useful information about unitization when there are, for example, answers and then extensions or extensions followed by topic changes.

One situation that often arises is when the speaker begins with a "yeah" "okay," or "mhmm" and then follows up with a longer comment. If the opening word is clearly an answer to a previous closed question, it should be unitized as a separate message. Often, however, speakers begin sentences with such words that have no meaning either as answers or support. In such cases, they do not constitute separate units.

It is most useful to unitize the transcripts before coding.

Appendix D (Interjudge Reliability) provides details about determining the accuracy of unitization.

(M); 3 = Husband (H)/Father (F);

1. D (to M) M: D:

2. H (to W): W: T:

3.
T:

H (to T): T::

4.
S:

D (to M): M (to S):

5. H (to W): W:

D:

6. T (to H & W): W:

T: W: H: T:

7. S (to D): M (to S): S:

M: S:

APPENDIX C
PRACTICE SAMPLES

Note that a number of the examples presented here reflect rather difficult coding decisions. We have included them only to illustrate some vagaries in the coding. We have found that the majority of natural dialogue in families is rather straightforward.

1 = Therapist (T); 2 = Wife (W)/Mother 4 = Son (S); 6 = Daughter (D)

When are we going to go? Ask your father. Okay.

Honey, what do you think about all this?

I don't know. / Dr. Little, what do you think? Ask your husband.

Kids, don't interrupt now.

They're not listening to you either. Don't be so sure. / They're good kids.

Susie, get out of here! Mom! Make him shut up! Quiet, Bobby!

I don't think I make all the decisions, do I?

No, you're very fair. / Susie, don't you think your father is fair?

Leave me alone.

(Think together now.)

[I'm not sure how to do it.] Just give it a try.

Okay. / Don, what are you mad about? You never seem to listen to me.

That's good, both of you. / Keep it up now.

You stink!

Leave her alone, Johnny!

[She started it!]

I don't care. / Leave her be, or you'll be in deep trouble. unintelligible
8. T (to D):

• (to T): T (to D): D:

T: D:

•
(to D): D:

9. T:

W: T:

· (to T):

· (to W):

· (to H):

10. M (to F):

• (to M): F (to M): M:

T (to F):

11. H (to W).

W: H:

T (to both): H:

12. D (to M): M: T (to M):

• (to M): M (to D): D:

13. T (to H): H: T: H: W: T (to W): W: T:

How old are you, Mary? She's 15.

How old, Mary?

He already told you! You tell me. I'm 15, almost 16. I'm sorry, honey. But . . .

John, you're right. / Mary, what do you think of that he just said?

Can I ask a question first?

Of course.

What's the point of all this? You really don't know?

(You .
)

You never listen to the boy! He's right to despise you. Leave him alone, mom!

Let us work it out alone, Jane. (nods yes)

What do you want to say to your son, Bob? / He's listening now, I think.

Did you take out the garbage? Don't change the subject! [What do you]

(What just happened here?) mean?

How do you like my new outfit?

I'd rather you spent your money elsewhere.

You didn't answer her question. / How do you like it? [Yeah! You didn't!]

It's not bad. / But what about saving some from now on? Maybe.

Is she (wife) angry now?

Well, I never know what she feels. Do you think she's angry now? No idea.

Why don't you ask me? Wait a minute, Alice. (Uh .
)

Answer him.

14. S (to F):
What's for dinner?

F:
Ask your mother. / She's cooking.

M:
Lamb stew.

S:
Oh, I hate it! / Why do you have to make that?

· (to S): Shut up, Jimmy!

M (to S):
You can have a hamburger.

F (to all):
What's going on here?

15. T (to M):
Find out from your daughter what she wants.

M (to D):
What do you want?

D:
I don't know.

M (to T):
See, I tried! She never tries.

T:
I disagree. She does try sometimes.

•
(to T): [She just doesn't understand me.]

M (to D):
[What don't I understand? / Please tell me!]

16. T (to H):
Your wife has a beautiful smile, you know.

H:
I know, and it is lovely!

T (to W): Why do you think we rarely see it?

· (to T): I have nothing to smile about now.

· (to W): Oh, come off it!

W:
What do you know about it?

H:
I'm your husband, aren't I?

T (to both):
Slow it down now, you two. / Jim, I was talking to Ann, so please let us continue for a bit first. H:
(Okay.)

17. T (to D):
When did you tell your mother?

D:
When did I what?

T:
Tell your mother.

D:
Last night.

18. S (to M):
What do you know about it, anyway?!

T (to F):
Why do you suppose your wife lets him talk to her that way?

F:
Well . . .

S:
[I'm sorry, Ma.]

19. M (to T):
He (son, present) used to not talk to anybody, you know. He wouldn't even say hello. He's really shy.

D (to T):
Yesterday he gave me some flowers.

20. T (to D):
Is he (friend, not present) in the same class as you? D:
Uh, no.

M (to T):
[Well, she's not in his class this year.]

	21.
	S (to M):

M:

S:

M:

S:

D (to S):

S:
	Who told you I was trying to hide that grade from you?

Why didn't you show it to me?

Maybe I just forgot.

You conveniently forget a lot of things.

Well, that's cause . . .

So it's not really your responsibility then?

(spoken sarcastically)

Well, I'm sorry! (sarcastic) I don't look through her (M)

	
	M (to S):
	things! / Leave me alone!

It's not the same thing at all. You have given up your

	22.
	T (to F):
	right of privacy.

If she weren't your daughter, but there was another 15

	23.
	
	year old, what would you advise her?

Try to be more open and honest.

okay, let's say she's a little afraid to.

Sooner or later you have to take that step.

What do you think this 15 year old would have to gain if

she took the risk?

Her dad.

How do you mean that?

Her dad as a person.

Okay.

You told me you weren't going to eat my slop.

	
	F:

T:

F:

T:

F:

T:

F:

T:

M
	(to D):
	

	
	D:

M:

T

D

M

T:
	(to M):

(to M):

(to T):
	Slop?

Yeah, the dinner I was cooking. / You were fighting with

me and you were threatening me.

(Yeah, but . . .)

We weren't fighting! We were

So I told her to go ahead.

Yeah, I see the problem between you two real clearly now.


Correct Coding

	1.
	The first message in each example is not coded; use for context only)

	
	26.3 --
	17.​
	
	
	

	
	62. --
	11.
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	23. --
	13. / 21.
	-- 23.
	
	

	
	12.3 --
	17.​
	
	
	

	3.
	
	

	
	32.46 -- 18.-- (process comment constitutes topic change)
	

	
	13. --
	16. /
	13.46 -- 13.11
	

	4.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	62.4 --
	16.7
	
	

	
	24.6 --
	16.1
	(M complies with D's order)
	

	5.
	-​
	
	
	
	
	

	
	23. --
	19. /
	26.3
	--
	61.1
	

	
	62. --
	17.
	
	
	
	

	6.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	21. --
	33.
	
	
	
	

	
	12. --
	15.
	
	
	
	

	
	21. --
	11. /
	23.1
	--
	28.1 ("Okay" signified compliance.
	Second message

	
	32. --
	14.
	
	
	shows compliance)
	

	
	123. --
	18.
	/ 123.
	--
	16.
	

	7.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	24.6 --
	76.1
	
	
	
	

	
	42.6 --
	32.2
	
	
	
	

	
	24. -- 12. /
	24.6
	--
	16.1
	

	
	4?. -- 00.
	("?" signifies target is unclear)
	

	8.
	
	
	

	
	31.6 --
	79.*
	

	
	16.3 --
	63.7
	(ignores F's answer)

	
	61.3 --
	17.1
	

	
	16. -- 16.
	

	
	61. -- 11.
	

	
	36.1 --
	71.*
	(intercept because 4 reciprocal Therapist-Daughter messages

	
	63. --
	
	precede this one)
	

	
	
	50. (noncomplete because not enough information to determine if


format is question or assertion)

	.
	
	
	

	
	21. --
	67.
	

	
	12. --
	19.
	

	
	21. --
	28.
	

	
	32.1 --
	72.*
	(intercept has priority over question)

	
	23. --
	40.
	(talkover is coded even though message is noncomplete;

	
	
	
	response mode is "0" because of incompleteness)

	10.
	
	
	

	
	42.3 --
	76.1
	(intercept because of previous message's challenge)

	
	32.4 --
	76.*
	(intercept because of previous message's order)

	
	23. --
	11.
	(nonverbal behavior is, clearly showing compliance)

	
	13.4 --
	28.-
	/ 13.4 -- 13.- (not an intercept because only 2 reciprocal

messages precede this one)

	11.
	
	
	

	
	23. --
	17.
	(disconfirmation has priority over order or topic change)

	
	32. --
	33.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	123. -- 78.
	(intercept because a talkover is indicated and because it

blocks a question from being answered; topic change [to

	
	
	both targets] because of process comment)

	
	32. -- 23.
	(second part of talkover is not considered a talkover)

	12.
	
	

	
	26. -- 17.
	

	
	12.6 --
	18.1
	/ 12. -- 23.
	(not enough previous reciprocity for

intercept; topic change because of process

comment)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	62.1 --
	72.1
	(intercept takes priority over talkover)

	
	26.1 --
	14.1
	/ 26. -- 65.
	

	
	62. -- 13. (noncommital answer is coded extension)

	13.
	
	

	
	31.2 --
	17.- (disconfirmation when question is not answered)

	
	13.2 --
	63.​

	
	
	

	
	31. -- 13. (noncommittal answer is coded extension)

	
	23.1 --
	75.*

	
	12.3 --
	76.*

	
	21. -- 40. (talkover has priority over noncomplete; incompleteness is

indicated by "0")

	
	12.3 --
	16.- (even though a continuation of T's previous message, it is

no longer an intercept)


4.

	15.
	34.2 -- 17.​
24.1 -- 73.*

42. -- 13. /

64.2 -- 76.*

24.6 -- 73.*

3246. -- 28.

26.1 -- 23.1

62. -- 13.
	/ 34.2 -- 13.​
(not an answer because she wasn't asked the question)

42. -- 22.

(same response mode to all three targets)

(compliance with T's order is coded support)

(noncommittal answer is coded extension)

	
	21.6 -- 13.2
	

	
	12.6 -- 12.1
	

	
	61.2 -- 33.2
	(not an intercept because only two reciprocal messages

precede this one)

	
	26.1 -- 73.*
	/ 26. -- 15.

	16.
	
	

	
	31.2 -- 11.1
	(although W is not explicitly mentioned, H's comment clearly

shows support for W)

	
	12.3 -- 23.-
	("we" includes H)

	
	21. -- 14.
	

	
	32. -- 16.
	(order has priority over nonsupport)

	
	23. -- 22.
	

	
	32. -- 64.
	(answer has priority over nonsupport)

	
	123. -- 78.
	/ 13.2 -- 15.- (topic change due to process comment)

	
	31. -- 41.
	(compliance)

	17.
	
	

	
	61. -- 61.
	(question seeking clarification is coded support)

	
	16. -- 19.
	(answer has priority over support)

	
	61. -- 13.
	(not an answer to immediately preceding message)

	18.
	
	


13.24 -- 28.** (coded as open question because while T intercepts S and M, he speaks to F; blocking of S and M is indicated by **)

31. -- 50. (not clear enough to code; no verb to indicate question vs.

	
	assertion)

	
	42.31 -- ll.**
	(coded as assertion; intercepts are indicated by ** to

indirect targets)

	19.
	
	

	
	61.4 -- 18.-
	(not enough reciprocal messages to indicate intercept)

	20.
	
	


61. -- 19. 21.6 -- 79.*

	.
	
	

	
	24. --
	27.

	
	42. --
	14.

	
	24. --
	12.

	
	42. --
	13. (enough of the message is present to code even though it is

	
	64.2 --
	technically incomplete)

72.*

	
	
	
	

	
	46.2 --
	12.- /
	46. -- 16.

	
	24.6 --
	72.*
	

	22.
	
	
	
	

	
	31.6
	--
	14.5
	(D is not explicitly mentioned but it is clear she is being

	
	13.6
	--
	13.-
	spoken about)

("let's" is not really an instruction in this context)

	
	31.6
	--
	13.5
	("you" refers to D)

	
	13.6
	--
	23.​
	

	
	31.6
	--
	14.​
	

	
	13.
	-- 23.
	

	
	31.6
	-- 14.​
	

	
	13.
	--
	13.
	("okay" is coded as extension except when it clearly

signifies agreement/support)

	23.
	
	
	
	

	
	62.
	--
	61.
	

	
	26.
	--
	19. /
	26. -- 13.

	
	12.6
	--
	71.*
	(although noncomplete, can be coded as intercept)

	
	62.1
	--
	72.*
	

	
	21.6
	--
	13.7
	(disconfirmation because previous message, a challenge, is

ignored)

	
	126.
	--
	18.
	


APPENDIX D
INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

Two indices of interjudge accuracy are appropriate for linguistic coding systems. The first, interjudge agreement, is simply the percentage of similar judgments made by the coders. Since with fewer categories and/or with high base rate proportions in a few categories the probability of chance agreements can be substantial, the preferred statistic is Cohen's (1960) kappa (see Tinsley & Weiss, 1975). This index partials out the probability of chance agreement and is thus more conservative an estimate than percent agreement. Kappas can be computed for the three dimensions of the F-RCCCS: participants, format, and response mode.

Unitization accuracy is best handled by interjudge agreement rates (rather than kappa) because the vast majority of turns consist of only one message. Computation of kappa would require two categories: one message vs. > 1 message. Since 80-90% of most turns contain only one message, the chance agreement rate is quite high. Thus, we found that even with 93% agreement, x = .55, making the kappa an overly conservative estimate.

Thus, to assess interjudge agreement for unitization number, first calculate the total number of speaking turns in the transcript. This will be the denominator. The numerator will be the number of agreements--i.e., the number of turns in which both judges agreed that there was only one message, or two, three, etc., messages.

Second, determine the interjudge agreement rate for location. In any speaking turn in which both both judges agreed there were two or more messages, determine whether the break was placed in a similar or dissimilar place. The agreement rate will thus be number of similar locations divided by total number of turns with multiple messages.

Sample kappa matrices are given in Tables 8 - 10. Note that the diagonals, which represent agreement, can be summed and divided by the total number of turns to compute interjudge agreement.

Participants
Determination of the speaker is made first by the transcriber and second by the person who checks the transcript for errors. Nonetheless, the coder may make an error in recording the number of the speaker (1 = Therapist, 2 = Mother, etc.). Thus the reliability of the coders with respect to the speaker needs to be assessed.

In listing the target, the judge must decide how many targets there are and who is direct and indirect. All messages must have at least one direct target (34.--xx.). There may be two or more, however, and one judge lists 132.--xx. whereas the other judge lists only 13.--xx. This constitutes an

:simple Kappa Table: Participants

	
	
	S

p

E

A
1

	J
	
	K

2

	0
	
	;

	D
	;
	y.
1

	G

E
	I

R

E

c
	A

i
2

G


J U D G E

2

1
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none

I

2

3 

None

200 (.178)
157 (.100)
158 (.101)
200 (.128)
170 (.109)
169 (.108)
1 (.001)
6 (.004)
33 (.021)
41 (.026)
428 (.274)

	SPEAKER
	DIRECT TARGET
	INDIRECT TARGET.

	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	None
	1
	2
	3
	None

	200
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	150
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	1
	151
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	190
	4
	6
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	
	1
	165
	2
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	3
	163
	1
	
	
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	30
	1
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	6
	417


	
	208
152

(.133)
(.097)
	154
191
173
173

(.099)
(.122)
(.111)
(.111)
	2
4

(.001)
(.002)
	35
40

(.022)
(.026)
	431
N_ = 1563

(.276)

	PO - PC
	Po = 1501 :
	1563 =
	.9603
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PC
	PC = (.133 x
	.178)
	+ (.097 x .100)
	4 (.099 x
	.101)
	+ (.122 x
	.128)
	+ (.111 x
	.109) +

	
	(.111 x
	.108)
	+ (.001 x .001)
	+ (.002 x
	.004)
	+- (.022 x
	.021)
	+ (.026 x
	.026) +

	
	(.276 x
	.274)
	_ .1696
	
	
	
	
	
	


1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0

J

U

D

G

E

1

	
	303 (.588)

	
	27 (.052)

	
	41 (.080)

	
	34 (.066)

	
	3 (.006)

	
	94 (.183)

	
	13 (.025)

	
	0 (.000)


303 (.588)

k = PO  
- PC

1 - PC

Sample Kappa Matrix: Format
J U D G E 2

	291
	
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	

	2
	19
	
	
	
	5
	1
	

	1
	1
	37
	
	1
	1
	
	

	2
	
	1
	30
	
	1
	
	

	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	

	4
	4
	
	
	
	85
	
	

	2
	
	1
	
	
	2
	8
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	24
41
33
2
99
12
1
N_ = 515
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(.047)
(.080)
(.064)
(.004)
(.192)
(.023)
(.002)
	
	
	
	

	
	Po = 470 : 1515 = .9126
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	PC = (.588 x .588) + (.047 x .052) + (.080 x .080) +
	
	

	
	
	(.064 x .066) t (.004 x .006) + (.192 x .183) +
	
	

	
	
	(.023 x (.025) + (.002 x .000) _ .3936
	
	


1

4

7

9

1

2

J

3

U

4

D

5

G

.6

E

7

8

1

9

0

*

	84
	(.146)

	16
	(.028)

	253
	(.440)

	23
	(.040)

	33
	(.057)

	1
	(.002)

	7
	(.012)

	18
	(.031)

	82
	(.143)

	4
	(.006)

	3
	(.005)

	51
	(.089)


77 (.134)

k = PO - PC

1 - PC

	7
281

(.012)
(.489)
	
	24
19
	2
2
	17
84

(.030)
(.146)
	3
5
54
N = 575

	
	
	(.042)

(.033)
(.003)
(.003)
	
	(.005)
(.009)
(.094)

	Po = 447 : 575 = .7774
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PC = (.134 x
	.146)
	+ (.012 x
	.028)
	+ (.489 x .440) + (.042 x
	.040)
	+ (.033 x .057) +

	(.003 x
	.002)
	+ (.003 x
	.012)
	+ (.030 x .031) + (.146 x
	.143)
	+ (.005 x .006) +
Go

	(.009 x
	.005)
	+ (.094 x
	.089)
	_ .159
	
	N


Table 10

Sample Kappa Matrix: Response Mode
J U D G E 2

	57
	
	18
	1
	
	
	
	
	6
	
	
	2

	
	2
	11
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2

	14
	2
	220
	1
	
	
	
	8
	5
	3
	
	

	1
	
	1
	19
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	

	1
	
	9
	
	19
	1
	
	
	1
	
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	2
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	
	2

	
	
	9
	
	
	
	
	8
	
	
	
	

	1
	1
	9
	3
	
	
	
	
	68
	
	
	

	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	

	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	48


error and is indicated in the Kappa matrix (see Table #) by Judge 1 = 2 (direct target) x Judge 2 = none (direct target).

If neither judge puts a second (or third) direct target, do not indicate none x none, as this would inflate the agreement rate. Most messages contain only one direct target.

Judgments about indirect targets, on the other hand, require the coder to decide both if there is an indirect target and, if so, whom. Thus, none x none is a judgment that needs to be indicated in the Kappa matrix. When Judge 1 indicates an indirect target (13.4--xx.x) and Judge 2 does not (13.--xx.), the error is indicated in the cell reflecting Judge 1 = 4 (indirect) x Judge 2 = none (indirect).

Other kinds of errors can be made, such as Judge 1 making "3" the direct target, "2" the indirect, while Judge 2 does the reverse: Judge 1 = 13.2--xx.x; Judge 2 = 12.3--xx.x. By having a large Kappa matrix that includes both kinds of targets, this disagreement can be indicated: Judge 1 3 (direct) x Judge 2 = 3 (indirect) and Judge 1 = 2 (indirect) x Judge 2 = 2 (direct). Note that essentially this is two disagreements.

A sample Kappa matrix for participants appears in Table 8. Format
A sample kappa matrix for format is given in Table 9. There will be only one format judgment per message.

Response Mode
Table 10 shows a sample kappa matrix for response mode. We have found the kappas for this judgment to be lower than those for format. This seems to be due to a number of factors. First, there are simply more categories. Second, the judgment is more subjective, relying to a greater degree on context, nonverbal, and paralinguistic cues. Third, differences of opinion in terms of who is the direct or indirect target will necessarily also be reflected in the judgment about the appropriate response mode.

Note that in this matrix there is no "none" category, as there is in the Participants matrix. In a situation where Judge 1 indicates an indirect target (or two direct targets) but Judge 2 does not, this disagreement has already been reflected in the "Participants" kappa. Thus, when tallying response mode disagreements, the additional code is ignored.

Example: Judge 1: 13.5--26.2 Judge 2: 12.--26.

Both judges have agreed about the response mode "6" to the direct target, person "3." The omission of the second response mode, "2," by Judge 2 is due to not having viewed person "5" as the indirect target. No disagreement need

be recorded under response mode.

Table 11 shows the median kappas and their range in our initial study using the F-RCCCS. Included in the table are interjudge agreement rates for all codes as well as unitization.

Reliability of the RCCCS and F-RCCCS
The interjudge reliability of the original RCCCS system at the message code level has been well established by a number of different researchers, and in both the marital and counseling domains of social interaction. A summary of the reliability estimates is shown in Table 11. Some of these estimates are based on agreement at the message code level. Others are based on the control code level, which provides a less stringent test of reliability.

The reliability of the F-RCCCS has been examined in a study of couples and family therapy sessions. We (Friedlander & Heatherington, in press) compared the coding of every possible pair of five judges (the authors and three graduate students in counseling psychology), trained for 30-40 hours. Kappas were computed on their independent ratings of six transcripts representing excerpts of sessions that differed widely in character. Over 500 messages were coded. The reliability of the unitization, participants (i.e., specifying speaker, direct and indirect target[s]), format, and response mode was determined using the procedures described above. The mean percent agreement for unitization was .94. The mean reliability estimates (Cohen's kappa) were .96, .94, and .66, respectively (Table 12).

Validity
Several studies have examined the validity of the RCCCS in non-counseling domains. Ayres and Miura (1981) examined the construct and predictive validity of six relational communication control coding schemes by applying each of them to interactions between 29 female undergraduate dyads, preselected for dominance and submission. At the level of relational communication, or transactional patterns, the systems showed reasonable convergent and discriminant validity, although they converged more on the coding of complementarity than symmetry. The RCCCS showed the highest level of predictive validity.

O'Donnell-Trujillo (1981) compared the RCCCS with Ellis et al.'s (1976) system, which codes two types of up and down control messages, "weak" and "strong." Also, Ellis's system unitizes messages differently; no double codes are used, and talkovers are not coded. Not surprisingly, the correspondence between these two systems in the distribution of control codes was weak.

Folger and Sillars (1980) compared the RCCCS coding of assertion-topic change, question-topic change, assertion-order, talkover-extension, nonsupport, talkover-nonsupport, and certain types of questions seeking support. Perceptions of questions and answers depended on the type (open, closed, fed), and these data were used in partial support of our modifications to the original RCCCS (see Appendix A). Although Folger and Sillars (informed by Ellis et al.) also distinguished between extensions (continuing the theme

Table 11

Interjudge Reliability: RCCCS
	Study
Domain of Interaction
	Index of Agreement
	Value

	Mark, 1971
	Marital communication
	% agreement
	.92

	Ericson &

Rogers, 1973
	Marital communication
	% agreement
	.86

	Lichtenberg &

Barks, 1981
	Counseling
	K
	.86

	O'Donnell​
Trujillo, 1981
	Marital communication
	K
	.82

	Heatherington

& Allen, 1984
	Counseling
	K
	.74

	Erchul, 1987
	School consultation
	K
	.89

	Tracey &

Miars, 1986
	Individual counseling
	K
	.66

	Friedlander,

Siegel, & Brenock,

in press
	Counseling & supervision
	K
	.97, .92


Note. O'Donnell-Trujillo used the same data set as Ericson & Rogers, but, different judges coded the messages.
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Table 96
Interjudge Agreement and Reliability: F-RCCCS
	
	
	% Agreement
	K
	

	
	# Judges
	Range
	M
	Range
	M

	Unitization
	
	
	
	
	

	# of messages
	2
	89-96
	94
	
	

	Location
	2
	100
	100
	
	

	Participants
	5
	95-97
	96
	.94-.97
	.96

	Format
	5
	86-94
	90
	.78-.89
	.84

	Response Mode
	5
	64-82
	74
	.52-.76
	.66


Note. From Friedlander and Heatherington (in press). Participants coding meant accurately identifying speaker, direct and indirect target(s).

of the conversation) and extension-justifications (which "provide or seek a warrant for believing something"), this is more a detailed and content-focused distinction than we wish to make.

Two studies have examined the validity of the RCCCS in the counseling/therapy domain. Tracey and Miars (1986) compared the RCCCS coding of dominance with a measure of dominance based solely on topic initiation/topic following (Tracey & Ray, 1984) across all sessions of three psychotherapy dyads. Tracey and Miars found a moderate convergence in the percentages of "dominance" (see Rogers and Rogers-Millar, 1979) and topic determination. However, the RCCCS pictured the client as having more control, while Tracey and Ray pictured the therapist as having more control.

Heatherington (1988) examined the criterion validity of the RCCCS in a between-subjects design in which 242 undergraduates rated the actual and attempted influence, as well as the predominant relationship pattern, of two speakers engaging in an audiotaped interaction. The interactions had each been "loaded" to create a predominantly complementary or symmetrical relationship, and this condition was crossed with a context condition, i.e., subjects were told either that the interactants were husband and wife or counselor and client. Subjects' perceptions of the interaction and of the interactants were generally congruent with the coding, with the exception of the complementary tape. This finding dovetailed with Folger and Sillars's concerning questions and answers (thus providing evidence supporting our current modification of those categories; see Appendix A).

As we have stated elsewhere (Friedlander & Heatherington, in press), the question of validity is a particularly complex one. Given that there is no "real" control code for a given message (see Rogers & Millar, 1982, for a discussion of this point), there is no single criterion against which o compare the coding. Thus the better validity questions become: Does the coding mesh with the perceptions of the therapy participants and with outside observers of the process? Is there some convergence with other valid measures of control, allowing for less-than-perfect correspondence due to conceptual differences that are built into the systems? Does it allow the researcher to measure events and behaviors that are theoretically important, and at the desired level of analysis? And, ultimately, is it useful and informative in hypothesis testing? These are the questions to which the study of the validity of the F-RCCCS, which we are currently undertaking, will be addressed.

We request that researchers who use the F-RCCCS share with us their findings on the reliability and validity of the system. This manual will be updated as we continue to examine the psychometric properties of the coding scheme.

	
	
	
	
	APPENDIX E
	
	

	
	
	
	
	CONTROL CODE ASSIGNMENT SHEET
	
	

	11
	↓
	21
	↓
	31
	↓
	41
	↓

	12
	↑
	22
	↑
	32
	↑
	42
	↑

	13
	→
	23
	↓
	33
	↑
	42
	→

	14
	↑
	24
	↑
	34
	↑
	44
	↑

	15
	↑
	25
	↑
	35
	↑
	45
	↑

	16
	↑
	
	
	36
	↑
	46
	↑

	17
	↑
	27
	↑
	37
	↑
	47
	↑

	18
	↑
	28
	↑
	18
	↑
	48
	↑

	19
	↓
	29
	↑
	39
	↑
	49
	↑

	10
	→
	20
	↓
	30
	↑
	40
	→

	51
	↓
	61
	↓
	71
	↓.
	00
	→

	52
	↑
	62
	↑
	72
	↑
	07
	↑

	53
	→>
	63
	↑
	73
	↑
	
	

	54
	↑
	64
	↑
	74
	↑
	

	55
	↑
	65
	↑
	75
	↑
	ab.c--xx.-
y.→

	56
	↑
	
	
	76
	↑
	ab.c--xx.*
y.↑

	57
	↑
	67
	↑
	
	
	(where abc =

	58
	↑
	68
	↑
	78
	↑
	participants and

	59
	↓
	69
	↑
	79
	↑
	x = any digit

	50
	→
	60
	↑
	70
	↑
	code and y = any

control code)


Note: The 26, 66, and 77 combinations cannot logically occur. Nor can 0 (format) paired with 1-6, 8 or 9 (response mode).

APPENDIX G
BLANK CODING SHEETS

# Turns in Transcript

Circle the participants present in the session:

1 = Therapist; 2 = Wife/Mother; 3 = Husband/Father; 4 - Son 1; 5 = Son 2; 6 = Daughter 1; 7 = Daughter 2; 8 = Grandfather/Father of Adult Client; 9 = Grandmother/Mother of Adult Client

	Message
	Control
	Transaction
	Message
Control
	Transaction

	Code
	Code
	Pattern
	Code
Code
	Pattern


Message
Control
Transaction

Code
Code
Pattern

I

Message
Control
Transaction Code code pattern
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2 The authors are indebted to Dnaziger (1976), whose use of the decision tree in his coding system inspired its use in the present scheme


� Adapted from Rogers






