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Tiivistelmi - Abstract

The aim of this study is to describe how intimate couples in a Finnish television drama serial Kotikatu
communicate in conflict situations. This is done by qualitative content analysis of the conflict scenes from twenty
videotaped episodes of Kotikatu. Theories from interpersonal communication, gender research and mass media
research offer the theoretical background for the analysis.

The theoretical background of this study consists of four parts. First, the theory of relational communication is
introduced. Then, different approaches to interpersonal conflict and power are examined and the attributions
theory of conflict presented. Third, gender research and the idea of gendered communication cultures are
introduced. Fourth, the characteristics of television as the context of the study are considered; attention is paid to
televisual elements, genres on television and the influence of television programmes on the social reality of
viewers.

The first research question is set to find out how couples on Kotikatu deal with conflict situations. This is done
by, e.g. examining the conflict management strategies applied and the overall development of the conflicts. The
second research question concentrates on the relational messages, metacommunication and communication
patterns between the characters. The third research question examines the communication of the couples from a
gender perspective. It strives to find out what kind of portrayals of male and female conflict behaviour are
presented in Kotikatu.

The results show that competitive conflict management strategies are the most widely used among the characters,
e.g. personal criticism and rationalisation or argumentation are popular ways of dealing with conflicts.
Cooperative strategies come in second; disclosure and empathy are often used. Avoidance strategies are quite
rarely applied, the most popular avoidance tactic is leaving the conflict scene. The Conflicts in the intimate
relationships of Kotikatu start because of two general reasons: one partner has hurt the other's feelings or the
partners attempt to attain incompatible goals. After a conflict has begun it escalates until it comes to a turning
point, which is often provided by a strategy shift. Half of the conflicts are explicitly settled, for example, with an

apology.

Regarding control and dominance, the characters tend to behave in a domineering fashion, there is much
competitive symmetry in the interaction of the partners. One process of schismogenesis was detected from the
research material; this process was also described as demand-withdraw interaction pattern. Male characters
resorted to competitive conflict management tactics more often, while females used cooperative strategies more
than their male counterparts. Avoidance strategies were almost solely used by men; e.g. leaving was only applied
by male characters. In general, the characters demonstrated surprisingly many characteristics of masculine and
feminine communication cultures, though also some interesting exceptions to this rule were detected.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This study is about analysing representations of interpersonal conflict on television.
The aim of the study is to describe how intimate couples in a Finnish television
drama serial Kotikatu behave in conflict situations; how they communicate power
and dominance, and what kind of conflict management strategies they apply. This
study is also set to discover whether there are gender differences in the

communication of men and women in Kotikatu.

The television serial Kotikatu was chosen as the subject of study because of its
popularity among Finnish viewers and its inclination to depict relationships in a
relatively realistic manner. The serial can offer for scrutiny Finnish relationships
spanning three generations. In this study the conflicts of Kotikatu are approached
through the theoretical framework of interpersonal communication and gender
research. This framework offers us tools to describe and analyse the interaction
couples in Kotikatu engage in. The method to be used is qualitative content analysis.

It is applied to analyse the conflict scenes from twenty episodes of Kotikatu.

The analysis concentrates on three aspects of the communication between the
characters. First, it strives to describe the overall development of the conflict
situations in Kotikatu, and determine which conflict management strategies the
characters use to deal with these situations. The conflict management strategies will
show whether the characters have chosen a competitive or cooperative approach, or
whether they attempt to avoid the conflict altogether. Second, the analysis will
examine the patterns of control and dominance that are present in Kotikatu's conflict
scenes. Does one of the partners seek to dominate the situation? Are there recurring
communication patterns in arguments the couples have? Third, the behaviour of the
characters is examined from a gender perspective. We shall find out what kind of
images of male and female communication the conflict scenes of Kotikatu present to
us. The analysis will also examine how consistent these images are with the findings

of gender research about masculine and feminine communication cultures.

The rationale for analysing the communication of fictional television characters rises

from media reception research. Today, in the age of secondary orality (Ong 1982),



television, as well as other forms of electronic media, play a part in our conception of
selfhood and social reality. Silverstone (1991:151) suggests that television has a
capacity to profoundly influence the nature and quality of the life of its users. How
this influence occurs has been explained in several ways, two of which are models
theory and cultivation analysis. The models theory suggests that media offer us
symbolic models of social reality and these models tend to suggest certain kinds of
interpretations (Shore 1998:36). In the case of this study, every week nearly a million -
Finns receive models of behaviour in interpersonal conflicts from Kotikatu. These
fictional models offer us a suggestion about how Finnish men and women argue, and
these suggestions are the subject of this study. However, the models received from
television are always interpreted by individual viewers and then merged with other
cultural models they possess. The interpretations vary, some viewers may attach a
great deal of importance to the actions of the characters and therefore allow
influence; for example, their image of the behaviour of Finnish men may be affected.
Others may consider the series as only marginally important for the construction of

social reality.

According to cultivation analysis, as maintained by Gerbner & Gross (1976), the
content of television programmes influence our perception of reality. Television is
thought to constantly offer us images of mainstream culture, violence, and
conventional gender role behaviour. Viewers make use of the information gathered
from television particularly when experiencing situations that are similar to those
enacted by television characters, and when there are not many other relevant sources
of information available in their memory. This too may apply to conflicts in intimate
relationships; we are rarely able to follow closely the conflicts of other couples, with
the possible exception of our parents, but images of relationship conflicts are
frequently available to us on television. Cultivation analysis has also received a lot of
criticism (see Hirsch 1980). Nevertheless it does direct our attention to television
content: what kind of images and models of interaction does television cultivate in

us?

In order to describe the models of conflict behaviour on Kotikatu, this study uses
theories of interpersonal communication. These theories are not designed to analyse

and explain media content especially since they have been developed on the basis of



real-life behaviour. However, the viewers often relate to television characters as if
they were real; we suffer and rejoice with the familiar characters like they were real,
we even speculate about their motives and intentions. Especially with a television
programme of the social realistic genre, like Kotikatu, viewers analyse and judge the
characters as if they are "real life" individuals. Therefore, in order to understand the
models of behaviour the viewers receive and interpret, the characters and their
interaction need to be analysed like real people are analysed. Naturally, one must -
take into account also the way television and its practices as a medium limit and
shape the way people are portrayed. This will be dealt with in chapter five. In a way,
television is also an easy medium for studying complex human behaviour, like
conflict situations, for example, because it presents the situations in clear packages,
scenes, and simplifies communication. Unlike reality, in television drama the correct
interpretations are often suggested to the viewer, and the behaviour and thoughts of
the characters are easier to understand than when dealing with the disorder of real-

life interpersonal conflicts.

The intercultural aspect of this study lies in locating the elements of masculine and
feminine communication cultures that come to play when a Finnish television drama
depicts conflicts between couples. Wood (1997b, 1998) and Tannen (1986, 1993,
1994) have, among others, written about the significance of the differences that often
exist in the thinking and communication of men and women. It is naturally possible
that in Kotikatu few such aspects are found, and this would mean that other factors,
than gender, are portrayed as more relevant in these conflicts. This study appreciates
this ambiguity and definitional difficulty that the concepts masculine and feminine
represent (e.g. Spence & Buckner 1995. However, it is necessary to label gendered
communication cultures in some manner, and in the absence of better terms, this
study will use masculine and feminine to refer to communication that is often

considered to be typical for men or women.

The references used in this study are largely American and describe the feature of
Anglo-American mainstream culture. Surprisingly, many of the studies dealing with
gender (e.g. Cupach and Canary 1995) do not mention which co-cultures of the
United States are represented among the subjects. Often the reader is told only that

the subjects are university students from a certain American university. This leads



one to assume that the European American population is strongly represented since if
the majority of the subjects would have been African American or Hispanic, one
would expect this to be told. This being said, it would be surprising if the results
matched Finnish television drama perfectly, because the Finnish national culture,
within which gender identifications are largely defined, is different from the diversity
found in the United States. Applying Anglo-American speech communication
research outside the cultural context where it was conducted is generally problematic -
(Porhold, Sallinen & Isotalus 1997:440). On the other hand, it is possible that gender
preferential communication may include similar characteristics in most cultures of

the Western world.

In this study the term ‘intimate relationship’ refers to all couples who are
romantically involved regardless of their marital status or sexual preference; this
includes couples who are married, dating, engaged or living together. The term
‘romantic relationship’ is also used in the literature, but since this study is about
conflict situations, which, at leas in Kotikatu, are rarely very romantic, the term

intimate feels more appropriate and is therefore applied.



2 RELATIONAL COMMUNICATION

2.1 The Origins of Relational Communication

Gregory Bateson and his early followers, the Palo Alto Group, developed the theory
of relational communication in Palo Alto, California during the 1950s and 1960s.
The theory was originally designed to be used in psychiatric contexts. The ideas of -
this group are most clearly defined in the classic “Pragmatics of Human
Communication® (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967) which presents the system

principles of the theory of relational communication.

Relational communication places the relationship at the heart of interpersonal
communication: interpersonal communication functions to form and define
relationships, which in turn affect the nature of communication. This is why this
theory is well suited for analysing conflict in intimate relationships; the relationships
is what these conflicts are about, also in television drama. Thus, relationships cannot
be reduced to the personal characteristics of the partners involved, they are instead
created and transformed through interaction. For example, control, trust and intimacy
are seen as characteristics of the relationship rather than qualities of the individual.
An interpersonal relationship is viewed as being an ongoing psychological and
communicative process that is never entirely stable - it always includes an element of
change (Werner & Baxter 1994:324-325). This process takes place between people
who have their own views of the world and the relationship itself. Communication
functions to negotiate these differing ways of constructing the world into a shared
system of understanding. Differences between individuals do not disappear with this
shared understanding, instead, the partners begin to take account of the other
person’s view in their mental construction of the relationship. In daily conversations,
each partner tries to place themselves and their thinking within the context of the
relationship. (Duck & Pittman 1994.) By observing how we do this, relational

communication strives to understand the nature of human communication.

The Palo Alto group (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967) introduces five basic
axioms that describe the nature of interpersonal communication. In the following

these axioms are briefly presented and discussed.



2.2 Two Levels of Communication

The first axiom is well known: “one cannot not communicate*; all behaviour that is
perceived can be interpreted as communication by others, and consequently may also
be responded to (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967:48-49). This axiom is widely
cited in the communication literature and has also given rise to the debate about what
should be counted as communication (see Littlejohn 1996:279; Burgoon 1994). The -
claim that all behaviour is potential communication leads to the usage of the terms
communication and behaviour as virtually synonymous, (Burgoon 1994:230;
Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson 1967:22) which is the manner in which they are also

used in this study.

According to the second axiom every conversation carries two messages, a report
message and a command message. The report message conveys the literary content
of the communication while the command message makes a statement about the
relationship. This message indicates how the communicators in the context of a
certain relationship regard each other, themselves and their relationship. (Bateson
1951:179-181.) Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson (1967:51-54) call these two levels
of communication also by the names of content message and relationship message or
communication and metacommunication. The term metacommunication refers to the
relationship message being a communication about communication, it classifies the

content message, suggests how to interpret what is being said.

Burgoon and Hale (1984) have further studied metacommunication, for which they
utilise the term relational messages. By surveying interpersonal communication
literature they have found 12 dimensions along which relational communication may
occur. These dimensions are: dominance-submission, intimacy, affection-hostility,
intensity of involvement, inclusion-exclusion, trust, depth-superficiality, eniotional
arousal, composure, similarity, formality and task-social orientation. Later Burgoon
(1994) outlined four message clusters that combine the previous dimensions: (1)
messages of intimacy, (2) arousal and composure, (3) dominance, and (4) formality
and task versus social orientation. Among these four the messages of intimacy and

dominance are the most interesting for this study.



Based on the notion that relational messages are often communicated nonverbally
Burgoon and her colleagues (Burgoon, Buller, Hale & deTurk 1984) have studied
five nonverbal cues - eye contact, proximity, body lean, smiling and touch - in
connection to relational message dimensions. The study was conducted by letting
subjects observe 40 videotaped conversations in which male-female dyads expressed
various combinations of nonverbal cues. The results showed that close proximity
seemed to communicate greater degrees of (1) intimacy, attraction, trust, and caring; -
(2) greater immediacy and (3) greater dominance, persuasiveness and aggressiveness.
Frequent eye contact expressed the same messages as proximity, but proximity was
considered to be the cue carrying more weight. Forward body lean with the presence
of smiling and brief touching also signified greater intimacy and lesser distance,
while smiling and touch were understood to convey greater composure, nonarousal
and informality. High eye contact and close proximity expressed greater dominance
and control. The authors assess the results about touching as being the least reliable

in their study.

Proximity was found to be the one nonverbal cue that had the most influence on
relational interpretations. Nonverbal cues were found to be relatively additive in
meaning, e.g. frequent eye contact strengthens the impression of intimacy or
dominance that close proximity has created. Accordingly, a cue that is incongruent
with the previous one may modify the meaning of the behaviour. (Burgoon, Buller,
Hale & deTurk 1984:370-371.) This is why it is important to study nonverbal cues in
combinations (Burgoon & Dillman 1995:64). One may also notice that the same
nonverbal cue, e.g. close proximity or touch, may convey several different meanings.
Therefore, to ensure a "correct” interpretation, an interaction needs to be examined

within the context of verbal and other nonverbal cues that are being expressed.

Burgoon and Dillman (1995) have further studied the immediacy behaviours of
touch, proximity and eye contact. They conclude that touch and eye contact, as well
as nonnormative distance (exceptionally close or distant proximity) are often
interpreted as dominance signals. Touch, gaze and close proximity may also
communicate immediacy and receptivity. This calls attention to the fact that
dominance itself is multidimensional and varies, e.g. in its amount of politeness.

Dominance is not necessarily communicated aggressively or negatively, though this



may often be the case in conflicts. Burgoon (1994) defines nonverbal communication
as:

"those behaviors other than words themselves that form a socially shared
coding system; that is, they are . . . used with regularity among members of a
speech community, and have consensually recognizable interpretations”

(p.231).

Pfau (1990) has studied the way television, compared with radio, print, interpersonal
communication and public address communication, exercises influence on its
viewers. In his study college students were exposed to short persuasive messages
presented via one of these communication channels. In the results, television, unlike
radio or print, was found to place a greater emphasis on relational messages as
opposed to content messages. In this aspect television was found to resemble
interpersonal communication; it accents nonverbal communication and is able to
depict facial expressions from a very close distance. This speaks for the vtility in
applying interpersonal communication theories for the analysis of television content,

even though the context in Pfau's study is different from the context of this study.

2.3 Patterns of Communication

The third axiom of Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson (1967:54-59) deals with
punctuation of interaction. This refers to the way people organise the exchange of
messages into meaningful patterns. That is, what they perceive to form a sequence of
interaction. The basic idea behind this axiom is that to the communicators
interpersonal communication is not an uninterrupted flow of interaction.
Interpersonal communication, like written language, is arranged into sequences, but,

unlike written language, the sequences are defined subjectively.

The communicators may have a different understanding about where an interactional
sequence of events ends and another begins. This is argued to be connected to the
development of conflicts in romantic relationships. For example, a couple may have
a relationship problem to which the husband contributes with passive withdrawal and
the wife with nagging criticism. When the partners explain their frustrations, the
husband states that his withdrawal is a response to his wife's nagging. She, on the

other hand, feels that her criticism is provoked by her husband's passivity. This is a



Analogic signs, on the other hand, are more intrinsically related to what they express;
e.g. an angry tone of voice is directly related to the feeling it communicates. There
exist different intensities of analogic signs, they do not have the either-or nature
typical of digital communication. Analogic communication is predominantly used to
define the relationship between the people interacting and this is mostiy done
through nonverbal communication. Thus analogic signs often function as a means for
metacommunication, while the content message is usually delivered by digital -
communication. (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967:64-65.) Nevertheless, Wilmot
(1980:62) has pointed out that not all digital communication is necessarily linguistic,
and verbal and nonverbal cues both have elements of digital and analogic

communication.

While both digital and analogic communication are constantly in use, it has been
suggested that individuals have difficulties in translating information from one code
to another. Watzlawick Beavin & Jackson (1967:66-67, 101) state that this is one
reason why it is often difficult for us to talk about relationships. When information
about relationships is often delivered nonverbally/analogically, verbal/digital
language can seem inadequate for metacommunication. Here it may be useful to pay
attention to the inconsistencies that exist in the way Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson
use the concept of metacommunication in connection to analogic and digital
communication (see Wilmot 1980). Metacommunication is sometimes referred to as
the nonverbal classification of the content message (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson
1967:64). On other occasions, metacommunication also refers to explicit discussions
about the relationship (Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967:53). Consequently
sometimes just analogic and sometimes both analogic and digital communication is
said to be used to metacommunicate; these concepts are somewhat blurred in the
original theory of relational communication. Wilmot (1980) points out:

"In a communicative transaction, the participants process the entire package of
cues and metacommunicative elements can arise from verbal or nonverbal
cues...it is time to abandon the digital/analogic dichotomy and examine all
types of metacommunication regardless of their channel of transmission.”

(p.62.)

This study supports Wilmot's view, and uses the concept in a broader sense, covering
all communication about a relationship whether analogic or digital, verbal or
nonverbal. Therefore, according to this study, when a message about the relationship

is conveyed, metacommunication has taken place.
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2.5 Power and Dominance in Communication

Finally, the fifth axiom of the Palo Alto group deals with the exchange of messages
in interpersonal interaction. The axiom states that this exchange can be based on
either similarity or difference in communication. In the first case the partners tend to
respond similarly to one another; they mirror each other’s behaviour. When this
occurs, the relationship is said to be symmetrical. In the second case, behaviour of -
the communicators differ from each other; a partner’s response complements the
behaviour of the other. This kind of relationship is said to be complementary.
(Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson 1967:68.) For example, if both partners are trying to
assert power, the relationship is symmetrical, on the other hand, if the other one is

domineering and the other one submissive, the relationship is complementary.

Millar and Rogers (1988, 1976) have further studied control in relationships based
on symmetrical and complementary interaction. They utilise a relational control
coding system to classify verbal statements into three categories acoording to how
each statement tries to define the relationship between the communicators. These
control manoeuvres locate power in the relationship. If speakers make statements
that assert definitions of the relationship, the statements are said to be one-up
movements( * ). If they accept the other person’s definition, or request that the other
takes control, the statements are said to be one-down movements( + ). Finally, if the
speakers give no relational definition, they are said to make a one-across statements

(=) . Millar & Rogers 1988:83.)

These control manoeuvres become meaningful when they are studied as patterns of
messages and responses. The communicators negotiate the meaning of
communication in interaction (Stamp, Vangelisti & Knapp 1994:197); it is the way
the partners respond to each other that creates control in their relationship. Each
response comments on the previous statement, and this defines the relationship at
that moment. If one partner sends a one-up message and the other responds with a
one-down message, the exchange of messages is complementary and the first speaker
is characterised to be dominant. If a one-up message is answered with another one-up
statement, the exchange of messages is complementary and both of the

communicators are characterised as domineering, but not dominant; they are both
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trying to assert control without the other speaker granting it to them. (Millar &
Rogers 1988:89.) Thus, "domineeringness" is characteristic of an idividual's
communication, while dominance is an outcome of the communication process
between two people (Courtright, Miller & Rogers-Millar 1979:167.) The situation
where both parties act in a domineering fashion is called competitive symmetry as
opposed to submissive symmetry, when both partners are sending one-down
messages. Neutralised symmetry takes place when both speakers use one-across -

messages. (Millar & Rogers 1976:97.)

If the statements made by the speakers are different, but not opposite (e.g. one-
down/one across), their relationship is in a transitional state. There are four different
combinations of control messages that can form transitional interaction. Control
patterns in a relationship can be characterised along two continua. First, the rigid-
flexible continuum describes how often the dominant position changes from one
partner to another. For example, if the wife dominates almost all situations, the
relationship is rigid. If dominance varies from situation to another, the relationship is
flexible. The stable-unstable continuum describes the predictability of these control
manoeuvres. If the same pattern of control repeats itself over time the control is said
to be stable. To the contrary, if it is impossible to predict control patterns in a
relationship, control is said to be unstable. (Millar & Rogers 1976:91-92.) For
example, a relationship may be simultaneously flexible and stable if the wife is

usually dominant in family matters and the husband in financial matters.

Bateson  (1958) defines the situation of schismogenesis as “a process of
differentiation in the norms of individual behaviour resulting from cumulative
interaction between individuals“ (p.175). A schismogenesis develops from a
repeated pattern of either complementary or symmetrical interaction. The behaviour
of one partner either triggers an increasingly symmetrical or complementary
behaviour from the other and vice versa. This creates a continuing spiral of
interaction that is often difficult to stop. (Bateson 1958:175-177; Watzlawick, Beavin
& Jackson 1967:67-68.) Tannen (1986:62) suggests that gender differences in
conversational styles may cause a schismogenesis in romantic relationships which

may in turn lead to a spiral of unnecessary conflicts.
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The Palo Alto group also recognises the possibility of a situation where a person lets
or forces the other, for example, to be in charge (Waztlawick, Beavin & Jackson
1967:69). For example, a wife can let her husband to think and act like he is the one
controlling their relationship without this necessarily being the case; or “force* him
to act like he holds the power, in order to save face. However, these kinds of
considerations are excluded from the theory of the Palo Alto group. Relational
communication concentrates mainly, and deliberately, on observable behaviour -
without placing much interest in why people act in a certain way. Thus, considering
this study, this theory does not reveal anything about the motives and emotions
behind the actions and utterances of partners. This failure to deal with the perspective
of the communicator is considered to be one of the main weaknesses of relational
communication theory (Littlejohn 1996:279). However, this is not problematic for
the conducting of the current study since the only possible perspective of the
behaviour of a television character is, obviously, that of an outside observer. Thus,
this "absent" feature of relational communication theory makes it even more suitable

to this study.

The theory of relational communication offers several ideas that may be of use in
describing the conflict behaviour of Kotikatu's characters. The concept of
metacommunication directs attention to what kind of relational messages the partners
convey with their utterances; what takes place on a metacommunicative level during
the conflicts. The power relations between the characters may be approached through
relational control. The one-up, one-down or one-across manoeuvres adopted by the
partners reveal whether they are behaving dominantly or domineeringly. Also the
process of schismogenesis is interesting - do the couples in Kotikatu engage in this

kind of spiral of interaction? Is the schismogenesis complimentary or symmetrical?
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3 CONFLICT AND POWER IN INTIMATE RELATIONSHIPS
3.1 Defining Interpersonal Conflict and Power

In order to analyse interpersonal conflict it is first necessary to define it. In the
following chapter the definitions of conflict and power will be examined. Since the
conflicting needs for involvement and independence are continuously present in
everyday life we engage in conflict management situations all the time without
necessarily giving it much thought. Hocker and Wilmot (1991) define interpersonal
conflict as

“an expressed struggle between at least two interdependent parties who
perceive incompatible goals, scarce resources, and interference from the other
party in achieving their goals. " (p.12.)

According to this definition, an interpersonal conflict must be expressed in order to
exist. That is, hard feelings held against another do not create a conflict before they

are communicated and also recognised by the other.

In order for a conflict to take place both parties must also acknowledge their
interdependence; if one is not dependent on the other in any way, they do not engage
in a conflict. In order to successfully manage conflicts, the parties have to agree
about their level] of interdependence, which in intimate relationships is often, though
not always, perceived to be relatively high. The negotiation over the degree of
interdependence is present in most conflicts; the parties have to determine how much
they let the other person influence their choices. People who define themselves as
highly interdependent also have to define who they are as a unit; what kind of
conflict management do they engage in. (Hocker & Wilmot 1991:15-16.) In
conclusion: “relationship and interdependence issues precede other issues in a

conflict (Hocker & Wilmot 1991:17).

Conflict situations also imply that the parties see their goals as incompatible. This
can happen in two ways: the partners may want the same thing, e.g. to read the
newspaper’s TV-section first, or their goals can be different, e.g. they wish to eat at
different restaurants. The couple also has to perceive the resources available as being
scarce, e.g. there is only one newspaper available, or they can only go to one

restaurant at the time. However, a situation of incompatible goals and scarce

14



resources becomes a conflictual only after the parties experience interference from
one another in achieving their goals. (Hocker & Wilmot 1991:17-21.) When the
partners realise that the other person might stop them from achieving their goals, a

conflict is ready to break out.

An interpersonal conflict results from the parties' perception of the above mentioned
factors. This does not mean that goals necessarily are incompatible or resources
scarce. Nor does it guarantee that the perceived goals or resources are what the
conflict really is about. (Hocker & Wilmot 1991:18-19). Though undoubtedly
sometimes people do know exactly what they are in conflict about and why the
situation has emerged, they probably just as often do not know exactly what they are
arguing about, especially in close intimate relationships that are by nature,

multileveled and complex.

Also, the idea of scarce resources can be problematic. Often conflicts in intimate
relationships have to do with, for example, attention, affection and support
(Cahn:1995:384); or self-esteem and power (Hocker & Wilmot 1991:19). Excluding
the concept of power, which will be considered later, one can argue that perceiving
these kind of resources to be as scarce can easily become a self-fulfilling fallacy.
There is no reason why, for example, the high self-esteem of one partner should
lower the self-esteem of the other. The idea of scarce resources, which is not only
popular in communication science, leads to distributive conflict management tactics,

and often limits creative thinking in managing conflict situations.

An element of power is present at all times in interpersonal relationships. In
conflictual situations the use of power may surface and become more overt than it is
during the calmer periods of a relationship. Power is an important element to
conflicts in intimate relationships, where we often hope to affect our partner’s
behaviour, but, as mentioned before, the notion of conflict should not be simplified

to include only a struggle for power.
Power as a concept has given rise to a wide number of different definitions. The

basic idea of power as an ability to influence other people’s behaviour (Burgoon, &

Dillman 1995:65) is present in most definitions and is easy to accept. Berger
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(1994:453) has identified two positions shared by many definitions of social power.
First is the ability of powerful people to change the behaviour and feelings of others.
According to the second position, the powerful person’s ability to exercise power
over the target of power is related to the target’s ability to resist influence or affect

the outcomes of the person in power.

The latter position approaches a relational view of power, “power in interpersonal
relations is a property of the social relationship rather than a quality of the
individual outside of the relationship* (Hocker & Wilmot 1994:79). According to
this definition also accepted in this study, power is produced through social
interaction and, like conflict, power relations need to be perceived in order to exist.
Furthermore, power relationships require cooperation; “It is virtually impossible,
philosophically, empirically and existentially, to control anybody unless they let us*
(Millar & Rogers, 1988:95). Although there are contexts where power is structured
in a certain way, for example, an employer-employee relationship, this does not
automatically create a power relationship. If an employee does not care about the
power resources that an employer possesses in relation to him or her, the employer
has no power over the employee's behaviour. Therefore, power needs to be
acknowledged. Emerson (1962, in Berger 1994) defines power as dependence “The
power of A over B is equal to, and based upon, the dependence of B upon A* (p.425).
This dependence is created by B pursuing goals that A can either help B to attain or
prevent B from reaching. This is definitely one way people may hold power over

others.

Power and social relationships can also been explained in terms of the costs and
benefits they bring to people. This is the central idea behind social exchange theories.
They state that in interpersonal relationships individuals evaluate the outcomes of the
relationship and compare these to their internal standards, as well as to the costs and
benefits of a possible alternative relationship, or the alternative of being alone. For
example, this may be offered as an explanation for people staying in unhappy
marriages: the alternatives are estimated to be even worse than the unsatisfying
relationship. When a person receives a lot of benefits from a relationship, the
outcomes of that relationship are evaluated as being more positive than other

alternative scenarios. This way the individual becomes more and more dependent on
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the relationship. At the same time this person's power in the relationship reduces.
Consequently, the partner that has the least to gain from the relationship is less
dependent on the other, and, thus, the more powerful one. This is consistent with the
idea that in romantic relationships the least interested party holds more power,
because being person who is less dependent means having the other at their mercy.

(Berger 1994:459.)

This view of power, as suggested by the social exchange theories, is tempting due to
its clarity and explanatory force. It is easy to agree with the idea that people often
stay in unsatisfying relationships due to the lack of better alternatives. However, one
must be sceptical about the idea that people are rational beings who calmly pursue
certain goals, or calculate costs and benefits in their social relationships. Human
relationships are rarely that simple. Intimate relationships are often based on feelings,
and feelings are not based on rational calculations. Even when people do estimate
costs and benefits, this is a subjective evaluation that may even lead some to stay in
destructive relationships that, to any observer, are clearly worse than the alternatives.
Social exchange theories are also a good example of a problem that is present in
many communication theories: unintentional ethnocentricity. Similar to the
principles of classical liberalism, social exchange theories assume individualism and
rationalism to be universal human characteristics when in fact, proof exists to the
contrary. For example, in many parts of the world people may stay in unsatisfying
relationships because the good of the community is regarded as more important than
their individual happiness. This reduces the explanatory power of social exchange
theories. Both Fitch (1994) and Lannamann (1994) have discussed this and other

ideological assumptions inherent in interpersonal communication theory.

Interpersonal power relations are rarely totally asymmetrical. Normally both
interactants are able to influence each other; influence is mutual. This is especially
true in intimate relationships where partners are supposed to be, more or less, equal.
The negotiation of power relations is an ongoing and often subtle process that is

always present in interactions and may surface in conflict situations.

Tannen (1993:166-167) has examined the relationship between power and solidarity.

These concepts are in paradoxical relation to each other since each one entails the
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involvement of the other. A show of power inevitably entails solidarity since it
involves the parties in relation to one another bringing them closer than two people
that have no relation. As well, every show of solidarity has a power element attached
to it since the suggestion of similarity and closeness also implies lack of
independence and freedom. Accordingly, one may suggest that arguments and
power struggles can bring a couple closer, especially when the conflict is settled.
Often people argue with their partner in a way they do not argue with anyone else,
and this is one thing that makes the relationship unique and special. Even if there is a
fierce and ongoing argument between partners, the fact that they are willing to use so
much time and energy into arguing with each other implies closeness of the
relationship. Sometimes conflict behaviour can be the only channel of
communication still open for a couple and the choice to use that channel, instead of

withdrawing from the relationship, shows involvement. (Tannen 1993:166-167.)

In this study the term dominance or relational control is used more often than power.
According to Burgoon and Dillman (1995:65) dominance is one means of expressing
power. Power does not need to be manifested as dominance, but dominant people
always seem to possess power as well. Dominance is defined in terms of responses.
In connection to relational communication, a dominant person evokes deferent or

compliant responses from other people.

3.2 Attributions Theory of Conflict

The way we behave in conflict situations is connected to what we perceive to be the
source of the conflict - where we place the blame. This chapter will discuss a theory

developed on the basis of this idea.

3.2.1 Conflict Management Strategies

Sillars & al. (1980a;1980b; 1986'; Sillars, Parry, Coletti & Rogers 1982) have

classified the ways people manage conflicts into three categories. These conflict

' Sillars, A.L. 1986. Manual for coding interpersonal conflict (unpublished manuscript).
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management strategies or tactics include (1) an attempt to avoid or ignore conflict,
avoidance; (2) an attempt to win the conflict, competitive or distributive behaviour;
and (3) an attempt to achieve mutually favourable outcomes from the conflict,
cooperative or integrative conflict management tactics. These conflict management
tactics are designed to apply to a variety of interpersonal contexts and have been
successfully used in research concerning marital communication (Sillars, Pike, Tricia
& Redmond 1983; Fitzpatrick, Falls & Vance 1980) and an individual's sex as a
variable in conflict situations (Conrad 1991). There are also other ways of
categorising people’s responses to interpersonal conflicts (see Wood 1998:243-245),
but as the interest of this study lies in the overall development of conflict situations,
the above mentioned strategies were chosen. The term conflict management is
chosen for this study instead of conflict resolution. Conflict resolution refers to an
aspiration to bring the conflict to an end, while conflict management consists of all
the means people use to deal with conflicts, including avoidance and other tactics

that do not necessarily seek to resolve the situation (Cahn 1995:392).

Avoidance strategies minimise explicit discussion about conflicts. Statements that
deny the presence of a conflict or change the topic of conversation are part of
avoidance behaviour. The only way a person using avoidance strategies is willing to
communicate about the conflict is indirectly or ambiguously. Semantic focus, i.e. a
focus on the words expressed more than on the conflict issues communicated, is also
an avoidance strategy for managing conflicts. Distributive tactics, on the other hand,
involve verbally competitive or individualistic behaviours: negative messages like
insults, personal criticism, overt demonstrations of hostility and sarcasm. They may
also include compliance gaining. Integrative strategies promote collaboration by
open and positive communication that seeks to end the conflict in a way that satisfies
both parties. This includes statements that directly discuss the conflict. (Canary &
Spitzberg 1990:143; Sillars & al. 1982:82-83; Sillars 1980b:218.)

Sillars & al. (1982:84) state that the three categories of conflict management
strategies reflect two dimensions of communication that are present in any conflict
situation. First, the directness or disclosiveness of communication. Distributive and
integrative strategies are both seen as relatively direct and disclosive communication,

while avoidance strategies are not. The second dimension describes the
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competitiveness of communication. On this dimension the differences between
distributive and integrative tactics becomes clear. Competitive and non-competitive

forms of avoidance are not recognised as separate categories.

3.2.2 Attributions in Conflicts

The theoretical approach to interpersonal conflict developed by Sillars stems fom
attributions theory, which states that interactants understand social phenomena by
inferring the causes of events. These inferences about causes of behaviour are called
attributions, and in interpersonal conflicts, they play a significant role in determining
the direction and outcome of a conflict. There are three ways in which attributions
affect communicative decisions in conflicts. First, individuals choose conflict
management strategies based on attributions about what and who is responsible for
the conflict. Second, perceptual biases in the attribution process discourage the use of
cooperative strategies of conflict management. Biased perceptions about other
people’s behaviour lead people to use competitive strategies. Salience and actor-
observer bias are two perceptual biases frequently at work in conflicts. Salience
refers to active, intense and negative stimuli being used more in making social
inferences than passive or neutral stimuli. (Canary & Spitzberg 1990:140.) In a study
about the conversations of married couples Sillars, Pike, Jones and Murphy (1984)
found that in relatively satisfied relationships negative affect and distributive conflict
tactics were positively related to understanding one’s spouse. Sillars & al. (1984:343)
argue that negative conflict behaviours are more salient and more easily recognised
by a spouse than positive or neutral conflict tactics, which are more ambiguous and
subtle, and therefore less used in making attributions. However, Canary and

Spitzberg (1990) did not find support for this result.

The other common perceptional bias, actor-observer bias, refers to the general
tendency of individuals to use more contextual information in explaining their own
behaviour than in explaining the behaviour of others. People tend to see themselves
as responding to circumstances while attributing a partner’s behaviour to their
internal states or traits. This causes us to overestimate the extent to which the

behaviour of others is a reflection of their personality. (Canary & Spitzberg
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1990:141.) Thus, other people are often seen as personally responsible for negative
situations. In such a case, when more responsibility for a conflict is attributed to one
party, the other is more likely to respond to distributive statements with distributive
tactics and further escalate the conflict (Sillars 1980b:233). The actor-observer bias
is partly due to the different information that is available to actors or observers.
Sillars (1980b:218) points out the term’s close relation to the already mentioned
problem of punctuation that may result in each party attributing the responsibility for -
initiating a conflict sequence to the other. Research does indicate that the blame for
conflict is placed more upon the partner than the self (e.g. Sillars 1980a; Canary &
Spitzberg 1990).

The third implication of attribution processes to conflict behavior is that the chosen
conflict management strategy affects the outcome of the conflict; cooperative
strategies encourage information exchange while competitive strategies easily
escalate the conflict. Attributions affect interpersonal strategies because they
influence emotions and evaluations about individuals, which in turn create

expectations for future events. (Sillars 1980b.)

The conflict management strategies that a person uses may change from one conflict
to another because of, among other things, different attributions. Strategy may also
vary during the same conflict situation as a response to a partner’s communication.
For example, Sillars (1980b) studied videotapes of college roommates discussing
conflict issues and found that subjects often reciprocated their partner’s previous act
and strategy. Most interesting was the tendency to reciprocate avoidance strategies
that was particularly strong. This varying nature of conflict management strategies
separates them from conflict styles, which refer to a relatively stable manner of
handling conflicts that is typical for a certain individual or group (Burgoon,
Hunsaker & Dawson 1994:324). According to this idea conflict style should predict
the tactics that a person uses in managing conflicts. However, there is little evidence
to support this claim (e.g. Conrad 1991). This study uses the concept of conflict
strategies as the varying ways people choose to act in conflict situations. We do not
necessarily manage conflicts in the same style in, for example, work-, and intimate
contexts. Instead, in intimate relationships, with a certain person and in a certain

context, we may develop a recurrent way of behaving in conflict situations.
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Conrad (1991) suggests that conflict management strategies should not be studied
only as patterns of messages and responses but also on a broader scale as choices
being made during a number of interactions, while the conflict situation develops.
Who makes what general strategy shifts at which point of the conflict is an
interesting question which shall be addressed in this study's analysis of conflict
behaviour in Kotikatu. Also Burgoon (1994), as well as Werner and Baxter (1994)
call for research that acknowledges the evolving nature of interpersonal
communication and include the study of longitudinal change in interaction and

relationships.

The attributions theory of conflict offers several tools for the analysis of conflict in
the intimate relationships of Kotikatu. The conflict management strategies help us
identify and name the different ways the characters cooperate, compete or avoid
conflict situations. This theory also directs our attention to the causes of conflicts;
who do the characters blame for initiating the conflict and how are these attributions
reflected in the behaviour of the characters? This study will also find out whether the

characters exhibit perceptual biases in their communication.
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4 GENDER AND COUPLE TYPE IN COMMUNICATION

4.1 Gender as a Cultural Factor

There exists a close relationship between communication and culture. Culture
manifests itself in communication and communication, on the other hand, creates,
sustains and reproduces culture. Our patterns of communication reflect our cultural
values and beliefs. (Wood 1997a:248.) When we study intercultural communication
within an interpersonal context our interest lies in the “investigation of those
elements of culture that most influence interaction when members of two different
cultures come together in an interpersonal setting* (Porter & Samovar 1997:8).
This study hopes to determine whether there are elements of gendered
communication cultures that are significant in describing the conflict interaction of

couples in a Finnish television drama serial.

First, we need to look into the concepts of culture and gender. Culture has been
defined in a vast number of ways. One of the best known definitions is Hofstede’s
(1991:5) “collective programming of the mind...“ The approach of this study is
closer to Geertz’s (1973) webs of shared meanings people attach to the actions of
their daily lives, i.e. socially established structures of meaning. It is the opinion of
this research that trying to find an exhaustive definition for a concept like culture is a
futile exercise, because we are dealing with a highly abstract and ambiguous concept
that is impossible to grasp in its totality. Also, the terms itself is a part of culture, so
different groups attach different meanings to it. Scollon (1997) has problematicised
the idea of culture as an unified object and argues for using the term as “a parterned
storehouse of communicative tools“(p.8) These tools rise from the symbols and
meanings that are made in the historical and cultural conditions of the people who
have used them and are using them now. Each cultural group has developed its own

social practises through which tools for communication are created.

When culture is approached from a gender perspective, as is the case in this study,
speech community theory and Gudykunst’s and Lim’s (1986) concept of intergroup
communication are also worth considering. Speech community theory was developed

during the seventies by scholars like Suzanne Langer and William Labov. This
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theory is interested in discovering the way social groups implant styles of
communicating and interpreting communication into their members. These styles
develop into distinct communication rules that guide the communication of a speech
community. This way the culture of the speech community forms the context that
shapes the way its members interact. Misunderstandings that repeatedly surface in
communication are explained by differences in these rules that define, for example,
the way we use talk. (Wood 1997a:260-263.) Also intergroup communication takes
place in situations where the membership of a social group influences the way we
behave. Social groups are formed through similar social identifications that, in turn,
are part of one’s self-concept. Gender is one possible source of these identifications;

e.g. ethnic background and social class are others. (Gudykunst and Lim 1986:3-4.)

It is essential to note that we do not share one culture, but many simultaneously.
While people identify themselves as either female or male, they are also
representatives of their generation, social class, nationality, the community in which
they work or study, and many other aspects. In different contexts the membership of
different groups becomes significant; individuals may use communicative tools from
different storehouses of culture. One of the assumptions considered in this study is
that in the intimate relationships of television drama, gender discourse is at least one
aspect that is deemed to be significant. This assumption is based mostly on American
literature on real-life relationships and television content and this study will uncover

whether it holds true in the case of Kotikaru.

Furthermore, even within one cultural group there exists heterogeneity. Cultural
generalisations about a group only suggest that a large portion of its members are
believed to have a tendency to resort to similar behaviour in certain situations. It does
not suggest that all representatives of a given cultural group will act the same. Also,
as Scollon (1997) points out, “any intercultural exchange by virtue of taking place
already alters the cultural identities of the participants* (p.6). The fact that men and
women, like different nationalities and generations, do communicate with each other
all the time makes communication cultures mix and enables the borrowing of
communicative tools from one another. However, this does not abolish different
cultural groups, we may still identify with, and know the practices of, some groups

more than others.
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Gender has been mentioned as one of the factors forming sociolinguistic cultural
groups or speech communities that this study is interested in examining. In order to
understand the concept of gender it needs to be defined in relation to sex. This study
uses the definitions put forth by Canary and Emmers-Sommer (1997:5-7), as well as
Canary and Dindia (1998:4), where sex is understood to be the biological distinction
between male and female, while gender refers to social, psychological and cultural
differentiation; manifestations of what people believe to be male or female thinking
and behaviour. These manifestations can reflect one’s own biological sex, but this is
not necessarily the case. Accordingly, when differences or similarities in behaviour
are attributed to biology the research is said to be about sex differences. On the other
hand, when differences or similarities are thought to derive from socially constructed
identities, research is said to be about gender. Gender is not as easily defined as sex;
it is constructed through every-day social interaction and a person’s gender identity
may vary through time, as can the people of the same sex differ largely in their
gender identifications. There exists an ongoing debate about how much genetic
makeup, on one hand, and socialisation, on the other, affect our behaviour. Lately
also the importance of biology has gained support as can be observed in the usage of

the word sex in the titles of some recent books and articles.

According to Canary and Emmers-Sommer (1997:148-149) sex implicitly influences
gender roles; social and physical developments are intertwined. For example,
puberty, pregnancy and motherhood influence a woman's understand of her identity
in a way that is clearly different from the experiences of men. Genes have something
to do with gender identifications, but according to the view adopted in this study,
while genes determine sex, gender is culturally determined. Rakow (1986) has
defined gender in much the same way culture was considered above:

"Gender is both something we do and something we think with, both a set of
social practices and a system of cutural meanings.” (p.21)

Beginning with the idea that gender divides people in terms of social practices and
cultural meanings, one should not go on arguing that this division makes it
impossible for men and women to understand each other. People continuously
interact with others that have different group identifications without much difficulty.
Naturally, as surely as gender differences exist, there also exist gender similarities

(e.g. Canary & Dindia 1998:2-3); there are many cultural symbols and meanings that
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are shared by masculine and feminine communication cultures. This, however, does
not make the situations when we do see things differently less significant. One may
expect to find these cases specially in "real life", as well as depicted, intimate
relationships where the partners are supposed to understand each other more deeply

than in many of their other daily encounters.

4.2 Gender Differences in Communication

This chapter shall examine the theory about gender differences in communication.
First some possible reasons for the development of feminine and masculine
communication cultures shall be considered. Then we shall examine the way gender
identifications are manifested in the way people talk. Finally, some findings about

gender and nonverbal communication shall be highlighted.

4.2.1 Explaining Gender Differences

Whether gender differences in interpersonal communication exist is a controversial
question (Wood & Dindia 1998; Canary & Emmers-Sommer 1997:7-11) The
researchers who maintain that such differences are real see them as stemming from
the cultural constructs of gender communicated to us from birth onwards by the
surrounding society. With time and through socialisation we come to accept these
constructs and adopt the gender identity that is prevalent in the society. Proof of such
gender socialisation at a very early age has been found in children's games. In their
classic study Malz and Borker (1982) found girls and boys to normally play in same
sex groups engaging in different games. This was taken to show how, even at an
early age, children adopt different gender identities. The games girls engaged in were
played in small groups and did not have preset rules or objectives. The girls usually
negotiated and made decisions together to determine how the play was going to
proceed. In order to decide how the play is to proceed girls usually negotiate and
make decisions together. Girls’ games took place within a cooperative, sensitive and

inclusive orientation, where relationships were emphasised.
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Boys, on the other hand, tended to play in large groups and progress by preset rules
and objectives. The games boys engaged in tended to emphasise achievement and
competition. Boys also liked to play rough games, where talk was used to establish
one’s status and to achieve outcomes. In same-sex arguments the girls’ style was
characterised as persuasive, while boys were more confrontational. These differing
characteristics of children’s play may carry over into adulthood and result in
differing conceptions about talk, what it does, how it is to be used, and how »
communication is punctuated. This view has, however, also received criticism (see

Wood & Dindia 1998:31-32).

Another explanation given for gendered behaviour is that feminine and masculine
identities start to develop in the early years of childhood due to the mother-child
relationship. Since in most cases the primary caretaker of a child is female, often the
mother, a female child is able to identify with her caretaker and develop her identity
within this primary relationship much longer than a male child. In order for a boy to
develop his identity, he must realise he is different from his mother, and withdraw
from this primary relationship. This leads to two different ways of defining oneself:
boys independently of others and girls in relation to others, thus resulting in different

ways of communicating. (Wood 1997b:167.)

Wood and Dindia (1998:21-22) put forth the idea previously promoted by e.g.
Henley (1975) that power differences between women and men are a reason for
gender differences. It is because of unequal social power that women, as well as
other minorities, have had to learn ‘coping skill’, ways of keeping out of trouble with
the more powerful group. Hence,

“those who hold subordinate social roles learn to interpret subtle nonverbal
behaviors; defer, please, notice, and attend to others’ needs; speak tentatively
and indirectly; be nonthreatening,; and make others comfortable.* (p.21)

According to this view, feminine communication culture is a result of the subordinate
position of women in society. Thus, if one day women and men were treated
completely equally, these differences would disappear. For example, if women were
not expected to be more nurturing than men, in time, they would cease to be so. On
the other hand, Mulac and Bradac (1995:101), who have studied different styles in
problem solving interaction, oppose the juxtaposing of the terms feminine and

powerless. They argue that men and women use different linguistic styles, but the
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feminine communication style may be just as effective in influencing others as its
masculine counterpart. The division of social power does not sufficiently explain the
differences in the communication of women and men; the phenomenon is too

complex to be covered solely in terms of power.

It is wise to remember that when gender is referred to as being more socially than
biologically constructed one must be willing to accept that gender roles do not reveal -
anything inherent about men or women. They may shift radically in time and from
one larger culture to another. For example, assuming that Kotikatu reflects Finnish
reality, it can be expected to include less gender stereotypes than its American

counterparts, because the Finnish society can be considered as more "equal".

Also, as social constructs, gender identifications are not the same for all women or
men. This study supports the view that both men and women posses both masculine
and feminine characteristics; masculinity and femininity are not the opposite ends of
a single continuum (see Spence & Buckner 1995:135; Pearson & Cooks 1995:333).
Often, however, women adopt more of the characteristics of the feminine, and men
the characteristics of the masculine communication culture. Exceptional gender
identities come about when a person grows up in an exceptional environment, or for
some other reason rejects the gender identification prevalent in the surrounding

society.

4.2.2 Gender Preferential Uses of Talk

What, then, are the actual differences in the behaviour of women and men? How do
feminine and masculine communication cultures manifest themselves in
communication? Due to the situational nature of all communication, general
differences, which would hold in different situational contexts, are difficult to
determine; the reported differences are often inconsistent from one study to another
(see Aries 1998:69). However, the recurrent appearance of some characteristics of
feminine and masculine communication provides evidence for their existence in
more than one context. Several studies suggest that women place more emphasis on

relationship or connection than on independence and this shows in the ways they
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communicate (Tannen 1993:302, Wood 1998:269). The feminine prioritisation of
relationships leads to placing emphasis on metacommunication, as well as perceiving
talk as a way to connect with others and, especially in intimate relationships,
establish closeness in dialogue (Tannen 1986:135). To achieve this, women, for
example, frequently use response cues to show their involvement in the conversation
(Wood 1997b:170), self-disclose more (Pearson, West & Turner 1995:175; Reis
1998:213), and talk about personal feelings and the relationship to a greater degree
than most men. Women may also use talk to keep an interaction flowing smoothly
and to make others feel included. (Tannen 1993:302.) Wood (1997b) has listed the
ways feminine communication culture advises people to use talk:

1. Use talk to build and sustain rapport with others.

2. Share yourself and learn about others through disclosing.

3. Use talk to create symmetry or equality between people.

4. Matching experiences with others shows understanding and empathy

(“I know how you feel.)

5. To support others, express understanding of their feelings.

6. Include others in conversation by asking their opinions and encouraging

them to elaborate. Wait your turn to speak so others can participate.

7. Keep the conversation going by asking questions and showing interest

in others’ ideas.

8. Be responsive. Let others know you hear and care about what they say.

9. Be tentative so that others feel free to add their ideas.

10. Talking is a human relationship in which details and interesting

side comments enhance depth and connection. (p. 169)

What, then, are the characteristics that American researchers find associated
with masculine communication culture? Generally, men are found to
emphasise independence, power and attention to outcomes. Successful men
compete and win in different arenas and this promotes assertiveness,
sometimes even aggression, in their communication. (Wood 1997b:168.) Men
seem to disclose less than most women; one possible explanation for this is that
in the masculine communication culture self-disclosure is perceived as being
dangerous since it makes a person vulnerable (Pearson, West & Turner
1995:164-165, 175). Cline and Musolf (1985:52-53) found that men disclosed

less when expecting their relationship with a female to continue for a long time
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than when the relationship was perceived to be short-term. Females, on the
other hand, disclosed substantially more in a long-term relationship. This
difference in the amount of self-disclosure has been suggested to cause
problems in intimate relationships. (Cline & Musolf 1985:52-53.) Masculine
communication culture perceives talk as mainly instrumental; talk is used to
achieve goals or solve problems, and closeness is created through shared
activities instead of talk. The masculine emphasis on maintaining independence
and autonomy also makes talk about relationships less desirable than in the
feminine communication culture. (Wood 1997b:170-171.) Wood (1997b) has
listed the following suggestions as typical to masculine communication culture:
1. Use talk to assert yourself and your ideas.
2. Personal disclosure can make you vulnerable.
3. Use talk to establish your status and power.
4. Matching experiences is a competitive strategy to command
attention. (“I can top that.“)
5. To support others, do something helpful - give advice or solve
a problem for them.
6. Don’t share the talk stage with others; wrest it from them
with communication. Interrupt others to make your own points.
7. Each person is on her or his own; it’s not your job to help others join in.
8. Use responses to make your own points and to outshine others.
9. Be assertive so others perceive you as confident and in command.
10. Talking is a linear sequence that should convey information and
accomplish goals. Extraneous details get in the way and achieve

nothing. (p.169)

Though these features have been found to prevail in masculine communication
culture, they are not able to determine male behaviour; men may choose not to
comply with these rules. For example, while studying married couples Fitzpatrick
and Mulac (1995) found that when interacting with one’s spouse, both men and
women used feminine gender preferential language. When speaking with their wives,
husbands converged towards the feminine style of communication. This did not
happen in conversations with other women. The authors suggest that the feminine
style is the style for relationships for both males and females, regardless of gender

preferential language use in other contexts.
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4.2.3 Manifestations of Gender in Nonverbal Communication

In the domain of nonverbal communication, Hall (1998) has concluded in his meta-
analysis of previous studies that there is abundant evidence of relatively large
differences in two areas: smiling and nonverbal sensitivity. Women are more
sensitive in both sending and receiving nonverbal cues than men are, and women
tend to smile more than men. According to Pearson, West & Turner (1995:122-123)
females are also more likely to return smiles, and are smiled at more than men.
Possibly as a result of women smiling more, their smiles are more ambiguous and
difficult to interpret than the smiles of men. Cashdan (1998:221) found no evidence
supporting the hypothesis that smiling is connected to low personal power. In her
study of well-acquainted white American university students in same- and mixed-sex
peer groups, women with high sociometric status smiled more than low-status
women. Related to nonverbal sensitivity, women were found to be more sensitive in
detecting verbal-nonverbal cue conflicts when judging the sincerity of a person
(Pearson, West & Turner 1995:139). However, in a study of 33 Australian married
couples, Noller and Feney (1994) found that over time, husbands also improve in
their accuracy at understanding their spouse’s nonverbal messages, and the gender
difference in nonverbal decoding is diminished in this context. Gottman and
Portefield (1981) suggest that a husband's ability in understanding his wife's
nonverbal messages is also related to marital satisfaction. In their study of 43
American married couples, husbands in satisfied marriages were much better in
decoding their wives nonverbal messages than husbands in dissatisfied relationships.
Wives, on the other hand were able to understand their spouses nonverbal

communication regardless of the level of happiness in the marriage.

With respect to gaze, the research often suggests that women establish more frequent
eye contact during conversations than males do (see Pearson West & Turner
1995:121; Henley 1975:194). When studying the gaze and talk behaviour of
American university students Mulac, Studley, Wiemann and Bradac (1987) found
that female/female dyads engage in greater mutual gaze, while mutual gaze aversion
is more characteristic of male/male dyads. These findings are consistent with the idea
that women are more oriented towards the socio-emotional aspects of a conversation;

leading them to place greater value on the information gathered from their
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conversational partner’s face. In mixed-sex dyads, women were found to adapt to the
behaviour of men when interacting with them; women already converged their gaze
behaviour toward male stereotypes at the beginning of a problem-sblving interaction.
The behaviour of men, on the other hand, did not change according to the sex of the
conversational partner. (Mulac, Studley, Wiemann & Bradac 1987.) Burgoon and
Dillman (1995:67) point out that gender and status seem to have an influence on
whether an individual’s gaze is interpreted as communicating dominance or .

submission.

In the area of proximics, women are commonly observed to occupy less space than
men (Henley 1995:35). The personal space area of women is smaller, and women are
also approached more closely than men. The postures and stances men adopt take up
more space; men tend to sit in open and relaxed positions with legs apart and arms
away from their bodies. Women, on the other hand manifest more closed and rigid
positions with legs being held more closely together and arms close to the body.
(Pearson, West & Turner 1995:125-127.) Cashdan (1998:220) found that women
rated higher in social power exhibited more open body posture and positioning of

arms than their peers.

Touch is a powerful, but also very ambiguous nonverbal cue. When occurring
between equals reciprocal touching is often interpreted as a sign of solidarity. In
intimate contexts touch is often equalled with social and psychological closeness.
(Knapp & Hall 1992.) Unilateral touching may function as an indicator of dominance
for the person doing the touching, or a violation of personal space. In his study of
predominantly white American university students, Jones (1986) found that women
both initiated touching and were touched more frequently than men. Other studies
have also supported this view, but results remain controversial. (Pearson, West &

Turner 1995:128-129.)

In the area of conversational management, e.g. topic control and interruptions have
been studied. Mulac, Wiemann, Widenmann and Gibson (1988) studied the language
of university students in problem-solving conversations and found several gender
differences. Men were found to interrupt more frequently and give more directions.

They also maintained the floor with more frequent use of conjunctions/fillers when
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beginning a sentence. Women used more questions, made greater use of justifiers,
applied intensive adverbs and used more personal pronouns. However, gender
differences were larger in same-sex than in mixed-sex dyads, where both genders
accommodated some of their behaviour to the style of the other. Robey, Canary &
Burggraf (1998) found husbands to use more backchannels (signs that show that they
are listening actively, e.g. “yes,” “uh-huh®) when interacting with their spouse than

wives did.

Dindia (1987) has criticised the statistical analysis used in several studies that have
found gender differences in interruptions, and provides evidence against these
results. In her study of half-an-hour conversations between university students in
same- and mixed-sex dyads, men did not interrupt more than women; nor did
females get interrupted more. The greatest amount of interruptions occurred in
mixed-sex conversations, but women and men interrupted equally, though within a
dyad interruptions were always distributed asymmetrically; one person always
interrupted more than the other. Women were also found to interrupt as assertively as
men. Females did not, for example, use more interruptive questions than men.
Robey, Canary & Burggraf (1998) analysed the interaction of 20 American couples
and did not find any difference between the interruptive behaviour of husband’s and
wives. However, they did find the wives to ask more questions than the husbands.
Courtright, Millar and Rogers-Millar (1979:184) found a correlation between the
interruptions of both husbands and wives and their domineeringness. Holmes
(1998:469) notes that there are different kinds of interruptions and concludes that

disruptive interruptions are a control device for asserting power in a relationship.

Differences appear also in the way the nonverbal behaviour of women and men is
interpreted. Burgoon and Dillman (1995) suggest that gender may either intensify or
deintensify the message expressed through nonverbal behaviour. For example, while
engaging in a combination of close proximity, eye contact and touch, women are
observed to be less dominant than men who manifest the same behaviour. Though
women and men are equally capable of communicating dominance nonverbally and
may also use exactly the same behaviours to do this, observers often interpret
women’s behaviour as showing solidarity or intimacy, while men are easily seen as

behaving dominantly.
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4.3 Gender Differences and Similarities in Conflict Situations

Studies about gender differences and similarities in managing interpersonal conflicts
vary a lot in their findings (Canary & Hause 1993:129). However, several
researchers agree to the existence of what Sagrestano, Heavey and Christensen
(1998:291) call the demand-withdraw interaction pattern (see Gottman & Levenson
1988; Noller 1993:141-145; Wood 1998:247), which refers to a pattern of »
communication where one partner tries to discuss a problem and demands change in
the situation by criticising and blaming the other. At the same time, the other
attempts to avoid discussion, defends the self against criticism, and withdraws from
the discussion. The more one partner tries to involve the other in dealing with an
issue, the more the other withdraws, and this, in turn, has an even greater negative
effect on the first partner. A pattern mentioned earlier as a complementary

schismogenesis has developed.

Within this demand-withdraw interaction pattern women tend to be more demanding
and emotional while men tend to withdraw and rationalise (Shaap, Bunk & Kersktra
1988:236). Both partners are generally more likely to be demanding when discussing
topics that they have introduced themselves. This leads to the conclusion that women
bring up conflictual topics more often than men do. A couple is also more likely to
end up in the demand-withdraw interaction pattern when a woman requests that a
man change than vice versa. (Sagrestano, Heavey & Cristensen 1998:298.) In her
study of seven British married couples DeFrancisco (1998) found that husbands
controlled the conversation by refusing to respond when their turn came, and by
using patronising comments that hindered their wives from developing the
conversation. As well, the general tendency of men to withdraw and women to talk

did appear in a study conducted with lesbians and gay men (Wood 1998:247).

Several ideas have been offered to explain the recurrence of the demand-withdrawal
interaction pattern. The Dutch scholars Shaap, Buunk & Kerkstra (1988:235) suggest
that this pattern is triggered when a husband, either consciously or unconsciously,
does not acknowledge his wife’s expressions of negative feelings. This makes the
wife feel neglected and unloved leading her to express her feelings more strongly,

which, in turn result in the withdrawal of the husband. Sagrestano, Heavey &
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Christensen (1998:292-293) conclude that the pattern may be related to the amount
of closeness partners wish to experience in a relationship. The partner, who requests
greater closeness can engage in demanding behaviour in order to achieve this goal,
while the partner hoping for greater distance chooses to withdraw. This withdrawal
also gives men power because they refuse to let the woman control the topic of
conversation or have her complaints dealt with; withdrawal sustains the status quo in
a relationship (Noller 1993:143). Women are suggested as being the more likely’
partners to want greater closeness and intimacy in a relationship. However, while the
previous statement often seems to be correct it is possibly an undue simplification;
women may want more verbal intimacy, i.e. talking about feelings, but that does not

mean that men do not want closeness in their relationships too. (Rubin 1983:65-97.)

Gottman and Levenson (1988:189) maintain that men and women have different
physiological reactions to tension and conflict. They connect the tendency of men to
withdraw from conflicts with the high levels of physiological arousal men experience
when facing intense negative affect. Behaviour called stonewalling refers to the
situation where a partner controls and suppresses all emotionally expressive
behaviour, verbal communication, as well as listener backchannel behaviour
including nodding and eye contact. It can be described as behaviour where one of the
parties involved in the conflict remains present while simultaneously refusing to
discusy any of the issues. The stonewalling behaviour as exhibited by men
withdrawing from conflicts may be very stressful and produce heightened
physiological arousal. Men's state of arousal also returns slower to prestress levels
than women’s physiological state. According to this theory men withdraw from
conflicts in order to reduce the negative affect that is physiologically more costly to

them than to women. (Wood 1998:243; Gottman & Levenson 1988:189.)

Women are suggested to function more effectively than men in a climate of negative
affect. Notarius and Johnson (1982) found that husbands tend to have a stronger
physiological reaction to their wives negative speech than vice versa. The authors
suggest that this might be due to a husband's tendency to suppress verbal expressions
of emotion. Gottman (1979:168) found that in satisfied marriages, women were more
likely to escalate conflicts in low intensity conflict situations, when men usually took

the role of reconciler to brake the escalation of the conflict. On the other hand, in
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heated high intensity conflict situations, men were likely to withdraw and women
became more reconciling. In dissatisfied marriages neither partner took the role of
reconciliator, and reciprocation of negative affect was more likely than in satisfied

marriages.

In their recent study of 130 American couples from different ethnic backgrounds
Gottman, Coan, Carrere & Swanson (1998) found a pattern of conflict behaviour
predictive of divorce within six years of marriage. This pattern included a negative
start-up by the wife, a refusal of the husband to accept influence from his wife, the
wife’s reciprocation of low intensity negativity and the absence of reconciling from
the husband. The authors stress the importance of a husband’s willingness to accept
influence from his wife as a factor leading to successful or unsuccessful marriages.
The one thing that seemed to predict marital happiness and stability was the amount
of positive affect expressed in conflict situations. The signs of positive affect

functioned to de-escalate conflict.

Another finding that surfaces repeatedly is that women are generally more negative,
even coercive, and use more emotional pressure than men when dealing with
conflicts in intimate relationships (Gottman & Levenson 1988:198; Notarius &
Johnson 1982). For example, Cupach and Canary (1995) have surveyed over 100
married couples at two different times to assess how much they use integrative
(cooperative), distributive (competitive) and avoidance strategies to manage
conflicts. They found that wives reported using more distributive tactics, which were
operationalised in the survey by sentences as: “I used threads,” “I criticised an aspect
of his/her personality,” and “I shouted at him/her (p.244). In the use of integrative
and avoidance tactics, the spouses did not differ much, although men reported
slightly higher use of both. The finding that women try to bring up conflict issues
and discuss them more often than men is consistent with the previously reported
aspects of feminine communication culture, but that women tend to do this in such a
negative way is not. Notarius and Johnson (1982) found that wives tended to be more
emotionally expressive of negative feelings than husbands. The spouses did not
differ much in their positive verbal behaviour. Generally, gender differences between
husbands and wives seem to emerge most clearly in dissatisfied marriages (Gottman

1988:187).
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4.4 Relational Culture and Marriage Types

In addition to the view that gender identities influence communication and make
interaction in intimate relationships take place between “intimate strangers” (Rubin
1983) some researchers maintain that married couples develop a relational culture —
“a privately transacted system of understandings that coordinate attitudes, actions,
and identities of participants in a relationship* (Wood 1982:76). This culture is-
suggested to make the communication of partners in an intimate relationship quite
similar to each other. In her extensive studies on marital communication Mary Anne
Fitzpatrick (1988a; 1988b; 1988c) has developed a typology for describing the
relational culture of married couples by creating three couple types. Each type is the
reflection of a couple's common orientation to marital life. Fitzpatrick has gathered
her data for this typology principally by using an introspective questionnaire, the
Relational Dimensions Instrument, which questions individuals about various aspects
of their marital life. Though Fitzpatrick's introspective method is very different from
the method of this study, her typology is widely accepted and well established in the
field of marital communication. It has also been used as the basis for several other
studies (see Sillars, Pike, Jones & Redmond 1983) thus it deserves to also be
considered here. In the following chapter Fitzpatrick’s three marriage types are

introduced and their orientations to conflict examined.

4.4.1 Three Ways of Communicating in a Marriage

The Relational Dimensions Instrument measures an individual’s position in relation
to three dimensions: interdependence, reflecting the amount of dependence versus
autonomy in a relationship; ideology, dealing with the values, standards and beliefs
that an individual possesses concerning relationships; and conflict, which describes a
partner’s willingness to engage in conflict and his or her level of assertiveness. When
the dimensions are joined together, three different orientations to relationships arise:

traditional, independent and separate. (Fitzpatrick 1988¢:99-101.)

Traditionals hold a conventional ideology about marriage. They emphasise stability

in relationships, even at the cost of spontaneity. Traditionals value their community’s
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customs and are likely to strongly oppose infidelity. They also hold very
conventional ideas about male and female gender roles and see their own behaviour
as matching culturally held stereotypes for appropriate masculine and feminine
behaviour. In the interdependence dimension they score high on interdependence.
Traditionals also report a lot of companionship and sharing in their relationship.
Their time and space is arranged accordingly; partners work out a standard time
schedule together and, at home, they are unlikely to have separate rooms for
themselves. Traditional couples are also highly emotionally expressive in their
intimate relationship; they disclose both joy and frustration. (Fitzpatrick 1988a:79;
1988¢:103-105.)

Independents, the second relational type, hold relatively unconventional beliefs about
relationships; they emphasise the freedom of the individual, also in marriage. They
have liberal sex role orientations and less consensus about how marital life is to be
arranged. The relationship of independents is being constantly renegotiated. The
independents too have a high level of companionship and sharing in their marriage,
but this is manifested differently form the traditionals. An independent attempts to
stay psychologically close to his or her spouse, but also maintains a separate physical
space at home, in order to control accessibility. Independents spend time together,
but they do not maintain a regular daily schedule. Independents see themselves as
expressive, but are less likely than traditionals to express positive feelings to their

spouses. (Fitzpatrick 1988a:76; 1988¢:103-105.)

The third relational type, separates, hold two simultaneously opposing ideological
views about relationships. They value individual freedom over interdependence, but
believe in traditional values in marriage and family issues, and hold conventinnal sex
role orientations. This results in ambivalence about their relational values and may
cause separates to express one view of the relationship publicly, while believing in
an entirely different view privately. Separates have less sharing and companionship
in their relationship than the two other types, and they avoid open expressions of
feelings and opinions. They attempt to keep both psychological and spatial distance
in the relationship. The main way separates communicate interdependence is by
keeping a regular daily schedule. Separates are not very expressive, nor do they
disclose much in their relationship; they tend to disclose more to their friends than to

their spouse. (Fitzpatrick 1988a:76; 1988¢:104-105; 1994:277.)
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Fitzpatrick (1988c:101-102) has compared the relational types of the fifteen hundred
American husbands and wives who filled in the questionnaire. She found that in 60
percent of the couples being questioned, both spouses agreed on the definition of
their marriage. These couples were called pure marriage types: traditionals,
independents and separates. In 40 percent of the couples the spouses’ orientation of
their relationships differed; e.g. the wife was traditional and the husband separate.}

These couples were referred to as being mixed marriage types.

Fitzpatrick (1994:277-278, 285) suggests that the three orientations to marriage
present cognitive schemas that guide the partners interpretation, attentiveness, and
responses to each other. In mixed marriage types, partners have different schemas for
marital communication; they encode and decode one another's communication
differently and pay attention to different aspects of communication. In a way, this is
what the above-mentioned theories about gender in communication suggest that most

couples do anyway, because of their socialisation into different gender-cultures.

The Relational Dimensions Instrument (Fiztpatrick 1988a: 259-262) poses some
problems for Fitzpatrick’s typology. This questionnaire consists of 77 statements to
which subjects show agreement or disagreement on a seven-point scale. The

questionnaire includes statements like the following:

58) It is important for a couple (or a family) to attend church (synagogue)
and, when possible to attend together.

This particular statement illustrates very nicely the cultural limitations of this
questionnaire. The question is most likely designed to measure traditional values, and
in mainstream American middle-class society, where churchgoing is a common
activity, i/t is likely to, more or less, do so. However, this same question seems totally
irrelevant when measuring a couple’s relational culture, for example, in Finland.
Only a small group of Finns attend church regularly, and this group is unlikely to be
very homogenous. In the case of people who are not Christians or Jews, also found in
the United States, this question becomes simply ridiculous. This one statement
indicates a larger problem in the questionnaire — it seems to be designed for one part
of the American population and this makes the results obtained unlikely to be

interculturally valid.
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There are also other problems with Fitzpatrick’s questionnaire. It includes statements
that suggest a certain answer, like:

16) We feel a need to resolve the disagreements or oppositions that arise
between us.

Indeed, who would not? The questionnaire also contains statements whose ability to
measure anything relevant to the study can be doubted. For example:

6) My spouse/mate has taken vacations without me (even if only for a day
or two).
12) We go to bed at different times.

Surely there can be several practical reasons not connected to relational culture,
which may make people answer these questions negatively or positively. This kind of
information is hardly sufficient for making deductions about a couple’s cognitive
schemas. Since the validity of Fitzpatrick's questionnaire is doubtful, and her
typology is based solely on this questionnaire, also her couple types need to be

considered with reservations.

4.4.2 Marriage Types in Conflict

Each couple type has its own way of dealing with conflict in a relationship.
According to Fitzpatrick’s (1988b:248, 267-268) analysis of couples’ conversations
traditionals tend to cooperate and not confront each other. They also used fewer
avoidance messages than the other couples. Traditionals were found to argue mainly
about issues of significance; the argument is focused on the content of the discussion.
The conflict behaviour of traditionals is explained by their relatively fixed and well-
defined roles in the marriage. When the partners behave according to the role of
traditional wife or husband, there is little need to negotiate and fewer conflicts arise.
The danger in a marriage of traditionals is that partners may ignore some problems

labelling them insignificant instead of dealing with them.

There exists quite a lot of conflict and bargaining in the relationship of independents.
This is due to a high amount of change and negotiation in their relationship, as well
as their high regard for independence and autonomy. This couple type uses a lot of
subtle avoidance strategies, which include joking, intellectualising, and analysing the

process of communication, instead of the content of the discussion itself. Regarding
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interpersonal control, independents tend to continuously compete over the right to
define the relationship. This is shown through a large amount of competitive
symmetry in their utterances. In this aspect, the independents resemble mixed couple
types, who, with their different orientations, also struggle over the relationship

definition. (Fitzpatrick 1988b:249, 267- 268.)

The separates want to maintain harmony in the relationship, at least on the surface. »
This shows in the complementarity of their utterances; separates very rarely openly
challenge one another. According to Fitzpatrick (1988b:268), separates avoid openly
discussing conflict issues and tend to withdraw if one spouse brings up a stressful
topic. Fitzpatrick (1988b:268) goes as far as describing separates as being
“emotionally divorced.“ In separate marriages, traditional gender-role expectations
are combined with a lack of interdependence and close emotional ties. Consequently,
separates are more likely than the other ‘couple types to over-attribute the causes of
their spouse’s behaviour to gender role stereotypes, e.g. “that is just what you can
expect from a man.* (Fitzpatrick 1988b: 268-269.)

This chapter has examined two different ways of approaching conflict behaviour in
intimate relationships. It started with the idea of masculine and feminine
communication cultures influencing the way women and men learn to communicate
and interpret communication. As expressed by Tannen (1994), this approach

suggests that,

“Repeated interaction does not necessarily lead to a better understanding. On
the contrary it may reinforce mistaken judgements of the other’s intentions and
increase expectations that the other may behave as before (p.180).

This is an idea often found to be true in the field of intercultural communication.
However, factors other than gender can be argued to be significant for interaction in
intimate relationships. Fitzpatrick maintains that the attitudes and beliefs that a
couple holds is what determines the interaction of partners in a relationship, “it is
couple type and not the sex of the speaker that accounts for differential use of these
[conflict management] tactics* (Fitzpatrick 1988a:146). However, Fitzpatrick does
not go on to investigate where these orientations to married life rise. Both the ‘gender
as culture’ approach, and ‘relational culture’ approach are likely to be useful in
studying intimate relationships. This study will show whether they will apply to a

Finnish television drama serial.
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S TELEVISION AS THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

5.1 Televisual Elements and Genres on Television

As well as the social and situational contexts of Finnish communication culture, e.g.
interpersonal communication, communication in intimate relationships, and
communicating in conflict situations, the medium of communication, television, also
forms a context in this study. This approach, regarding the medium as a countext of
communication, is commonly used in media research (Isotalus 1996:171). The
concept of context can be defined in several ways depending on the theoretical frame
one chooses to apply (see Hall 1997). Spitzberg and Brunner (1991:29) state that in
the field of communication, context provides a basis of expectations about social
interactions. These expectations or schemata help us organise information, determine
the things that are contextually appropriate and predict, for example, strategy payoffs
in communication. The definitions of context do often resemble the way the concept
of culture is defined (Porhol4, Sallinen & Isotalus 1997:427). One may suggest that
culture always forms a context of communication, but the concept of context does
not necessarily entail culture. This chapter discusses television as the context of this

study.

All interpersonal communication portrayed on Kotikatu is mediated by television.
Television as the medium has characteristics that are typical of the way it
communicates images and sounds to us. Sometimes it is even argued that television
as a medium makes all its programmes become similar, and the division of
programmes to fictional and nonfictional has become nonsignificant (Hietala
1991:7). The features that characterise television communication are often called
televisual elements. In the following paragraphs these elements are discussed based
on the grouping created by Isotalus (1996:20-25). Some of these elements are
connected to the technical characteristics of television broadcasting, some are formed
by the medium’s position and function in the society. There seems to exist globally
valid characteristics of television communication, such as some programme types
and forms of news (Porhold, Sallinen & Isotalus 1997:433). However, European

news programmes have also been found to reflect national culture (Heinderyckx
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1993). For example, there exist differences between Finnish and American television

news (Levo-Henriksson 1994).

Television is a mass medium that seeks to address large audiences. The
communication of television is always public and usually one-way, though lately
different “interactive” programmes where the audience may communicate with the
people on the screen have become popular. Television programmes attempt to raise
the interest of viewers, as well as maintain it and this affects both the form and
content of programmes. (Isotalus 1996:20-22.) For example, Kotikatu follows the
form of a serial, as opposed to series, because the story continues from one episode
to another, instead of every episode telling a separate story. This kind of form creates
an illusion that the characters continue to exist outside the programme; they seem go
on living even when they are not being watched (Glaessner 1990:118; Virta

1994:12).

Next, television is an enfertainment medium (Altheide & Snow 1979). It has been
argued that television is becoming increasingly more entertaining. As well, the more
informative-type programmes have started to include more and more elements such
as visual variance and fast pace, which conform to the entertaining nature of
television. (Isotalus 1996:23.) In addition, television is a dramatic medium; it
emphasises visuality, main characters, and controversies (Leiwo 1995). Also
affective elements gain importance, sometimes even at the cost of cognitive
processing (Sallinen-Kuparinen 1987:124). The last two features of television are
also an inherent part of drama. Another characteristic of television is that it strives to
establish an image of authenticity (Altheide & Snow 1979). In the case of Kotikatu
this refers to a feature common in soap operas: the time in the serial parallels actual
time, so the events seem to take place contemporarily (Virta 1994:17; Cathcart

1986:212).

Television is also often regarded as a reliable, and intimate medium (Goodwin
1990:42). Intimacy is connected with television even though it is a mass medium.
This is based on television’s way or portraying people; the characters are filmed at
close distances, sometimes in close-ups causing the screen to contain the entire face

of a character. This gives the impression that the characters are at a conversational
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distance, or even closer to the viewer, and the characters reactions and facial
expressions are readily available to be interpreted. Meyrowitz (1985) has stated that
“on television expressions usually dominate words* (p.103). The way words are
delivered often carries more information than the actual words themselves. Adding to
the intimate character of television, is the fact the characters on Kotikatu are seen in
intimate setting, discussing intimate emotional issues. Viewers are able to feel that,
in some way, they are participating in the characters private life. Television is also
often viewed at home, and with family members. This forms an intimate

environment for the viewer (Hellweg, Pfau & Brydon 1992:74-75).

Genre theory has its roots in the study of literature and film also to the study of
television programmes during the 70’s. However, in television, genres cannot be
defined as clearly as in literature or cinema. (Hietala 1997:173.) Nowadays,
television genres are often mixed; elements of different genres are included in one
single programme. This is called interterxtuality (Fiske 1987:111-112; Isotalus
1997:26) and appears, for example, in the mixing of news and entertainment in the
internationally popular programme formats, airing on Finnish television under the

tittles of lltalypsy and Uutisvuoto.

Genre refers to both the structures of the production of a programme, as well as to
the frame of reference the viewer uses in interpreting the events of a programme
(Isotalus 1996:25). Genres guide viewers expectations and hypothesis about what
they are going to see, and provide them with means of recognising and explaining the
actions that are taking place on television (Neale 1990:46). For example, one does
not expect to be exposed to graphic violence when watching a Finnish family drama
serial. The three television genres studied most thoroughly are situation comedies,
soap operas, and news (Hietala 1997:174). From these genres, soap operas are the

best suited for this study, since Kotikatu has a lot in common with this genre.

Even though the borders of the soap opera genre are only vaguely defined and
several sub-groups of soap opera do exist (Hietala 1992:31-32), quite a lot is known
about the conventions of this genre. Soap Operas are serials. They have several main
characters and contain multiple interlocking narratives or plotlines that progress side

by side. The story of a soap opera differs from traditional drama, which has a
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beginning, a middle, and an end. Soap operas have an infinitely extended middle part
that contains several “mini-climaxes*; the status quo never prevails, when one set of

problems is resolved new problems arise. (Fiske 1990:180-183.)

Like real life, characters in soaps have history. Soap operas depict people with a past
that viewers share and understand, and awareness of this past gives a viewer the
pleasure of anticipating the way a character will react. Open end is also a typical
feature of soap operas; in theory it enables the programme to go on forever.
(Glaessner 1990:118-119.) The above mentioned features of the soap opera genre
can also be found in Kotikatu. For example, the last episode of spring 1999 ends
when one of the characters tells her pregnant girlfriend that he is HIV-positive. This
is a psychological “clifthanger (Virta 1994:14), the use of which is standard in soap
opera; it makes the viewer want to watch also the next episode by placing one of the
characters (the girlfriend) in an emotionally controversial situation. Regarding the
development of the story this may also be considered a mini-climax that gives one of
the narratives a new turn to which several characters will need to react in episodes to

come.

On the other hand, Kotikatu differs from the characteristics of American prime-time
soap operas like Dallas or Peyton Place listed by Virta (1991:16-18). It does not
depict the life of the rich and famous, instead most of the characters represent
different levels of the Finnish middle class. Nor is the style of acting very
melodramatic or exaggerated. In this respect Kotikatu is closer to the serials of social
realism, which originated in Britain. These serials, including EastEnders and
Coronation Street, depict the life of British working class families in a realistic
manner (Hietala 1992:32). However, the way viewers understand realism in these
soaps does not necessarily mean that the story is closely comparable to real life
events. When the viewers experience settings and situations in the serial as familiar,
and feel that the story could happen to normal people, they view the programme as
realistic, even if critics find it empirically impossible. (Virta 1991:39; Ruoho
1997:181.) Also, while the events in the story might be stretching the limits of what
is possible, a serial may be emotionally realistic; it is often enough that viewers are
able to understand the emotional reactions and morals of the characters (Ang 1985).

This is the case with popular daytime soaps like The Bold and The Beautiful.
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The relationship that different genres have with reality has been explained through
the concept of verisimilitude (Neale 1990:46). This concept derived from the French
word ‘vraisemblance’ that means ‘probable’ or ‘likely’ and refers to what is
appropriate and therefore probable. There are two types of verisimilitude that can be
applied to representations, including television programmes: generic verisimilitude,
which refers to conforming to the rules of the genre; and social, or cultural
verisimilitude. Cultural verisimilitude refers to the programme’s relation with reality,
not objective reality, but what is commonly thought to be real. Some genres appeal to
this kind of verisimilitude more than others. (Neale 1990:46-47.) It is cultural
verisimilitude that people are talking about when they find a serial ‘realistic’. As
mentioned before, the style of Kotikatu can be argued to score high on this kind of
verisimilitude. In relation to the present study this would mean that Kotikatu’s
representation of intimate relationships, and the conflicts that occur in them, is close
to what Finns think is representative of a middle class urban environment. The real
life mother of the actor playing the role of Pertti in the serial provided us with proof
of this, when answering to a journalist’s question of her son’s that he is really quite
like the character he plays in Kotikatu (Mukka 1999:18). Whether Finnish men and
women actually behave similarly to the characters in this serial is not known. What is
important in terms of verisimilitude or ‘realism’ is that viewers think that they might;
the story feels true to us. Thus, the results of this study will describe the behaviour of
characters often accepted as ‘probable’ or ‘likely’ in the Finnish society, and this

makes the results culturally interesting.

5.2 Conflicts and Intimate Relationships on Television

Generally, very little research has focused on the presentations of interpersonal
conflicts on television programmes (Brinson & Winn 1997:29). This chapter will
discuss some recent findings on the portrayal of conflicts and power on television.
Honeycutt, Wellman and Larson (1997) have studied verbal influence and
dominance in the family interactions of five episodes of The Cosby Show. They
emphasise measuring influence as patterns of behaviour instead of mere frequency

counts of e.g. interruptions, and have operationalised dominance as a situation in
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which “dominant individual’s preceding behaviors elicit a predictable response from
someone else but not the inverse (Honeycutt, Wellman & Larson 1997:40). They
found that in The Cosby Show the members of the family did not, in general,
communicate with each other; when they spoke to each other, each member of the
family engaged in sequential monologues, “socio-egocentric speech* (Honeycutt,
Wellman & Larson 1997:54). There was little mutual influence between the
characters; the predominant pattern was no influence. This means that the characters
did not appear to actively listen to, or respond to each other, nor did they seem to
process what others have said. The authors suggest that these results might be partly
due to the genre of situation comedy, which uses talk that needs to have a “punch
line", and recommended studying whether socio-egocentric speech transcends the

borders of genres.

In the above mentioned study the quantity of talk was not related to influence.
Although the father of the family talked the most, he was not the most influential
person in the episodes. Larson (1993) found that the parents of the television families
such as the Huxtables and the Simpsons expressed a lot of conflictual behaviour
towards each other and, at the same time, avoided using problem-solving strategies.
For future research, the authors of these studies call for the triangulation of theories
from interpersonal and mass communication (Honeycutt, Wellman & Larson

1997:54).

Skill and Wallace (1990) have studied the communicative power between family
members in 21 episodes drawn from 18 different American primetime television
programmes. They found that generally, American television families engaged in
more positive than negative communication. Regarding married couples, husbands
utilised expert power most often as their strategy of influence. In intact families,
husbands were also most likely to engage in rejection acts. The wives also used a fair
amount of rejection acts. When employing power, wives tended to utilise reward and
expert power. This study was based on frequency counts of each type of act so

interaction patterns could not be detected.

Comstock and Strzyzewski (1990) studied conflict and jealousy in 41 American

primetime television programmes. They found that female characters in all
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programme types engaged in more conflict behaviour than their male counterparts.
Wives tended to initiate conflicts using distributive strategies, and husbands
responded with avoidance or integrative tactics. When husbands initiated conflicts,
they tended to use distributive strategies and receive integrative responses from their
wives. Thus, the conflicts initiated by wives were most often portrayed as antisocial,
while husbands initiated mostly prosocial conflicts, which, through the integrative
strategy choices of wives, ended in constructive outcomes. These results reflect
patterns commonly found in studies of real-life conflicts discussed in the previous

chapter.

Decades of research on gender construction on television programmes has
documented a stereotypical gender portrait of women (see Greenberg, Richards &
Henderson 1988; Collins 1997:111). Brinson and Winn (1997) have studied gender
in the interpersonal conflicts of American daytime television talk shows. In their
content analysis of forty daytime talk shows they found that women and men
manifested very similar behaviours in the arguments of talk shows. Men and women
were more likely to engage in arguments with each other than in same-sex dyads.
Both genders used cessation of eye contact as a sign of wanting to end an argument.
In mixed-sex dyads women were more likely to dominate the argument, but neither
sex was very likely to engage in conflict resolution. The authors suggest that the
format of talk shows guides the behaviour of guests. They conclude that “daytime
talk shows represent another battlefield in the war between the sexes” (Brinson &

Winn 1997:36).

5.3 Television, its Viewers and Social Reality

Social learning theory (Bandura 1977) has been used to explain the effects of
television characters on viewers. As Honeycutt, Wellman & Larson (1997) state,

"According to social learning theory, television is a tool through which
individuals construct social reality either positively or negatively. In addition,
media portrayals are sources for expectations about the development,
maintenance and deterioration of personal relationships as well as influencing
real family interactions."” (p. 40)

The idea is that communication patterns on television represent models of

communication for the viewers. Social learning theory has provoked interest in
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content analysis of the communication of television families, for example
(Honeycutt, Wellman & Larson 1997; Skill & Wallace 1990). A similar view is
expressed by the models theory (Shore 1998), which derives from cultural
anthropology as well as cognitive psychology and attempts to bridge two usually
separate areas of study: television production and audience reception. This theory
sees media productions as cultural models that are significant in people’s everyday
lives. All cultural models, however, are seen as twofold; on one hand, they refer to
shared social institutions, public artefacts, and, on the other hand, to an individual's
personal cognitive representations, ‘mental models’. In terms of media research,
models theory suggest that the study of meaning in media requires a double analysis.
Media productions are seen as semiotic objects, which tend to motivate certain kinds
of interpretations. However, each viewer possesses a different mind that interprets
these objects. Thus understanding the interaction between television and its audience
calls for the study of both programme content and the way the audience in a
particular context chooses to interpret this content. The present study concentrates on

the first of these tasks.

Cultivation analysis (Gerbner & Cross 1976) is one of the best known theories about
television’s influence on the perceptions of social reality. This theory has established
a connection between the amount of daily time people spend watching television and
the way they perceive social reality. The theory’s original concern was television
violence: television was, and is, considered to offer us an image of a “mean world*
where crimes are common and one is not able to trust people. Heavy television
viewers have been reported to adopt this worldview more often than light television
viewers. Television programmes are also found to cultivate stereotypical gender role
expectations in viewers. (Morgan & Signorielli 1990:15-19; Gerbner, Cross, Morgan

& Signorielli 1980, 1986.)

Lately researchers like Shapiro and Lang (1991) have also offered cognitive
explanations for the cultivation effect. According to this view people generally
evaluate their own experiences as being more significant than television messages
when constructing a view of social reality. But if direct experience is lacking or
ambiguous, social perceptions are formed and reinforced by lower-order influences,

such as television messages. Thus, even though direct experience may be an
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individual’s primary source of information about relational interaction, such

information is supplemented by observing the interactions of television characters.

Viewers make use of information gathered through viewing television drama,
particularly when the situations they experience are similar to those enacted by the
television characters (Hawkins & Pingree 1990:39). In such cases, the behaviour of
the television characters may serve as ‘advice’ and increase a viewer's repertoire of
available behaviours. Moreover, television exposes viewers to much behaviour
which would otherwise not be observed, or may be observed very rarely. (Shapiro &
Lang 1991; Gerbner & al. 1986.) Portrayals of this kind of behaviour provide
opportunities for viewers to learn about the possible private emotions and
motivations behind the characters. This depiction gives us an opportunity to increase
our understanding of another's perspective, and the ability to predict how others may
behave in similar real-life situations. Such observations of the characters’ television
behaviour have potential for impact on interpersonal interaction. Situation comedies
and family dramas may have a greater chance to affect viewers in this way since their
narratives often reflect common relational experiences (Comstock & Strzyzewski

1990:265.)

Hoijer (1998:78-80) has examined the way Swedes relate to news, American
primetime soap operas, and a Swedish drama serial of the social realistic genre. She
argues that the quality of people’s involvement to these programmes differs, even
within fiction serials. While, for example, Dallas was interpreted as being a
fabrication with very little relation to reality, the involvement with the social realistic
genre was different. In this serial the characters were perceived as socio-culturally
believable and their actions were interpreted in the light of everyday social
knowledge. Viewers also generalised from the programme back to reality. Hoijer
(1998) suggests that social realistic fiction may serve a mediating function for
viewers:

"The narrative may mediate between the individual and the cultural identity of
the viewer, and work on the personal dilemma of uniting these contradictory
identities." (p. 80).

The phenomenon of parasocial relationships (Horton & Wohl 1956) provides more

proof that viewers are able to relate to television characters as though they are real.
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This supports the idea presented before that the behaviour of these characters may
also function as a prescriptive model for viewers in their own interpersonal
relationships. Parasocial relationship refers to the relationship an individual may
have with a media character he or she feels exceptionally close to. Rubin and
McHugh (1987) define parasocial relationships as “one-sided interpersonal

relationships that television viewers establish with media characters"(p.280).

In parasocial relationships viewers feel they have come to know a particular
television character; they know the personality and, to some degree, the life of the
chosen media figure, whether it be the life of a fictional television drama character or
a liked news anchor. The viewers form an affective, friendship-like relationship to
the media character and they empathise with this media figure. (Isotalus & Valo
1995:64-65.) In many ways the development of a parasocial relationship resembles
the development of an interpersonal relationship. For example, the relationship is
formed through repeated “interaction” over time (Rubin & McHugh 1987). Factors
facilitating the development of this relationship with television characters include the
events of the programme being perceived as realistic, familiar and intimate by the
viewer (Rubin & Perse 1987). By these standards it seems likely that Kotikatu is a
popular source of parasocial interaction on Finnish television. The serial has passed
its 100" episode a long time ago, the characters are well known and the programme
deals with intimate family issues that many Finns are able to relate to. It is important
to note that parasocial relationships are not rare or exceptional (Isotalus & Valo

1995:65), nor are they experienced exclusively by lonely people (Cohen 1997:519).

Cohen (1997) found that among dating couples of diverse ethnic backgrounds, the
engagement in parasocial relationships was parallel to some findings of gender
research in interpersonal relationships. He argues that gender differences in
parasocial relationships are similar to those in interpersonal relationships: they
function as more of a relational experience for women and instrumental experience
for men. According to Cohen (1997) dating women used parasocial relationships as
complementary to their stable and secure romantic relationships, while men used
these symbolic relationships to compensate attachment anxiety in their personal
relationship. Even if one does no agree with Cohen’s somewhat crude simplification

of gender differences in interpersonal relationships his suggestion that there exists
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socio-cognitive similarity between interpersonal and symbolic relationships is

interesting.

In another study examining the use of parasocial relationships amongst viewers,
Collins (1997) has studied the letters viewers send to American situation comedy
Murphy Brown. She emphasises the importance of the parasocial relationship with
the strong and independent female character of Murphy Brown in validating the »
viewers’ own lives and aspirations. This character was seen as being an exception to
the stereotypical images usually portrayed about women on television (see Collins
1997:111; Brinson & Winn 1997:29) The viewers felt that Murphy Brown validated
an alternative construction of meaning related to gender and this alternative was
personally important to them (Collins 1997:127). Collins' study brings to mind that
fictional television also naturally has an agenda setting power and this may be related
to the popularity of serials like Kotikatu. For example, viewers may feel their own
marital problems gain validity if the characters of Kotikatu struggle with same kinds
of issues. Here lies also the danger of gender stereotyping on television. A
programme like Kotikatu may function to convince viewers that men are just unable
to speak about emotions, or that women are overemotional, especially if this attitude

has already gained some support through the personal experiences of viewers.
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6 RESEARCH DESIGN AND CONTENT

6.1 Research Questions

The aim of this study is to describe how women and men argue on the Finnish
television drama serial Kotikatu. This question is appr