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AB3TRACT

Previous studies have shown that the way an individual has
learned to cope with anxiety and the way he perceives the people in
his world are related, and that they both influence interﬁersanal
behavior. The present study was an attempt ©O relate these defensive
patterns 1o interparaanal'par@&ptian.and behavior in the marital
relationship.

Three tests were given 10 30 American married couples living
in Beirut: Byrne's Reyraaaion-ﬂensitiﬁatian 3cale (RS Scale);
and two copies of the Interpersonal Check List, one for the selfl
concept and one for the description of mate. The RS scale is a
measure of anxiety-coping behaviore. The Interpersonal Check Lista
were employed as a measure of the perceived similarity of self and
mate.

The results of the study indicate that a husband and his wife
would tend to have similar ways of coping with anxiety. In addition,
it waes demonstrated that wives with repressive defenses tand-ta
attribute the same amount of dﬁminaﬁce to their husbands as th&j
attribute to themselves, while sensitizing wives tend 10 attribu%g_ﬁh@
same amount of warmth to their husbands as they attribute %o th#mﬁé@ﬁaai
Husbands, on the other hand, demonstrated no such paﬁterna i.e.; @@ﬁ$;
repressing and sensitizing husbands varied greatly in their ratingiééi
their wives on beth dominance and warmth. Thus it appears that a BN
husband's rating of his wife is unrelated to his defensive patternss B

Te account for these rzsulia the explanation was offered that wives .
with repressive defenses tend 40 project their power strivinga onto their
husbands to avoid the anxiety produced by them; while sensitizing wives
tend to project their need for warmth onto their husbands. Role
ﬂifferences were suggested to account for the fact that projection was

not also employed by husbands in this same waYs

_————-——-—_—___—_—-—-



INTRODUCTION

Interpersonal perception differs from other kinds of percepw
tion in that it is not only concerned with sensory evenis and
learned cues related to a stimulus object, but also with the
ability of the stimulus to act in pelation to the individual.

Tagiuri (1958) used the term person perception "whenever the

perceiver regards the object as having the potential of represen~
tation and intentionality™ (Ibide, pe X).

This means, according te¢ Fritz Heider, that we see others not
as mere objects, but as action centers that can benefit or harm
us as we can benefit or harm them. In addition, they are "systems™,
i.e.y, they are viewed as having characteristics which direct their
action. Tagiuri states, "Indeed, when we speak of person perception
or of knowledge of persons,; we refer mostly 1o the observations
we make about intentions, atiitudes, emotions, ideas, abilities,
purposes, traits - events that are, aclte gp&ak, inside the person®
(Ibid., ps X)e Through them we can come to some understanding of
another's intentions toward us - by observing the manner in which the
person directs himself toward us.

This directionality and intentionality on the part of the per=
ceiver causes alterations in the directionality and intentionality
of the perceived, while the perceived has the same effect on the
perceiver. In other words, we are not dealing with simple inter=

action, but with double interaction. This, according to Tagiuri,




is the mutually shared field of interactione
14+ is within this interactional field, thanjthat'peeple
create a wpelationship®, that isy they evaluate one another
and establish characteristic ways of responding to one another =
all based on their perceptions of the other person gﬁﬁtef th et
aselves in relation 1o that other. Marriage: represents the
most clear-cut and permanent® example of such a relationship.
Thue investigation of interpersonal perception as it applies to
the marital relationship has broad implications for the field of
psychology since it is in the family environment created by the
interaction of the narital partners that an individual's most
basic and lasting behavior patterns are formed. These interactions
appear to result largely from the perceptions each of the marital
partners has of the other, which in turn results from the past
experience which has influenced their individual personalities.
Studies on both marriage and interpersonal perception have
only recently begun to converge as it has become clearer from the
results of each thatl the dynamics of the marital relationship
are clogely related 1© conditions of interpersonal perceptione.
Moreover, the results of recent studies in the area of personality
theory appear to have direct bearing on the basic elements responsible
for the formation of perceptions of others, both within and without
the marriage situation.
i summary of the literature will give a clearer picture of how
various personality and marriage studies have contributed to the

theory of interpersonal perception.




CHAPTER I

INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIOR AND MARRIAGE

Barly studies on marriage (Burgess and Cottrell, 1939; Locke
and Klausner, 1948) although interesting, were found to have little
relevance to the present studys Because these scales focused interest
upon areas of agreement and common interests in the healthy marriage,
they offered little information on the effects of personality.
variables on marital adjustment.

The one exception to this among early studies was one by
Terman (1939) who attempted to discover the personality charac—
teristics ef couples through questions such as, "Do you usually
work things out for yourself rather than get someone to show you?"
As a result he was able to arrive at the following descriptions:

among happily married couples,

",.. the women are cooperative, like to do things for depen-
dent or underprivileged. They're religious and moral, are
conservative and conventional in their politics. Missionary
and ministering attitudes are common in their responses.

The men show initiative and responsibility. They work well
with their superiors, are equalitarian toward women, and
benevelent toward their inferiors and the underprivileged.
They too have conservative attitudes on politics, religion,
and sex." (29, p.165).

Uhhappily married people on the other hand were,

".+es characterized by radical attitudes in politics, morals,
and religion. The women have deep-seated inferiority feelings
to which they react by aggressivity. The men are domineering
where they feel superior, but withdraw when they feel in-
ferior or are required to compete with their superiors."”

(293 P'165)3
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In the two major studies which used this questionnaire (Kellys
19413 Locke et al, 1949), however, no attempt was made to show how
these behaviors interacted in maﬁriage; that is, how the person=
alities of husbands and wives affected their feelings about theime
selves, how it affected theixr yareeptianslef their mates, and their
mates' perceptions of them. Knowledge of these varisbles was
- perbhaps the first step to understanding marital adjustment since
| through them some understanding ¢f an individual's behavior toward
his mate can be obtained.

However, it must be said in defense of these early studies
that they had of necessity %o be limited in this respect since
neither the theoretical framework nor the measuring instruments
for interrelating these variable was developed until the 1950's.
It was then that Tagiuri began %o formulate the theory of
interpersonal perception put forward in the introduction. Testing
propositions based un this theory, in turn, had to await the
development of appropriate measuring instruments.

 The Measurement of Interpersonal Behavior., It was somewhat

later that Leary (1957) devised the Interperscnal Check List {(10L)
in order tc measure interperasocnal behavior. Baﬁéd upon an analysis
of thousands of clinical cases, he and bis associates formulated
several hundred terms descripiive of behavior. He was able to
bring this number down t0 a more wiedly 128 by eliminating synonyms.
For exampley 'influence' and iguiéa‘ were both in the original

list. The final decision was made in favor of "guide" as the
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more widely used term. These words and phrases wera_then subsumed
under sixteen generic themes to help eliminate overlap and repetition.
As given in the example above, tguide' fell into the category of
“Man@gﬁrial“.- E
A factor analysis of the final results indicated that each
generic theme could be broken down still further. According to

Leary, each of these generic categories,

#,.. had some reference 10 & power oI affiliation factor.
When dominance-submission was taken as the vertical axis and
hostility-affection as the horizontal, all of the other generic
interpersonal factors could be expressed as combinations of
these four modal pointSeess Further experimentation and review
of the raw data led to the conclusion that a circular two-
dimensional centinuum of sixteen generic variables represented
the optimal degree of refinement of interpersonal themeSsees
It is thus possible teo convert the pattern of scores on
the sixteen variables (or generic themes ) into two numerical
indices (one for dominance and one for love) which locate a
subject's interpersonal behavior on a diagnostic grid" (16,0+64)
Further analysis of these four nodal points provided information
on another important facet of interpersonal functioning. When
dominant behavier was exhibited, 1T provoked submissive reactions
on the part of asnother. Similarly submissive behavior tended 10
evoke dominant behavior. On the other hand, hostility provoked
hostility; and affectionate behavior, affection. It is of interest
to note here that behavior along the dominance dimension evokes
its opposite or compliment, while behavior along the affection
dimension calls forth similar reactions. This behavioral recipro-

city reflects the fact that esach person creates the social envi=-

ronment in which he lives.
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It also conforms to the theory that how a person percaivea_hiﬁaﬁlf
will determine his behavior, and how another perceives that behavior
will determine how that other reacts. Thus, the Interpersonal
Check List (ICL) provides a simple method of investigating general
agreement between self perceptions and perceptions of that self
by others. An individual checks those words and phrases that he
feels apply to him on one copy. 4 person intimaﬁaly associated
with the subject can check off a second copy in order to obtain
an index of agreement between self perception and perception by
others.

Marital Studies Employing the ICL. Because of its simplicity

and breadth, Romanoc (1960) suggested that, since this measure
"emphasized the interpersonal aspect of personality and provides
a methodology for analysis of personality in interactional terms,"
(27, p.17) it would be a useful adjunct to marital counseling.
Luckey (1960a, 1960b, 1960c, 1961, 1964), following this sugges-
tion , applied the ICL in a series of gtudies on married couples.
Using Locke's Modified Marital Adjustment Scale as an index of
marital satisfaction, she found similarity between self concept
and description of mate to be significantly related to marital
gatisfaction. However, when these findings were evaluated for each
sex separately, this similarity was a predictor of marital satig=-
faction for husbands, but not for wives.
She also found that marital dissatisfaction was highly correlated

with self and/or mate descriptiomns that fell into those generic
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groups at the hostile end of the ICL love dimension, while marital
satisfaction was highly correlated with self and/ar mate descriptions
that fell into the generic groups at the affectionate end of the
love dimensione

These findings suggest that certain perceptual congruenciesg
and dimensions on which the perceptions are congruent, are related
to the degree of satisfaction the subjects find in marriage. These
results also indicate that the sources of the agreement which early
studies found to be indicativa-éf happy marriage were due to¢ perceived
similarities in the personalities of the two people involved. However,
other investigations have indicated that not only is similarity important
in the marital relationship, but complimentarity as well.

Similarity and Complimentarity. In a note on the role of needs

in marriage, Levinger (1964) demonstrated that those who would

pair people on the basis of needs, must take into account the roles

of complimentarity and similarity separately. Tharp (1964) in

a reply to Levinger, states that "before asncefning ourself with
patterning of elements, we had best identify the elements themselves."
(30, p.158). Goodman (1963, 1964) attempted to do both by measuring
different kinds of needs separately and testing each for similarity
and complimentarity. Mates were divided according to low and high

self accepters (Si) on the Bills Index of Adjustment and Values.




He found that high SA mates rated themselves as gimilar on dominance
and nurturance, while the low SA mates rated themselves as coOm=
plimentary on these two dimensions, i.e., as opposite to each
other. For both high and low SA mates, the highest relationship
occurred aleng the nurturance and succorance dimensions. In con-
clusion Coodman states: "The nurturant dimension of complimentarity
is probably more relevant than the dominance~submission dimension
in understanding interspousal need structure. The traditional
interpretation of complimentarity based upon all needs provides
a misleading framework for study of mate selection.” (11, p+867)
Thus, his findings lend support to those of Luckey who found
that high ratings on the affection dimension, apparently a parallel
to Goodman's nurturance need, are a determining influence in the
marital relationship. In addition, his results not only indicate
that feelings of self-acceptance will predict the mate as being
similar or complimentary, but also along what specific dimensions
or needs this similarity or complimentarity will occur.
Unfortunately, little is known about Goodman's measure.
However, a study by Hanson (1963) found a .6l correlation
between the Index of Adjustment and Values and the Repression
Sensitization Scale (BS) (Byrne, 1961). It is this instrument,
used alone and in conjunction with the ICL, that has produced a
large number of studies relevant to interpersonal perception in

marriage.




CHATTER Il

INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIOR AND REPRESSION-SENSITIZATION

Altrocchi was one of the first to employ the RS and ICL scales
in a single study (1960, 1961, 1963). He based his findings on a
sample of student nurses. He concluded from his reaaarqh that
repressors see themselves as more dominant and affectionate than
sensitizers. There was alzso & closer correspondence between how
the repressors saw themselves and how they were seen by others,
than there was for aensitizara; These results suggest that the
sensitizer tends to see himself as lacking in dominance and
affection. It is these feelings of inadequacy that are responsible
for the vast majority of marital problems that are met in the clinic
(See Geoller, 1956).

Joy (1963) extended Altrocehi's findings. He found that sensi-
tizers were chosen less often as desirable work partners than either
repressors or neutrals. Therefore, those who see themselves as
submissive and hostile would be less likely to be chosen as marital
partners. Furthermore, once having been chosen, it would be predictable
that they would have difficulties adapting to the marital situation.

Up to this point in the research, however, one variable, that
of sex, had not been investigated. This was a pertinent issue
since Altrocchi's studies had been based on a sample of females,
wkhile Joy's was based on a sample of males. At the same time,
Luckey's findings indicated differences in self concept-description

by mate agreement for husbands but not for wives.
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Lomont (1966), using both sexes, found that female sensitizers
not only saw themselves lower onu dominance compared 10 repressors,
but also saw themselves lower on dominance than they were seen by
others. This difference did not exist for male sensitizers, nor
for either sex at other levels of RS.

These are particularly interesting results in view of a study
by Block and Bennet (1955). Por & single individual (famale),
they used a @-sort method to obtain information about her per-
ceptions of 22 others and their perceptions of her. Factor analysis
revealed four clusters that differed in the degree to which her
perceptions were similar to others perceptions: 'Family,' 'Profegw
sional Colleagues,' 'Close Friends,' and 'Intimates.’

Of these, 'Family' and Close Friends' were similar in judging
her and themselves to how she judged herself and them. There was
a greater disparity between her perceptions and the perceptions
of others in the 'Professional Colleagues' group. The greatest
difference, however, was found in the cluster classified as *Intimates,’
in particular between herself and her husband from whom she was
divorced. Where he rated her as warm and normally assertive and
himself as similar, she saw herself as cold, dependent, and inclined
tc be hypercritical although she saw him as he saw himself.

Since coldness, dependency, et cetera are the characteristics
attributed to self by the sensitizer, it seems logical to hypothesize

that this individual was an example of the sensitizing female
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that Lomont found in his studys KEven more important, since this
couple was divorced, is the possibility that these discrepancies
between self and other percepis are related to, and may &efina, the
underlying dynamics of marital adjustment.

The accuracy of interpersonal perception that seems reflected
in Block and Bennet's study was more directly measured in an
investigation by Turk (1963)+ On the assumption that the physicisn=
nurse dyad represents professionally a close parrallel to the more
personal marital relationship, his results are interesting indeeds
These resulis included, not enly a comparison of self concept
and description by others, but also comparisons of self concept
versus description of other as well. On a measure of task enjoyment,
physicians rated themselves and nurses, while nurses rated themw
selves and physicians. In the repressing nurses group, the nurse's
self ratings and ratings of the physicians correlated .69, while
in the sensitizing nurses groupy this correlation was .30. Thig
seems %0 indicate that repressors see others as they see themselves,
while other factors determine & discrepancy between the way sensitizers
perceive themselves and the way they perceive others.

Thus, the personality variables being tapped by the RS seen
to play a leading role in interversonal rerception. It seems useful,
therefore, to summarize research findings employing the RS as a
means of ascertaining what is being measured.

Findings of RS research. In addition to those results reported




above it is now kKnown that:

",.. the higher an individual®s score on the RS, the more likely
he is on other instruments to indicate a digcrepancy between his
self concept and his self ideal, to degseribe himself in negative
and self-depreciating termgy %O report incongruencies among
feelings, values, and environmental conseguences, and more
gpecifically to say that he enjoys behavior which he believes

to be morally wrong and which is likely to have unpleasant
donsequences. Further, as R scores increase (toward the
sensitization end of the scale), the more likely an individual
ia to describe his own behavior and feelings as hogtile

(8,pp+189-190) .

Other findings strongly suggest a linear relationship between

gensitizing defenses and maladjustment, (with the exception

of one study) where extreme Tepressors were seen to fit into

the pattern of chronic overcontrol which included rigidity,

conventionality, moralistic views, and (in the criminal sample
studied) a greater probability of psychosis (Megargee and

Mendelsohn, 1964)" (8, pp«207~208). -

Note, however, that all of these studies are related to an in-
dividual's self ratings, i.e.y how he rates himself on paper and
pencil tests. Using other means of measuring, guite different
results have been obtained.

A study by Lomont (1963) someluded, "...RS is highly related
to self-reported aggression, but not at all with (the Holtzman)
ink blot aggression. This finding is in keeping with the clinieal
hypothesis that repression censoIrs an individual's self report of
aggression but that the ink blot measure of aggression largely
circumvents censorship.”

Tn addition to these findings, a report by Lazarus and Alfertd

(1964) indicates that repressors give physiological evidence of

anxiety while verbally denying such feelings. Purther and based




on review of the concept of repression by Mackinnon and Dukes
"the RS has been found relevant in predicting (1) inhibition
of perception, (2) inhibition of memory, and (3) inhibition
of respanaé" g8, p«186).

It appears, then that the RS, rather than being a measure of
any one particular persanality variable, actually reflects an
sindividual's defense network, that is, the system of coping

mechanisms by whickh he grapples with anxiety.




A. Implications of hesearch Hesulls. Barly studies on marriage

were aimed at basic ammmgmm, queations of areas of agreement
and common interests a8 & means of predicting marital success oy
failure. As such, they offered very litile to the researcher
interested in the basic dynamics that bring about a particuiay
peiring of two pecple. As was pointed out, this was in large parv
due to the fact that neither inetruments for measuring these
dynamics, nor a theoretical framework in which %o view them had

as yet been developed.

A theoretical approach growing out of perception studies emerged
in the 1950s, This approach specified that the behaviors occurring
bema;?%-n"bw people, i.e., how they act with reference to each olher,
is largely the result of nhuw they percelive wé another which, in turn,
is determined partly by their feelings about,and percepis themselves.

@ithin this framework of interpersonal perception, the IGL
was developed as a means of gaining insight into as much of the
total perceptual envircnment as was possible, i.e., not just an
individual's perceptions of himself, but also others' percepitions
of him. These areas secmed at least hypothetically valid in that
how an individual perceives himself should indicate his level of
self esteem and correspondingly his level of defensiveness. 7This,
in turn, should affect how he behaves toward others, and their resulting

perceptions of hia.
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It remained for Luckey to poeint out how these variablﬁéinterm
acted in the marital relationship. She found that satisfaction
in marriage was related: (1) to perceived similarity between the ﬁaif
concept and description by the mate, although there was a sex difference
for this relationships and (2) te hew affectionate the self and/ar
mate was perceived.

These latter results on affection seem validated by CGoodman's
findings on & similar dimension or need, nuturance, which he hypo-
thesized as a basis for mate selection since all married couples
in his sample showed significance on this variable. However, his
prime concern was to investigate cemplimantarity.as well as similaxity
which he found to be highly related to an individual's level of
self acceptance on both the dominance and nurturance dimensions.

The RS research of Altrocechi (1961, 1964) and Lomont (1963, 1966)
confirmed his findings. The more general studies indicated that
sensitizers saw themselves not only as less loving and dominant
than they were seen by others, but also as less loving and dominant
than repressors saw themselves. However, when sSex was addéd to these
variables, Lomont found that it was in fact the female sensitizer
who was responsible for the large difference between self concept
and description by another person. Such a result adds credence
to Luckey's findings that a high correlation between self concept
and description by mate was reiated to the marital satisfaction of

husbands but noet wives.




In summary than, it would seem that the perceived similarities
and aomplimantaritiaa of the marital partngra differs for ﬁhe.twa
sexes, and that these parcaptiﬁn& are determined, at least in part,
by the basic defensive Patte#ﬁﬁ reflected in RS scores. .

However, these perceptions of the marital partners can be
compared for ﬁimi;arity and a&%ﬁlimentaritj in two ways: Dby
comparison (1) of aalf'eonaaptrwith.aaaqripti@m by mate, or (2) by

self concept with description of mate. Here a more basic element

of perceptual accuracy emarg&g%[ In gattiﬁg at the unaarlﬁing’icyiﬁ?.
that go into_faéming a'parqapﬁiﬁn of another individual, it would
seem necessary to know aome#hiﬁg aboul the defense system of tha
perceiver. This information can only be inﬁimatgd in a comparison
of self concept with deacéiptiﬁn by_anathar; whereas a aamparisﬁn |
of self concept and éaanriptian,ggtanathar? aﬁpaaially in aanjuaﬂtiﬁn
with a well-validated measure of defense, can supply information

as to those personality variables that are most impﬁrtant in
perception. Thus, ultimately, the basic elements that'dat&rmiﬁﬁ,
accuracy of interpersonal perception with all its consequences,

may be ascertainable. :

B. HRationale. On the haaiﬁ of the foregoing studies, it appears
that interpersonal perception in the marital rﬁlatiaﬁahip is g '
function of the amount of dominance and affection attributed to
the self and to the mate. More specifically, it would seem that

perceptual patterns are directly affected by the agraément between




the amount of dominance and affec¢tion an individual perceives in
himself and the amount he perccives in his mate. Moreover, all
these variables, affécting aa.ﬁhay-da perception, are related to
an individual's own particular defense pattern.

If it is assumed that the way a peréan feels about himsgelf
influences the way he per@&iﬁ&a hialmate, there are at least two
possible ways in which this aﬁauﬁptian might be hypothesized to
function: via perceived similarity, or via perceived complimentarity
(Goodman, 196335 Turk, 1363)- |

.Firat, it appéars that there is a better than chance probability
that individuals ﬁere&iﬁe thﬁi& aataa 1n.a manner similar td the
way in which they perceive th&mﬁalvaa,. Iﬁ terms of thé IGL; this
means that paaple.may rﬁte thelir mates as similar to their own
self rating on dominance and love. Such a result would argue
strongly for a projective defense pattern at work in one's perceptions
of his spouse. |

Secondly, thare is alae.@vid&nee_to indicatﬂ that individuals

will tend to see their mates in a manner caﬁplimentary te the way

they see themselves. This iz in keeping with thé research findings
on the ICL (Leary, 1557) « Considering both the doﬁinanea an&
acceptance dimensions of this saale.aa-indidatarﬁ of int@rparaanal
behavior, it was found that dﬁminant_behavicr ienﬁad to provoke
submissive behavier and vice-varaa; hoyever, thafﬁ wﬁa no éueh

complimentarity on the accepiance dimension since affectionate
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hah#viar provokes affection and hostility provokes hostilitye.

It would seem then that in the iﬁ%&nsa interpersonal setting of
marriage, a person who is dominent would tend to see his mate

as submissive and vice~versai however, a person who was affectionate
would not tend to see his mate as hogstile; but rather would perceive
her also as affectionate.

On the ICL, dominance 1a.ﬁ$&$nraﬂ along a standard score con=~
tinuum of 100 points with a mean of 50. It is possible; therefore,
to derive a complimentary mathematical point equidistant from the
mean in the opposite direction from the individual's rating of
himgelf, Confirmation of the personality compliment aa'prediating
an individual's rating of his mate would indicate that faaiings of
superiority or inferiority in terms of one's onw feelings of dominance
or atrength cause him to see his mate as opposite to himeelf on
this trait.

However, on the basis of Coodman's finding that those high and
low on self acceptance were, respectively, similar and complimentaxy
to their mates on dominance and nurturance, it seems logical to
hypothesize that the compliment as predicter of rating of mate will
hold true only for sensitizers,; whereas it will be the repressor's
self concept that will be the reference point for his desecription
of his mate,

Perceptions of mate can be evsluated in still another way.

Since both Altrocchi (1963, 1964) and Lomont (1966) found such
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high Qorralationa between self concept on the ICL and RS scores,
there is apparently some overlap in what these two ingtruments
measure. In addition, the vast amount of research presents a
possibility for wider evaluation of any results obtained with the
B3, If the sex variable is controlled (Luckey, 19603 Lomont, 1966),
a measure of an individual's defense predispositions, such as the
RS, can be compared with his perceptions of his mate as a means
of ascertaining how perceptions are formed.

0. Hypotheses, On the basis of the facts described above, the
following hypotheses were formulated:
Hypothesis I: The self concept (8C) of the repressor on both
dominance and love will predict his description of his mate (DM)
on both of these dimensions.

othesis II: The personality compliment (PC) of the sensitizer's
SC will predit his DM on dominance.
Hypothesis III: There will be a significant interaction when RS
and sex are compared with regard to the amount of dominance or love
perceived in the mate. That is, whether ICL scores are high or
low will be related to and affected by defense patterns and sex.

D. Method.,

Subject: To test these hypotheses, 30 mattied couples from the
American University and Americen Embassy in Beirut were asked to
fill out gquestionnaire booklets. The couples had been married.

from sight months to 29 years with an average of eight years.




Tests: The measure of general tendeney to repression (RS) was
Byrne's (1961) Repression Sensgitization Scale. Low scores on this
scale indicate strong repressive tendencies. Leary's (1957) ICL
was used for both self deseriptions and descriptions of mate.

Each S. described his self concept on the dominance dimension (SCD)
and on the acceptance, or love,; dimension (SCL), and his mate om
dominance (DMD) and acceptanse (DML).

Experimental Design: These measures were combined into a booklet
with proper instructions, distributed to couples to be completed
in their leisure time, and refurned. 958 were advised that complete
anonymity was insured by this method. They were also asked not

to show their responses to their mate. It was feli that these
instructions would allow S8 %0 be as frank as possible in their
responses.

In evaluating the results,; HS scores were rank ordered
Repressors were defined as those scoring in the lower: half of the
ranking, while sensitizers were defined as those aaaring in the
upper half,

To test the hypothesis that the repressor perceives his mate
as similar to himself on both deminance and love, it was decided
to correlate the SCD-DMD and 3Cl-DML scores using the Fearson
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. A positive correlationg
significantly different from zere, would indicate that the re-

spective dominance and love scores ¢on the DM measure increase with
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increases in the individual's 5C BCOTE . .Thia would mean that
repressors tend to see their mates as similar to themselves along
the dominance and love dimanaiﬁma. Thus the DM would be predictable
from the individual's own BC rather than from the actual personality
characteristice of the mate., |

-Thﬁ msthﬁi of t@sting-tha second hypothesis, that the personality
compliment (PG) of the sensitizer's 8C would predict his DM, was
proﬁiﬁea_by the construction of the ICL itself. First, as pointed
out earlier, Leary and his aéﬁﬁaiatas (1957) faund;g reciprocal
relationship among the.hahavimms measured by the déminanea and love
dimensions. That is, when dominant behavior was exhibited, it
provoked submissive behavior in the perceiver. Similarly, submissive
behavior evoked a dominant reaction. UHNowever, loving behavior
provoked loving behavior, while hostile behavior evoked hostilitys
It appears, then, that there can be complimentarity along the
dominance dimension, but at least the way this particular acaie is
constructed, not along the love dimension.

Secondly, the standardization of scores along the dominance
dimension of the ICL provides a simple method for definding compli-
mentarity. These scores range from 1 to 100 with a mean of 50.

A mathematical point equidistant from the mean in the opposite
direction from the SC defines the PC. This point will itse@f be
complimentary to the SC, i.ess; @8 the SC increases, this point will

decrease. A significant negative correlation of the SC versus the
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D¥ then will essentially parallel this point. Such a result,
tharafora; would reflect complimentarity in the SC versus DM
comparison. That is to say, a8 %the sensitiger's dominance score
decreases, his d&sﬁription of his mate's dominance score will
increase. This complimentarity would therefore be confirmed by
a negative correlation.

In view of the Lomont (1966) article, it was decided that in
addition to being'ﬁrﬂkan down by R3, the 5C versus DN aarralatiaﬁ
should also be divided according 4o sex. This and other studies
indicate that there are differences in the way males and females
perceive themselves. This required that separate correlations be
caleculated for each of the fellowing 3CD-DMD combinations: repressing
husbands, sensitizing huﬂgandaglrapraaaing wives, and sensitizing
wives. These correlations were then repeated for the SCL-DML
dimension.

To test the third hypothesis, that RS and sex will interactionally
affect amount of dominance and love atiributed to maﬁe, two analyses
of variance were employed, one for each dimension. Each analysis
consisted of a 2 x 2 table, 23 x sex. It was felt that this method
would provide data by which the following differences could be
eva;uatedz differences between the amount of dominance and love
attributed to mates by sensitizers versus repressors; the same dif=
ference between husbands versus wivesj and whether these dif=-
ferent ways of rating mate varied for husbands and wives at

different levels of RS.
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Scores were computed for S, 5C, and DM for each of
the thirty husbands and thirﬁy ﬁivnﬁ. Inspection of the data
revealed that husbands and wives tended to have similar RS scores.
Accordingly, a Pearson Product lioment Correlation was run between
the RS scores of husbands and those of wives. The resulting
r of +36 was significant at the 05 level,

This correlation indicated that reprasﬁarﬁ tend to be
married to repressing mates énﬁ aanaitia#r& tend to be married k@'n
sensitizing mates. How this situation develops could be argued
in two ways. 1In the first place, an individual might be attracted
tc, and choose as a mate, someone who would score in the same
range as he himgelf on the R3s« On the other hand, it might be
hypothesized that they have become more giike on the dimensions
measured by the RS as a funetion of living together.

In themselves, however, such results aré_meaniﬁgful in
terms of what is known about the ES,. Therefore, it can be stated with
some degree of certainty that married couples will behave in very
similar ways. DMNore specifieally, they will exhibit similar levels
of manifest anxiety, self-esteemy physiological arousal, manifest
and convert hostility, openness 4o social influence, and adjustment.
Furthermore, they should show similar tendencies in regard to
personality defense, e.g., repressors tend to use denial and

avoidance type mechanisms, whereas sensitizers tend to move toward
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anxiéty in an attempt to control it (Byrne, 1964). On the basis
@f'the obtained correlation it might even be predicted that their

- responses to humor would bé-aimilar. The correlation of .36 carries
the statistical implication that approximately (.362), or 16% of

the variance of individuals' RS scores can be accounted for by the
RS scores of their spouses.

In general then, it may be said that in addition to any perceived
similarity or complimentarity that may exist between spouses, there
is the real similarity of their defense mechanisms. This seens
to confirm the hypothesis made on the basis of the MacKinnon
and Bukeé (1962) study, that the relationship of RS and percepiual
defense disposes individuals to perceive themselves in similar ways.

Recall the sensitizing female subject of the Block and Bennet
study (See pe¢l0). In the light of the present findings, the fact
that her marital adjustment was poory finally ending in divorece,
might be attributed to the defensive tendencies of her husbands
That is to say, bhis rating of himself and her as warm and dominant
indicates that be had strong repressive tendencies as opposed to
her sensitizing trends. This lack of agreement between their
respective defensive systems, or means of coping with anxiety,
might well make it difficult for them to communicate with each
other.

However, as mentioned earlier, R3 agraementggﬁﬁﬁhéwn by the

significant correlation between husbands' and wives' RS acores
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indicates only the real similarity between them, i.e., the way

in which individuale are similar on their self ratings. How they
perceive each other, that 1is, their perceived similarity, was the
basis of the first and second hypotheses: both the dominance and
love self concepts of the repressor will be significantly related
to how he sees his mate, and the compliment of the self concept
on the dominance dimension will be aighifieantly related to de=-
gseription of mate for the sensitizer. These were partially con-
firmed by the findings shown iﬁ;Tablea 1 and 2.

The date of Table 1 indicate that the description of the
repressor's mate can be predieted from the repressor's rating of
himself only for the wife and only on the dominance dimension.
Table 2 indicates that, rather than perceiving the mate as com—
plimentary on dominance as would have been indicated by a negative
correlation on that dimensiony the sensitizing-wife perceive
her mate as similar as well, bubty at the sensitiszation end of the
RS scale, only on the love dimension.

These results indicate that perceptions of the mate are
greatly affected by the pattern of defenses an individual employsy
ags indicated by his level of 254 and even more importantly by
his sex. ¥ith regard to married couples, wives' perception of
mate is markedly influenced by their evaluation of thams&l#&s;
while the insignificant correlations for the husbands dﬂmanatrﬁte

that their feelings about themselves in general do not afYect
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Represgors
Dominance Love
Husbands ® 23 | ‘Gg
Wives 21" .019

+ wsignificant at the .05 level

TABLE 1 : Self Concept versus Description of Mate Correlations

for Repressing Husbands and Wives.




Dominance Love
Husbands s 08 ¢19
Wives +19 BT

+++ significant at the 001 level

TABLE 2 ¢ Self Concept versus Descriptien of Mate
Correlations for Sensitizing Husbands and

Hives.
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their perceptions of their wives.

The reasons for this difference between husband and wife
perceptione is not clear. Iﬁléay well be that a man's role as
breadwinner in a éampatitivm work situation has served to make
him more realistic in his judgements of his environment. Since
women generally lack this experience, their judgement may be more
aubjaetivé. At the same time, the data indicate that wives vary
with regard to the dimensions of their subjectivity according
to their pattern of defenses. In view of what is known about
the RS, it is possible to comment on the reasons low scoring wives
judge their mates according to their self ratings on dominance,
while high seoring wives judge their mates according to their
self ratings on love. It has been repeatedly shown in the
literature that repressors tend to be méere conservative and tradi-
tionalistic in their viewse At the same time, they are ambitious, com=
petitive, and enterprising. 4 repressing woman, therefore, might
feel it necessary to express her competitiveness through her hushand
$0 as to maintain the traditional role of submissive wife. This
would cause her to place more emphasis on the dominance aspect
of her husband's Fersonality as opposed to the loving aspect.

At the same time, the need %0 see him as more dominant then
herself would necessitate her rating him inecreasingly higher on

the dominance dimension as her own score on this factor increased,
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The sensitizer behaves quite differently. He over-reacts
té others in that he is suggestible, eassily influenced by.athara*
reaction and opinions, and ﬁélfndefenﬂiv&. On the baﬁia of this,
it becomes clear why such an individual, in this case a wife,
would see the affection dimension of personality as the most
impertant in any kind of interpersonal situation. That is to say,
by protecting herself in what is perceived to be a loving environ-
ment,; she satisfies her need for approval-dependency and the faax
of the low ﬂalf-usteam rerson in expressing dominance and aggression.
This might contrast with the husband who might be axpﬁ@ﬁad teo
have been less punished for these latter behaviors, have less of
a need to be defensive about them, and therefore, less of a need
to have a disterted perception of his mate.

The relaticnship of these results to previﬁus.findingﬂ is
reflected in Luckey's study (1960a) which has been supported by
the results of this experiment. Her finding that there was a sex
difference for perceived similarity reflected in a positive correla-
tion between self concept and description by mate, seems also to
be true of the relationship beiween self concept and description
of mate. Further, her finding that amount of affection attributed
to the maie asccounted for marital satisfaction may have been a
reflection of the sensitizers® needs according to the present
findings. That is to say, the wvery high correlation between

the sensitizer's S5C and DM on the love dimension may have accounted
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for at least part of the significant correlation she found between
amount of affection attributed to self and/or mate and marital
satisfaction.

On the basis of the Goodman study, it had been hypothesized
that repressors would see their mates as similar, as hiﬂ@é%gﬁ;
self-accepters had, while sensitizers would see their mates as
aemﬁlimentary, as his low self-accepters had. Why this turned out
otherwise, especially considering the .61 correlation between his
measure of self acceptance and the RS, may have been a function
of the difference between the scales used to measure dominance and
love: in the case of the present study, the ICL, while Coodman
employed the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule.

The most important ralatiaﬁahip between the present study and
previous findings lays in how it relates to, and offers possible
explanations fory; the findings of Lomont (1966). He showed that
the perceptions of the sensitizing female were quite different
from male sensitigers, or for either males or females at other
levels of ES. In the present study, the highest correlation was
for the comparison of the sensitizing female's 5C snd her descrip-
tion of her mate on the love dimension. The mogst parsimoneous
hypcthesis t¢ account for both these results and those of the
Lomont study is that she makes extensive use of the mechanisms
of projection in judging othersy in this case her mate; and that
this accounts for the discrepancy between her own perceptions and

the perceptions of others.




Cne pﬂint is important to stree in sll of +he findings
reported in this seotion. Namely, these results characterize
only a restricted range of the population from which they were
drawn. That is, the total possibls range af RS scores iz from 1 to
156. The ra%gg of our sample, hnw@?ﬁr, was only 15 to 89, The
respective a%;nﬁard deviations are 19 and 1ll. Therefore, we are
dealing with a restricted renge, and with & populetion that is
more homogenous than the parent population. 4 sample which included
the extremes of the scale would have allowed for more appropriate
comparisons.

In order to analyze the data meaningfully, it was decided
1o examine the data for trends using only the extreme scores of
the RS and those clustering around the mean (X of 45.8).| Tables
3 and 4 demonstrate the means of the five middle, five most
repressing, and five most aenaitiﬁiﬁg huﬁban&a and wives in the
sample. These means include the 3¢, MD, end DM on both the demi-
nance znd love dimensions. From these data, scme interesting
trends emerged.

OUn the dominance dimension, th&imate descriptions of these
individuals and their descriptions of their mates do not appear
to differ when a comparison is made among the cells of the table.
This seems to indicate the possibility of stereotyped MD and DM
descriptions. This may well be baged upon an idealiszed conception

ef the mate.
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Table 3 also indicates a Gux?ilinaar relationship between
SC and RS for wives. While the repressing and sensitizing wives
are comparatively low on dominance and lower in both cases than
their husbands, the medium range wife is a'gaad deal higher:
higher than her husband. Whether this difference between the
medium range ﬁif& and ber husband woeuld be ﬁignificant in a large
sample is questionrable since tha'&iﬁarepaney between the two
scores is small compared to the diserepancies between the repressing
and sensitizing wives and husbandse. It appears then that the
average wife sees herself as her husband's equal or su erior
on those variables that characterige dominance, while the repressing
and sensitizing wives perceive themselves as weak ang submissive.

Table 4 indicates the love scores of these groups. Both
the repressing husbands and the repressing wives see themselves,
and are described by their mates, as unemotional pa@pla.. Bach,
however, perceives the other as more loving than they see them-
selves. Thie may indicate the need of the inhibited brerson for
& close relationship with somecne who can express the affectionsl
feelings he himself cannct express.

Among the semsitizers, both busbands and wives perceive
themselves as more loving than either the medium or repressing
group. However, the husbands see their mates as colder than the
mates see themselves, while the Wives see their mates ag warmer
than the mates see themselves. Agein, as a function of having to

compete in a job, the maladjusted sensitigzer may be, or feel




Raprﬁaﬂarﬁ Noermals Sensitizers
sc”  69.2 . 63.8 58,8
Husbands MD = 6648 T1.4 i 66.8
DM 6244 69 +0 | 68.0
5C 54,0 69.2 | 48.0
Wives : MD  62.8 | 65.8 65.6
DM 6440 66.6 66.0

+ On these tables, self concept (5C), mate's descriptien (MD),
and description of mate (D#) will be referred te by their

respective abreviations.

TABLE 3 : Means of Self Concepts, Mate's Descoription
and Description of ligte on the Doeminance
Dimension of the Interpersenal Check List

across three levels ¢of Repression-Sensitization
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Represgsors Normals Sensitizers
SC 39.8 45 .0 56.8
Husbands: MD 34 14 51 lg 53 -4
DM  54.0 652 38.0
8C 3844 35.8 45.6
Wives N MD 38:6 51 o 55;6
DM 45.8 476 522

TABLE 4 : Means of Self Concept, Mate's Descriptien
and Descriptien of liate on the Leove Dimensien
of the Interpersonal Check List acress

three levels of Repression-Sensitigation



himself to be, inadeguate, and want more reassurance and warath
from his wife that ah&_Gan give. The result of this would be to
make them both feel that he was the warmer.

The normal wives' self concept on love is the lowest of the
six 8C's, although they are rated much higher on this dimension
by their husbands. It is probable thet their feelings about
themselves as &ﬁminant people are inaaugruant with self percepts
of warmth.  The discrepancy between the husbands' DM mean and
the wives® S5C mean (51.4 versus 36.8) is impressive. It mey
mean that his view of her is distorted, e.g., the cultural ideal
of her as loving has net been challenged by reality. On the
other hand, she may appear more loving than she sees herself to
be.s

The most significant trend in the tables, however, seems to
be related to the 3C of the husbands. It appeared that as the
dominance scocre decreased across lavels of R3, the love score
increased. An analysis of wvariance waa run for repressing and
sensitizing husbands on the love and dominance dimensions. The
means of the cells are given in Table 5. As can be geen, the
dominance and love scores appear t0o converge at the sensitigation
end of the BS. Table 6 gives a summary of the analysis of
variance. The main effect for the dominance-~lovs dimension
and the interaction of RS with dominsnce and love iz sigmificant
at the .20 level. In view of the size of the groups and the

restricted range of the RS in this mample, it appears that these
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Hﬁsbandai self Concepts

Repressors Normals Sensitizers
Dominance 69.2 63.8 58.8
Love H 39-8 45 o0 56#8

TABLE 5 ¢+ Means of Husbhands® Self CUoncepts on the Dominance
and Love Dimensions of the Interpersonal Check

List at three levels of Repression-Sensitization.
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Husband Self Concept

Source of Varisnce 4  Mean Sguaia F
RS 1 : 27563 oo
Dom-Love . 708.05 2.28"
RS x D@mﬁLava- g 765463 247"
Within 16 . 310.80 e
Total 19 10,249.75 e

+ significant at the .20 level

TABLE 6 : Summary of analysis of variance of Husbands'®
Se¢lf Concepts on the Dominance and Love Dimensions
of the Interpersonal Check List at different levels

of Repression-3Sensitization.
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results would be ataﬁiatiaally.réliahla if the design allowed

for more preecision through an iﬁgﬁﬁaaélin sample sige. The

F ratios indicate that there is reason to believe that for husbands,
as self ratings on dominance increasey self ratinge on the love
dimenaian'dﬁaréaaa* This is parallel to the findings for medium

- range (hormal) wives. Therefore, it is possible that for the
husband too, feelings to warmth and affection may be incongruent

to his perception of himself as dominant.

Hypothesis 111 stated that the description of mate would be
different for husbands and wivea at different levels of R3 on both
the dominance and love dimensions. Tables 7 and 8 give the
means, reapectively, of the DMD and DML for 20 husbands and 20
wives at different levels of RS.

Table 7 reveals a trend for repressing husbands to see their
wives as weaker than semaitizing husbands see their wives (means
of 56.6 verses 62.1). Repressing wives, however, see their mates
a8 dominant, whercas sensitizing wives see their mates as less
dominent (means of 68.0 versus 62.3)s In view of théﬂa mesns,
it seemed reasonable to carry out the planned analysis of wvariance
on these data. A summery of this ernalysis is shown im Table 9.

As can be seen, the main effect for RS was not significant. The

variance came about due to the differences in mate ratings

by husbands

as oprosed tc wives, and by husbands as oprosed to wives at

different levels of &S3. Although the significance level is
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Description ef Mate on Dominance

Repressors Sensitizers
Husbands 56 o6 62.1
Wives 68.0 B -

TABLE 7 :+ Means of the Description of Mate on Dominance
for Husbands and Wives at two levels of

Repression-Sensitization.
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Baaerigtian_ﬁf Hate on Love

Repressors Jensitizers
Husbands 425 4046
Wives 4643 44.7

TABLE 8 ¢+ Means of Description of Mate on Love for

Husbands and Wives at two levels of

Repression—-3ensitiszation.




Description of Mate on Dominance

scurce of Variance &f  Mean Sqguare F |
RS & 00,10 —
Husband-¥ife 1 336.40 e Y
RS x Husband-Wife 1 313,60 1.37
Within 36 228.87 i

TABLE 9 : Summary of analysis of wvariance of lescription
of Mate on Dominance for Husbands and Wives

at different levels oi Repressicn-Sensitization.

+ significant at 25 level




low (.25), the means comparisons appear to be substantiated in
that at the rap?aaaian end of the scaley, husbands sece their mates
a8 submissive, while wives see their mates as strong. At the
gensitizing end of the RS, however, the dominance ratings given

to mates converge, with the same mean score being assigned whether
the mate is a husband or a wifes Specific critical differences
among the means were not compubted for these data, however, because
the aignifiéanca levels were marginal, and the groups were smalls

Or the love dimensiocn, s comparison of the mesns in Table §
indicated that there was no difference in the way husbands and
wives rated their mates at different levels of RS. In view of
these results, it was decided that the planned analysis of
variance would be superfluocuse
Sumnnary .

On the basis of these results, it aprears that interpersonal
perception in the marital setting is related to self concept and
repression—sensitization. A significant correlation was fcﬁnﬁ
between RS acore of an individupl's mate and his own RS score.
This correlation indicates that the level of repression-gensi-
tization of a given individual can be predicted to some degree
from the level of repression-gensitization of his mate. A
significant correlastion was also found between the self concept
of repressing wives and the description of their mate on the
dominance dimemsion of the ICL and between the self concept of
sensitizing wives and description of their mates on the love

dimension.,
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1% was hypothesized that the ability of the self oconcept to
predict the DM in these instances was a function of the defense
system of rﬁpraéaﬁrﬂ and sensitizers. The repressing wife may
have power strivings, but displace them onto her mate since her
more conservative views cause her %0 perceive herself as submissive.
The sensitizing wife is defensive and easily threatened and, there-
fore, needs to see her mate as warm and affectionate. It was
pointed out that, due to their role, men are more likely to perceive
their mates more realisticallys

Some trends were noted in the relationships among self concepts
description by mate, and description of mate for husbands and wives
at different levels of RS on both the dominance and the love
dimensions. The most clear-cut of these involved the self concept
of the repressing and sensitizing husbands on both dominance and
love. These trends were subjected to an analysis of wvariances
The results were just below the <10 level of significance and
indicated that as the dominance gcore of husbands' self concepts
decreases, the love score increases as the sensitizing end of
the RS is approached.

Another analysis of variance was run to test the hypothesis
that husbands and wives perceive their mates differently and that
this varies as a function of RS.. Only the .25 level of significance
was reached, but this appeared 4o be a fuhection of the aiza ofn
the groups and the limited range of the RS. JMNore extreme 1S

scores might have increased the level of significance.




SCORES OF WIVES ON RS, SELF CONCEPT, AND DESCRIPTION OF MATE

Hifﬁf%fL |

Code No. RS Self RS Mate 3CD DMD SCL DML
28 15 40 49 61 44 36
8 26 38 63 66 26 23
20 31 26 45 65 42 37
2 36 42 61 82 24 70
19 37 i 52 46 56 63
2l 39 30 58 €3 56 27
29 40 46 54 93 37 65
11 42 36 i3 - 63 32 58
7 42 63 66 89 44 46
24 43 56 51 52 43 38
18 44 o4 71 66 40 31
15 45 32 55 65 46 61
16 45 61 13 71 31 18
1 50 38 44 69 33 63
10 52 T 60 69 42 13
= 53 31 88 64 28 32
32 53 59 69 54 38 55
4 53 29 85 i 38 15
22 53 63 37 58 60 57
34 54 55 43 15 25 69
31 55 60 57 46 13 30
33 56 49 59 5 33 8
27 59 45 61 80 46 56
26 60 24 [5, 43 47 57
9 60 43 42 49 41 35
17 61 34 41 53 17 26
3 63 61 57 75 45 37
30 63 61 45 10 7 63
6 66 8¢9 36 47 39 13

25 81 42 62 85 54 62
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Table 2

SCORES OF HUSBANDS ON RS,
'SELF CONCEPT, AND DESCRIFTION OF MATE

Husbands's
Code No. RS $CD DMD SCL DML
20 26 62 63 44 37
4 29 71 64 5 50
21 30 T4 71 28 66
12 31 84 49 76 56
15 32 55 65 46 61
17 34 59 33 60 9
11 36 69 54 36 49
19 37 50 41 59 10
38 59 60 18 34
1 38 95 66 83 53
28 40 79 68 42 42
25 42 65 80 51 56
2 42 61 82 24 70
43 -3 51 41 15
27 45 59 64 61 83
29 46 11 68 20 54
33 49 54 23 78 61
26 54 51 56 39 2
18 54 60 58 43 33
34 55 59 48 65 51
24 56 42 37 29 54
32 59 39 61 40 44
31 60 45 3l 33 5
3 €1 61 T6 70 79
30 61 19 76 39 37
16 61 61 68 21 43
22 63 52 47 51 2%
7 63 45 73 26 51
10 17 5 89 82 24




Table 3

SCORES FOR WIVES AT THE EXTREMES
' AND MIDDLE OF THE RS _CONTINUUM

| Eominaneﬁ | _ Love

Ss SC DM WD SC DM MD

28 49 61 68 44 36 42

8 63 66 60 26 23 34

Repressors 20 45 65 63 42 Al 37
Z 61 82 b 24 18 T0

19 52 46 41 56 63 10

1 44 69 66 33 63 53

10 60 £9 89 42 T3 24
Normals 12 88 64 49 28 22 58
32 69 54 61 38 .55 44

4 85 11 64 38 i3 50

17 41 53 33 17 26 9

3 57 5 76 45 37 19

Sensitizers 30 45 T0 76 73 a3 AT
é 36 47 63 39 73 47

25 62 85 80 54 62 56
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Table 4

SCORES FOR HUSBANDS AT THE EXTREMES
AND MIDDLE OF THE RS CONTINUUM

Dominance Love
S¢ SC MM ¥D SC DM MD
2. 8§ 6 B PR W
b P e 0TS 5 5%
Repressors 21 T4 71 63 28 66 27
12 84 49 64 76 56 32
15 55 65 65 46 61 61
a8 T 6 O 42 4% . 36
25 65 80 85 57 56 62
Normals g 61 82 82 24 70 70
55 21 45 41 15 35
27 59 64 80 6L 83 56
16 61 8 T g1 - 43 . a8
- 47 58 51 25 21
Sensitizers T 45 3 8 26 51 46
w3 89 69 2 M ' n

6 43 63 41 o4 47 13
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