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How the Difference Between Husbands and Wives Interaction Behaviors
Influence Their Marriage Quality : An Observational Study
JU Xiao—yan, XIE Qing—hong, CAO Hong—jian, FANG Xiao—yi, LIU Xuan-wen

School of Social Work ,China Youth University for Political Sciences, Beijing 100089, China
[Abstract] Objective: To explore the difference of interaction behaviors in couples and how these differences influence
their martial relations. Methods: Using the problem—-solving and social support paradigm, 41 couples have been videoed.
IFIRS was used to code their behavior. Results: (DWives were more negative than husbands in both problem solving and
social support context, and less positive only in problem solving context. @Wives were less satisfied with their marriage in
the group which husbands displayed more negative behaviors, compared to the group in which wives displayed more nega-
tive behaviors than husbands in problem solving context; (3)Husbands were more satisfied in the group which wives dis-
played more positive behaviors, compared to the group in which husbands displayed more positive behaviors than wives.
Conclusion: Husbands’negative behavior were more destructive to wives’ martial satisfaction comparing to wives’ nega-
tivity in problem solving context. Furthermore, wives’ positivity in social support context have more positive effect on hus-
bands’ martial satisfaction comparing to husbands’ positivity. Husbands’ positivity in problem solving context were more
predictive to relationship quality than that in social support context.
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