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ABSTRACT 

This study explored the relationship among perceived family environment, social 

support from different sources, self-competence, and internalizing/externalizing problem 

behaviors in freshmen college students. Previous studies have shown that family 

environment, social support, and competence all relate to adjustment and behaviors in 

clinical and non-clinical populations. The purpose of the current study is to integrate the 

aforementioned variables in order to determine how they contribute both jointly and 

independently to the prediction of self- and parent-reported of college students' 

intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. 

A series of questionnaires was administered to freshmen college students (N=311) 

at a southwestem university who recently left their families-of-origin and entered college 

life. A demographic questionnaire and six different self-report scales were used to obtain 

relevant background information and their perceived competencies in specific domains, 

perceived family cohesion, adaptability, satisfaction, perceived emotional support from 

mother, father, sibling, close friend, peers, instmctors, campus organizations, and their 

self-reports of intemalizing and extemalizing behavioral ftinctioning. A second 

standardized scale that tapped the same college students' behaviors was completed by one 

of their parents (N=213). Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to 

identify potential contributions of the aforementioned variables in the prediction of self-

and parent reports of intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. Correlational analyses 

with stringent p-values were performed to supplement the findings among those 

variables. 

Results from regression analyses indicated that college students' self-report 

intemalizing behaviors could be accounted for significantly by perceived competence and 

perceived peer support. Their self-report extemalizing behaviors could be significantK 

and uniquely accounted for by perceived family satisfaction. Overall, females' perceived 

family environment, social support and competence accounted for more percentage of 

variance in predicting self-reported outcome behaviors, whereas, males' perceived family 
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environment, social support, and competence accounted for significantly more percentage 

of variance in predicting parent-reported outcome behaviors. Perceived competence 

appears to relate more to males' outcome behaviors than females. Correlational analyses 

suggested that more family environment and social support variables are related to 

females' self-report intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. These findings enhance 

our understanding of freshmens' behavioral problems with regard to individual, family 

and social factors. It is suggested that the etiology and treatment of young adults' 

problem behaviors should be considered by separate gender. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

It is a well-known fact that freshmen college year is a fairly stressfiil life-event for 

a young adult. Research has suggested that first year students usually evidenced more 

depression and other emotional problems when compared to functioning in later college 

years (Wong & Whitaker, 1993). It is a stage of striving for more independence while 

being away from parents and adapting to a new environment. Being away from home 

often means separation from family and high school friends. Entering college represents 

facing new life challenges academically, socially, and emotionally. These transitional 

tasks are not easily tackled. Based upon previous literature in the areas of family 

research, social support, and personal (i.e., individual) factors, it is believed that family 

environment, social support, and perceived self competence are important variables that 

linked to college freshmen's adjustment and behavior. 

Extensive research has indicated that both family environment and social support 

are related to one's overall adjustment or well being (Feldman, Rubenstein, & Rubin, 

1988; Weist, Freedman, Paskewitz, Proescher, & Flaherty, 1995). Specifically, there has 

been a growing recognition that one's perceptions (i.e., cognitive appraisals) of family 

environment and social support play an even larger role than actual family environment or 

social support per se in predicting one's behaviors and adjustment (Cumsille & Epstein, 

1994; Felner, Aber, Primavera, & Cauce, 1985; Harter & Whitesell, 1996; Harold, 

Finchum, Osbom, & Conger, 1997; Ohannessian, Lemer, Lemer, & von Eye, 1994). 

Perceived self-competence has also been linked to adjustment and well-being (Asamow, 

1988). Most of the studies, however, that have explored the relationships among 

perceived family environment (PFE), perceived social support (PSS), perceived 

competence (PC), and psychological/behavioral outcomes (overall adjustment, 

intemalizing behavior problems, extemalizing behavior problems) have focused on 

children or adolescents, possibly because children are usually more malleable than adults 

and more likely to be affected by their family and social environment. Regardless, it has 

1 



been suggested that perceived family environment is related to perceived social support 

even in college samples (Lakey & Dickinson, 1994), and that PFE and/or PSS are related 

to PC, as well as adjustment, in adult samples (Cohen, Sherrod, & Clark, 1986; Holahan 

8c Moos, 1982). Generally speaking, previous studies on clinical and non-clinical 

samples suggest that optimal PFE and intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors are negatively 

related, whereas the relationships between PSS and intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors 

are somewhat inconclusive, such that perceived support from parents and from peers have 

different outcomes for one's behaviors and adjustment (Cauce, Felner, & Primavera, 

1982; Cumsille et al., 1994). For the variable of PC and outcome behaviors, previous 

research with children suggests that PC is significantly and negatively related to 

intemalizing behaviors, whereas the relationship between PC and extemalizing behavior 

is likely to be positive (Hughes, Cavell, & Grossman, 1997). At this time, there are no 

known studies that examine PFE, PSS, PC and intemalizing/extemalizing problem 

behaviors simultaneously in a young adult population. It is important to expand upon the 

existing literature to identify how these variables from the three levels (family 

environment, social support, and personal) combine and contribute to predict outcome 

behaviors (i.e., self- and parent-reported of extemalizing/intemalizing problem behaviors) 

of freshmen college students. 

Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behavioral Syndromes— 
Their Classification, and Prevalence 

Intemalizing and extemalizing symptoms of behavior disorders are the two most 

widely accepted groupings of behavioral/emotional problems in child and adolescent 

psychopathology. It is generally agreed that intemalizing symptoms include anxiety, 

depression, and withdrawal, whereas extemalizing symptoms are marked by aggressive 

and delinquent behaviors, conduct disorders, anti-social behaviors, and/or acting out 

behaviors (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978, 1987). Recently, the empirically based 

paradigm that was developed to improve assessment of child/adolescent psychopathology 

has been extended to the young adult population. Designed as an upward extension of the 
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Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) and Youth Self-Report (YSR), Achenbach and 

colleagues (1995, 1997) developed a similar measure to describe emotional^ehavioral 

problems, and adaptive ftinctioning in young adults aged 18-30. Intemalizing behaviors 

are defined as the sum of scores on the problem items of the Anxious/Depressed and 

Withdrawn scales. Extemalizing behaviors are defined as the sum of scores on the 

problem items of the Intmsive, Aggressive Behavior, and Delinquent Behavior scales. In 

general, prevalence rates for behavior problems in children from 5-18 years of age vary 

between 7% and 20%, with most studies indicating rates in the 15% to 18% range 

(Cicchetti & Toth, 1991). There have been many studies that examined family factors, 

stress, behavioral/emotional symptoms, and adjustment problems in freshmen college 

students (Compas, Wagner, Slavin, & Vannatta, 1986; Lopez, Campbell, & Watkins, 

1989). Typically, freshmen tend to show more dependency on parents and poorer social 

and emotional adjustment to college than do upperclassmen because of the important 

transitional period they are in (Lapsley, Rice, & Shadid, 1989; Wong et al., 1993). 

Leaving home and moving on to college is considered a normal but often stressful life 

event. So far, few if any studies have been conducted using the expanded Achenbach 

scale (1997) to measure intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors in a college sample. 

In the current study, data were collected from both college students and their 

parents. The purpose of the research was twofold: first, to determine the extent to which 

behaviors of freshmen college students are related to three predictor variable sets: (1) 

Perceived Family Environment, (2) Perceived Social Support, and (3) Perceived Self-

Competence, and; second, to assess the gender difference which may be operating in this 

sample. 

Perceived Family Environment — 
Cohesion. Adaptability, and Satisfaction 

Generally speaking, the first and foremost socialization agency for everyone is the 

family. From a socialization perspective, one's perceptions, behaviors, and adjustments 

are likely to be related to one's family environment. There is no doubt that famil> 



environment has significant influence on how one perceives, thinks, feels, and acts (Stark, 

Rouse, & Livingston, 1991). 

With regard to perceived family environment, two dimensions of family 

ftinctioning were derived and examined by general systems theorists (Minuchin, 1974; 

Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979) who proposed a circumplex model of family 

functioning. One widely used family environment measure, the Family Adaptability and 

Cohesion Scale-Ill (FACES-III)(01son, Portner, & Lavee, 1985), was developed in 1985, 

tapping two orthogonal dimensions of family ftinctioning. One dimension, "cohesion," is 

defined as the emotional bonding that family members have toward one another and the 

degree of individual freedom one experiences in a family (Olson, Portner, & Bell, 1982). 

"Cohesion" examines family affect, warmth, bonding, and autonomy. The second 

dimension, "adaptability," is defined as the ability of a family system to change its power 

stmcture, role relations, and relationship mles as a result of situational and developmental 

stress (Olson et al., 1982). "Adaptability" assesses aspects of parental control-

permissiveness versus restrictiveness, negotiation style, relationship mles, and feedback 

processes (Olson et al., 1982). 

According to the family system theory (FST), there are four levels of cohesion and 

four levels of adaptability that range from extremely high to extremely low (Figure 1). 

Originally, FST suggested that extremes in either dimension were unhealthy for a family, 

thus presenting a curvillinear model of family functioning. That model, however, was not 

consistently supported by family researchers (Scabini & Galimberti, 1995). It was next 

suggested that the model was more applicable to clinical populations than to normal 

families (Green, Harris, Forte, & Robinson, 1991). Overall, research in perceived family 

cohesion/adaptability has shown that low family cohesion and flexibility were closely 

related to intemalizing and extemalizing symptoms. For example, Lopez and colleagues 

(1989) found that depressed college students tended to report significantly lower family 

cohesion and adaptability when compared to non-depressed students. Prange and 

colleagues (1992) suggested that conduct disorder symptoms of adolescents' with se\ere 

emotional disturbance (SED) had the strongest relationship to adolescent and parent 



cohesion scores when compared to their normative nonclinical coimterparts. That study 

found that low cohesion was associated with more conduct disorder, depression, and 

Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) extemalizing symptoms. Parent and adolescent 

adaptability scores were also significantly correlated with conduct disorder and anxiety 

symptoms. 

A number of studies suggest that family cohesion, but not family adaptability, is 

related to several psychological outcomes, including depressive symptomatology. For 

example, Kashani, Allan, Dahlmeier, Rezvani, and Reid (1995) examined the relationship 

between childhood depression and family ftinctioning. Eleven boys with depression and 

11 boys without depression (ages 6-12 years) were compared via scores on the 

adaptability and cohesion dimension of the FACES-III-K. It was found that children with 

depression reported significantly less cohesive and more disengaged families than 

children without depression. It was also found that cohesion, but not adaptability, was an 

important factor in the relationship between family ftinctioning and childhood depression. 

In the present study, college students' cohesion and adaptability scores were 

examined to assess whether they were negatively related to the students' intemalizing and 

extemalizing behavior T scores (the linear model). In addition, the linear model of the 

three major types of families (balanced, mid-range, and extreme) in FST was tested. 

Those family types were derived from Olson and Tiesel's (1991) version of linear scoring 

and interpretation. At first, actual cohesion and adaptability scores of FACES-III measure 

were converted to cohesion range (1-8) and adaptability range (1-8) scores. Family type 

range scores (ranged from 1-8) were then obtained by summing the two range scores and 

divided by two. Balance family type was obtained by the family type range scores of 5-8, 

mid-range family type referred to the family type range scores of 3-4, and extreme family 

type referred to the family type range scores of 1-2 (see Figure 1). As suggested by 

Rodick and colleagues (Rodick, Henggeler, & Hanson, 1986), people from balanced 

family were more functional and adaptive to change than people from extreme families. 

Therefore, in this study, college students from balanced families were expected to report 



the fewest intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors, whereas students from extreme 

families were expected to report the most intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. 

According to family system theorists such as Olson and Wilson (1986), there is a 

third dimension that can be derived from the FACES-III measure: family satisfaction. 

Since FACES-III assesses both current and ideal family ftinctioning, the discrepancy 

scores between actual and ideal family cohesion and between actual and ideal family 

adaptability can also reflect family satisfaction on the two dimensions. Olson and 

colleague (1986), however, suggested a direct method to assess family satisfaction that 

would better tap the constmct than using the discrepancy scores. Researchers such as 

Cumsille and Epstein (1994) utilized the family satisfaction scale and found that the 

strongest predictor of depression for both male and female adolescents was their reported 

degree of family satisfaction. In the present study, the direct method was used to tap the 

third dimension of family ftinctioning, perceived family satisfaction total (satisfaction 

with their family cohesion and family adaptability), in order to find out whether perceived 

family satisfaction contributed or related to college students' intemalizing and 

extemalizing behaviors. 

Perceived Social Support — 
Functions. Sources, and Effects 

Social support refers to the fulfillment of specific needs that arise as a result of 

daily life events or changes of events. It is not linked exclusively to crisis situations, but 

it is conceptualized as enhancing one's quality of life regardless of the existence of an 

adverse environment. When qualities of relationships are explored, it is fairly difficult to 

assess social support through means other than subjective self-reports (Cutrona, 1996). 

Perceived social support is generally defined as the belief that support resources will be 

available if needed. 

According to studies, deficits in perceived social support are likely to be related to 

maladaptive behaviors and poor adjustment (Cauce et al., 1982; Licitra-Kleckler & Wass, 

1993). Based upon years of research, there is evidence that social support has both direct 
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and indirect (i.e., stress-buffering) effects on psychological ftinctioning. For the direct 

effect of social support, resuhs are mixed. Some studies (Buhrmester, 1990) indicate that 

there is a positive relationship between perceived social support and psychological well-

being. Perceived social support has also been found to be negatively related to 

psychological well-being (Hirsch & DuBois, 1992). One possible explanation for the 

mixed results is that there are different dimensions of social support, such as sources of 

support (family support - parents, siblings; informal support - peers, close/intimate 

friends; former support - teachers, mentors, or counselors) and ftmctions of support 

(emotional support, informational support, instmmental support - finances, material 

resources, and social companionship) (Cohen & Wills, 1985). For example, studies with 

adolescents and children tend to suggest that perceived family support is negatively 

related to depressive symptoms, whereas perceived peer support is unrelated or positively 

related to depressive symptoms (Cauce et al., 1982; Cumsille et al., 1994). 

Contradictory findings are also found for the buffering-effect hypothesis (Cohen 

et al., 1985). A stress-buffering effect is most likely to be observed when any of a 

person's major life roles undergo change, creating stress on the person. In the study by 

Ohannessian et al. (1994), perceived social support appears to alleviate stress and thus 

promote one's psychological well-being. On the other hand. Dean and Ensel (1982) 

observed no stress-buffering effect of perceived social support on adjustment/emotional 

well-being. Again, different sources of social support appear to result in different 

findings. 

With regard to the relative influences of different social support systems, some 

researchers suggest that a lack of perceived peer support is more closely related to 

adolescents' maladjustment than a lack of perceived family support (Jessor & Jessor, 

1977). In contrast, others suggest that a lack of family support exerts significantly more 

influence on adjustment than the lack of peer support (Bemdt, Miller, & Park, 1989). So 

far, results are inconsistent regarding interaction effects of family and peer support 

systems. Some researchers suggest that the two support systems compensate for each 

other and eventually lead to a better outcome (Stocker, 1994). Others suggest that there 
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are additive interaction effects for the two support systems; that is, the lack of both 

support systems would lead to the worst outcome (Elliott, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989). 

Despite the fact that there are inconsistent and inconclusive findings regarding the 

relative influences and interactions among various social support systems, one clear-cut 

conclusion can be made: In order to understand one's psychological and behavioral 

outcomes in relation to perceived social support, it is important to examine multiple 

sources of social support simultaneously in one particular aspect - emotional 

support/esteem support. Since most freshmen just recentiy moved away from their 

family-of-origin, many other sources of social support are likely to play an important role 

in their adjustment and behaviors. Of all the different ftmctions of perceived social 

support, emotional/esteem support appears to be the most important and salient for one's 

psychological and behavioral well-being (House, Kahn, McLeod, & Williams, 1985). 

Thus, in current study, the focus was narrowed down to one social support function: 

perceived emotional/esteem support. The relation of various support sources on outcome 

variables was explored. According to Collen and Wills (1985), different social support 

sources would contribute to psychological well-being differently. College students' 

perceived emotional support from different sources, and its relationship to extemalizing 

and intemalizing behaviors (based on both self- and -parent reports), were examined. In 

line with researchers such as Bemdt and colleagues (1989), differential contributions of 

perceived emotional support from different sources on the intemalizing and extemalizing 

behaviors of freshmen college students were expected in this study. Gender differences 

in sources of emotional support for predicting intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors 

were also expected (Cumsille et al., 1994), and it would be discussed later. 

Perceived Self-Competence 

Perceived self-competence refers to what one would like to achieve and one's 

confidence in being able to achieve it (Harter, 1985a). It is closely related to the concept 

of self-esteem. According to Harter, specific self-esteem (or self-competence) can be 

examined through different domain-specific areas that are deemed important to that 



person. For example, if one regards academic performance as very important and one 

also performs well in that area, then one should have high perceived competence in that 

area and also have high self-esteem. 

According to Neemann and Harter (1986), there are twelve domain-specific areas 

and a global self-worth domain that are meaningftil and relevant to typical college 

students. They can be broken down into categories of competencies (creativity, 

intellectual ability, scholastic competence, job competence, and athletic competence) and 

social relationships (appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, close 

friendships, parent relationships, humor, and morality). Due to the fact that not all areas 

are equally important to an individual college student, the importance of each domain 

should first be considered and only the highly endorsed area(s) are evaluated and related 

to perceived self competence. As a result, a composite mean score of perceived self-

competence are obtained for each person. 

The concept of "perceived self-competence" has been investigated by some 

researchers as an outcome variable (e.g., social competence, cognitive competence, 

personal competence). It has been suggested, however, that perceived competence can 

also be examined as a predictor (Lifrak, McKay, Rostain, Alterman, & O'Brien, 1997) or 

a moderator (Sarason, Sarason, Hacker, & Basham, 1985) that contributes to positive or 

negative outcome behaviors. In general, it is suggested that those who perceive 

themselves as incompetent would report more depressive and anxious symptoms than 

those with high competency scores (Blechman, McEnroe, Carella, & Audette, 1986; 

Fauber, Forehand, Long, Burke, & Faust, 1987). In fact, some studies suggest that 

intemalizers are more accurate in responding to self-reported measures of personal 

competencies (Lewinsohn, Mischel, Chaplin, & Barton, 1980). A negative relationship 

between PC and depressive symptoms is therefore expected. In contrast, people who 

have normal or high extemalizing behaviors would tend to over-rate their personal 

competencies (Hughes et al., 1997; Hymel, Bowker, & Woody, 1993). A positive 

relationship between PC and extemalizing behaviors is also expected. So far. there have 

been no known studies that examined perceived competence and broad-band 
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intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors in freshmen college students. Previous PC literature 

on children and adolescence suggests that perceived competence is significantly and 

negatively related to depression and anxiety (Blechman et al., 1986; Fauber et al., 1987). 

Significant relationships are also found among PC, PFE, and PSS in the past two decades 

(Feldman et al., 1988; Lakey et al., 1994). Therefore, in the current study, perceived 

competence was examined in relation to other predictor variable sets such as perceived 

emotional support and perceived family environment. It was also examined in relation to 

self- and parent- reported of intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors of college 

freshmen, which was rarely investigated in that population. To expand the findings of 

those research, in the current study, PC was hypothesized to contribute significantly to 

intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors, especially in self-reported behaviors. 

Rationales for the Use of Proposed Measures 

Achenbach (1997) expanded the use of some well-validated, normative, and 

empirically based assessments of children/adolescents in the area of adaptive and problem 

behaviors, namely the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL), the Youth Self-Report (YSR), 

and the Teacher Report Form (TRF), to a young adult sample. Two measures, the Young 

Aduh Self-Report (YASR; Achenbach, 1997) and the Young Adult Behavior Checklist 

(YABCL; Achenbach, 1997), were used in the study because they are well-validated 

measures with standardized norms on each gender and they examine both adaptive 

behavior ftinctioning and two broad-band measures of maladaptive behaviors 

(intemalizing behaviors, extemalizing behaviors) of the young adult population. 

For the past two decades, the circumplex model of family functioning (Olson, 

1986) has been widely used to examine the relationship between optimal family 

environment (perceived cohesion and adaptability), different family types (balanced, mid-

range, and extreme), and family or individual ftinctioning. FACES-III, the measure that 

was derived and modified from the circumplex model, was used in this study because it is 

a simple, easily conducted, and reliable measure that probe one's perception of famil> 

cohesion and adaptability. In addition, the family satisfaction scale (Olson et al., 1986) 
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was used in the current study because it is a direct method for assessing family 

satisfaction in both family cohesion and adaptability. That scale also established 

sufficient validities and reliabilities in the original sample. 

There has been a lack of well-validated social support measures that assess 

perceived emotional support from different sources. An exception is Harter and 

colleagues' series of social support scales (Harter, 1985b; Neemaim & Harter, 1986) for 

children, adolescents, and college students. Neemann and Harter's (1986) social support 

scale for college students is part of the measure on Self-Perception Profile for College 

Student, and is an extension of the well-validated measure of Self-Perception Profile for 

Children (Harter, 1985c). One drawback of Neemann and Harter's social support 

measure is that no sibling support is addressed, and no differentiation between peers and 

close friend support is made. Thus, an experimenter-modified version of that scale was 

used in the study in order to examine perceived sibling support and peer support in 

addition to the overall scale that examines perceived support from father, mother, close 

friend, instmctors, and people in campus organizations. 

Research in perceived competence has been limited to either child populations or 

special populations (e.g., athletes, leaming disabled groups). The three most investigated 

areas in children's perceived competence and individual functioning are social 

competence, scholastic competence, and physical competence. As one reaches adulthood, 

however, the significance of perceived competence in different domain-specific areas is 

more diverse and varied from person to person. Therefore, instead of using various 

domain-specific areas as several competency scores in children PC research, it appears 

that a single composite mean score of perceived competence for the college sample is 

more appropriate for the investigation of adults' PC. In the current study, the importance 

ratings of each area were first examined and the mean perceived competence score was 

then obtained. 

To a large extent, previous work on perceived family environment and 

intemalizing/extemalizing behavioral symptoms has focused on either the children/ 

adolescents' population (normal or clinical) or on a clinical population (depressed. 
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delinquent groups). Those studies were usually based on self/other's reports (e.g., 

teachers, parents, classmates) of behavioral symptoms and retrospective studies of 

perceived family environment. Most studies that have examined PSS, PC, and 

intemalizing/extemalizing behavioral symptoms also targeted children and adolescents as 

participants. Although some studies examined the relationships among variables such as 

family environment, social support, self-competence, depression, anxiety, aggressive 

behaviors, and/or alcohol/dmg use of college students (Compas, Wagner, Slavin, & 

Vannatta, 1986), no known studies have examined the relative contributions of the three 

predictor variable sets (PFE, PSS, PC) to broad-band intemalizing/extemalizing 

behavioral symptoms in college samples. So far, there are few, if any, studies that used 

parent-report as a measure of young adults' intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. In 

addition, it appears that there are inconsistent findings with regard to perceived social 

support and outcome behaviors. Furthermore, previous studies on college samples 

seldom investigated the gender differences of the aforementioned predictor variables in 

relation to intemalizing and extemalizing behavioral symptoms. The present study 

focused on freshmen students' perceptions of family cohesion, adaptability, satisfaction, 

emotional support from various sources, and competence in relation to students' self- and 

parent-reported of intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Perceived Family Environment and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

For the relationship between the PFE variable set (PFC, PFA, PFSt) and outcome 

behaviors (see Table 1), based on previous studies of family environment and emotional 

and/or behavioral problems (Cumsille et al., 1994; McKeown, Garrison, Jackson, Cuffe, 

Addy, & Waller, 1997; Prange et al., 1992), significant inverse relationships between 

scores of perceived family cohesion and intemalizing behavior T scores, and between 

scores of perceived family cohesion and extemalizing behavior T scores are expected. In 

accordance with the findings of Prange and colleagues (1992), weaker associations 

between scores of perceived family adaptability and intemalizing/extemalizing beha\ ior 
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Table 1. Summary and Abbreviations of the 
Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Predictor Variable Sets with Predictor Variables Criterion Variables 

Perceived Family Environment (PFE) Self-Reported Intemalizing Behaviors 

Perceived Family Cohesion (PFC) (SR-INTT) 

Perceived Family Adaptability (PFA) Self-Reported Extemalizing Behaviors 

Perceived Family Satisfaction (PFSt) (SR-EXTT) 

Perceived Social Support (PSS) Parent-Reported Intemalizing Behaviors 

Perceived Support from Mother (PS-M) (PR-INTT) 

Perceived Support from Father (PS-F) Parent-Reported Extemalizing Behaviors 

Perceived Support from Sibling (PS-S) (PR-EXTT) 

Perceived Support from Close Friend (PS-C) 

Perceived Support from Peers (PS-P) 

Perceived Support from Instmctors (PS-I) 

Perceived Support from People in Campus Organizations (PS-O) 

Perceived Self-Competence (PC) 

T scores are expected. For the family satisfaction dimension, as suggested by Cumsille 

and Epstein (1994), significant negative relationships between perceived family 

satisfaction total and intemalizing behavior T scores, and between perceived family 

satisfaction total and extemalizing behavior T scores are expected. Thus, the hypotheses 

are as follows: 

Hypothesis la: 

College students' perceived family cohesion (PFC) will be significantly and 

inversely related to intemalizing behavior T scores (based on self-report onl\). 
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Hypothesis lb: 

College students' perceived family cohesion will be significantly and inversely 

related to extemalizing behavior T scores (based on both self-report and parent-

report). 

Hypothesis Ic: 

There is no significant relationship between college students' perceived family 

adaptability (PFA) and intemalizing behavior T scores (based on both self-report 

and parent-report). 

Hypothesis Id: 

There is no significant relationship between college students' perceived family 

adaptability and extemalizing behavior T scores (based on both self-report and 

parent-report). 

Hypothesis le: 

College students' perceived family satisfaction total (PFSt) will be significantly 

and inversely related to intemalizing behavior T scores (based on self-report 

only). 

Hypothesis If: 

College students' perceived family satisfaction total will be significantly and 

inversely related to extemalizing behavior T scores (based on both self-report and 

parent-report). 

In addition, family research on clinical and nonclinical samples suggested that 

people from balanced families were more ftinctional and evidenced less problem 

behaviors than people from extreme families (Olson, 1986). Therefore, college students 

who come from balanced families are expected to report lower intemalizing and 

extemalizing behavior T scores, whereas college students who come from the extreme 

families are expected to report higher intemalizing and extemalizing behavior T scores. 

Thus, with regard to family type and internalizing/ extemalizing behavior variables, it is 

predicted that: 
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Hypothesis Ig: 

There is a linear relationship between family types and college students' self-

reported intemalizing behavior T scores. 

Hypothesis Ih: 

There is a linear relationship between family types and college students' 

extemalizing behavior T scores (based on both self-report and parent-report). 

Perceived Social Support from Different Sources 
and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

Among the set of perceived social support variables (PS-M, PS-F, PS-S, PS-C, 

PS-P, PS-I, PS-O) and outcome variables (see Table 1 for variables abbreviations), males 

and females intemalizing or extemalizing behaviors are expected to be related to specific 

PSS variables differently (Brewin, 1995). It should be noted that the hypotheses of PSS 

and outcome behaviors are mainly based on relationship research, in which males and 

females reportedly acted differently in terms of human interaction (Chodorow, 1978). 

For male students, those who report relatively low scores on perceived father support and 

high scores on perceived peer support are expected to report higher extemalizing 

behavior T scores. For female students, those who report relatively low scores on 

perceived mother support and close friend support are expected to report more 

intemalizing behavior T scores (Brewin, 1995; Crouter, Manke, & McHale, 1995). Thus, 

specifically, the hypotheses are as follows: 

Hypothesis 2a: 

Male college students' extemalizing behavior T scores (both self- and parent-

reports) will be accounted for significantly by PS-F and PS-P. 

Hypothesis 2b: 

Female college students' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores will be 

accounted for significantly by PS-M and PS-C. 

In addition, other sources of perceived support that are seldom examined in social 

support literature were explored in the study. According to McFarlane and colleagues 

(1994), perceived sibling support serves a protective function against adolescents' 
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depression. It is, therefore, expected that there will be significant inverse relationships 

between perceived support from siblings and self-report intemalizing behavior T scores. 

For the variables of perceived instmctor support and self-report intemalizing behavior T 

scores, and perceived support from people of campus organization and self-report 

intemalizing behavior T scores, few studies were done to predict significant relationships 

of those variables. According to Martin and Burks (1985), however, non family social 

support in college settings would buffer life stress and thus would reduce depressive 

symptoms for college women. Therefore, it is expected that those variables are 

significantly related to each other. Thus, it is expected that: 

Hypothesis 2c: 

College students' (male and female) perceived sibling support will be 

significantly and negatively related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T 

scores. 

Hypothesis 2d: 

College students' (male and female) perceived instmctors' support will be 

significantly and negatively related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T 

scores. 

Hypothesis 2e: 

College students' (male and female) perceived support of people from campus 

organizations will be significantly and negatively related to intemalizing behavior 

T scores (self-reported). 

Perceived Competence and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

As suggested by researchers such as King and colleagues (1996), as well as 

Blechman and colleagues (1986), the relationship between perceived competency scores 

and self-reported intemalizing behaviors is expected to be in inverse order. Due to the 

unobserved nature of intemalizing behavioral symptoms (depression, anxiety), however, 

parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores may not be related to perceived 

competency scores of college students. Furthermore, as people who have nomial or high 

17 



extemalizing behavioral problems tend to misperceive (i.e., inflate) their self-

competencies (Hughes et al., 1997; Hymel et al., 1993), the relationship between PC and 

extemalizing behavior T scores may be different between self-report and parent-report. 

Thus, it is expected that 

Hypothesis 3a: 

College students' (male and female) perceived self-competence scores will be 

significantly and inversely related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores. 

Hypothesis 3b: 

There is no significant relationship between college students' perceived self-

competence scores and parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores. 

Hypothesis 3c: 

College students' PC scores will be significantly and positively related to self-

reported extemalizing behavior T scores. 

Hypothesis 3d: 

There is no significant relationship between college students' PC scores and 

parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores. 

Perceived Family Environment. Perceived Social Support. Perceived 
Competence, and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

An overarching research question regarding the relationships among the predictor 

and criterion variables (see Table 1) is: How are perceived family cohesion (PFC), 

perceived family adaptability (PFA), perceived family satisfaction total (PFSt), perceived 

support from father (PS-F), perceived support from mother (PS-M), perceived support 

from sibling (PS-S), perceived support from close friend (PS-C), perceived support from 

peers (PS-P), perceived support from instmctors (PS-I), perceived support from people in 

campus organizations (PS-O), and perceived self-competence (PC) differentially related 

to (1) male and female college students' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores? (2) 

male and female students' self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores? (3) male and 

female students' parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores? And (4) male and 
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female students' parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores? It is expected that all 

of the predictor variables will contribute differentially to the four types of T scores. 

Regarding children or adolescents' intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors, a 

number of studies have related low perceived family cohesion with higher levels of 

depressive and anxious symptoms, as well as conduct disorder problems (McKeown et 

al., 1997; Prange et al., 1992; Stark, Humphrey, Crook, & Lewis, 1990). Also, according 

to Cumsille and Epstein (1994), perceived family satisfaction was the most significant 

predictor for intemalizing behaviors symptoms among social support and family 

environment variables. Their findings suggested that perceived family cohesion, family 

social support, and family satisfaction were all significant factors for one's depression. 

They also called for research to study adolescents' depression separately by gender, as 

most studies have not investigated correlates of depressive symptoms separately for male 

and female participants. For the variables of PSS, social support literature generally 

linked low perceived parental support to higher depressive and/or conduct problems 

(Barrera, Chassin, & Rogosch, 1993; Licitra-Kleckler et al., 1993; McFarlane et al., 

1994). Few if any studies in social support literature investigated specific sources of 

emotional support on one's emotional and behavioral well being; therefore, the 

hypothesized specific support sources regarding males and females' problem behaviors 

were drawn from relationship research, such that females tended to regard mothers and 

close friends as important support sources, whereas males tended to rely more on fathers 

and peers support for their well beings (Brewin, 1995; Crouter et al., 1995). With regard 

to the PC variable, Harter (1989) studied normative samples of children and adolescents 

and concluded that there were strong associations between low self-competence (domain 

specific self-esteem) and depressive affect. For the relationship between PC and 

behavioral problems, research has mostly been done with child samples, and the findings 

are somewhat inconclusive. For example, Blechman and colleagues (1985) suggested 

that competent children displayed relatively few behavioral problems in school settings. 

On the other hand, Hughes and colleagues (1997) found that aggressive children tended to 

report significantly higher self competence than non aggressive children, suggesting that 
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PC was positively related to extemalizing behaviors in children. In sum, the following 

hypotheses are derived based upon previous research: 

Hypothesis 4a: 

Female college students' self-report intemalizing behavior T scores will be 

accounted for significantly by PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C and PC. 

Hypothesis 4b: 

Male college students' self-report intemalizing behavior T scores will be 

accounted for significantly by PFC, PFSt, PS-P and PC. 

Hypothesis 4c: 

Female college students' extemalizing behavior T scores (both self-report and 

parent-report) will be accounted for significantly by PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, and 

PC. 

Hypothesis 4d: 

Male college students' extemalizing behavior T scores (both self-report and 

parent-report) will be accounted for significantly by PFSt, PS-F, PS-P, and PC. 

Significance of the Study 

There are 3 significant contributions in the study. First, the major investigation of 

the study is to examine the relationships among the variables of perceived family 

environment, social support, and competence simultaneously in predicting outcome 

behaviors. Hierarchical stepwise multiple regression analyses are used. In other words, 

three sets of predictor variables (family environment, social support, and individual 

factors) are entered into the regression equations by 3 specific orders of entries to see how 

they combine and contribute to the prediction of self- and parent- reports of intemalizing 

and extemalizing problem behaviors. It is important to study the predictor variables 

simultaneously because conceptual overlap of variables will be eliminated, and the 

unique contributions of some important predictor variables on behaviors of college 

students can be identified. 
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Second, the current study utilize not only the self-report outcome measure to tap 

behavior problems, but parent-report measure is also used. The important of using 

parent-report measures is that significant factors that contribute or relate to freshmen 

college students problem behaviors can be identified from the parents' perspective. So 

far, few if any studies used parent-report measures to examine college students' 

behavioral problems. 

Third, there is a need of research to study problem behaviors separated by gender, 

as proposed by researchers such as Cumsille and Epstein (1994), and Reinherz and 

colleagues (1989). The current study examine gender relations with regard to all 

variables, by using separate data sets for major analyses, which can lead to a more 

understanding of the relationship among college students problem behaviors and 

predictor variables. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants were 311 first-year undergraduate students (age 17 to 24) who were 

enrolled in Texas Tech University as freshmen during the Spring and Summer semesters 

of 1998. Recmitment was through sign-up sheets available either in the basement of the 

Psychology building or in regular classrooms, located within the Departments of 

Psychology, Mass Communication, and Human Development and Family Studies. Some 

participants received extra course credits for participation in the study. Participants were 

therefore either from the university subject pool or from freshmen classes. Another 

inclusion criterion for participation was having left home (parents or parental figures) 

within the past two years. Overall, 280 students gave permission for this researcher to 

contact parents; thirty-one (about 10%) of participants withheld permission. Thus, 280 

packets of survey material were mailed to parents of students in the sample. Of those 280 

parents, 213 responded via mail (response rate: 76%). Each completed a measure 

(YABCL) that tapped their child's adaptive and maladaptive behaviors. 

Instmments 

The following 7 inventories were used in the study to tap relevant information 

from freshmens and some of their parents. 

Background and Demographics Inventory 

This inventory provided information about participants' age, gender, race, GPA, 

major, month and year of leaving home, month and year of enrollment in college, 

education level and occupations of parents, family stmcture, and status of memberships in 

any organizations (see Appendix B). 
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Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale TFACES- IIP 
(Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985) 

This is a 20-item instmment using a 5-point scale designed to measure two main 

dimensions of family ftinctioning: cohesion and adaptability. There are two items each 

for three important concepts that relate to the adaptability dimension: leadership, control, 

and discipline. In addition, there are four items for the combined concepts of roles and 

mles. For the cohesion dimension, there are two items each for five cohesiveness 

concepts: emotional bonding, support!veness, time and friends, family boundaries, and 

interests in recreation (see Appendix C). The FACES-III is based on a circumplex model 

of family ftmctioning and is designed to place families within the model by assessing how 

family members see their family (perceived) and how they would like to be (ideal). 

Extensive research on FACES-III has involved 2,453 adults across the life cycle and 412 

adolescents. Norms are available for families, families with adolescents, and young 

couples in different stages of the life cycle. Cutting scores are available that distinguish 

among disengaged, separated, connected, and very connected families on the cohesion 

dimension, and among rigid, stmctured, flexible, and very flexible families on the 

adaptability dimension (see also Figure 1, pg 7). Regarding the reliability and validity of 

this measure, FACES-III has fair intemal consistency with an overall alpha of .68 for the 

total instrument, .62 for the adaptability dimension, and .77 for the cohesion dimension in 

a nonclinical sample (Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985). Test-retest data are not available 

for FACES-III, but there was a four- to five-week test-retest correlation of .80 for 

adaptability and .83 for cohesion on FACES-II, which showed very good stability. In this 

study, the overall coefficient alpha of FACES-III was .91. The cohesion subscale 

coefficient alpha was .93, and the adaptability subscale coefficient alpha was .83. 

Familv Satisfaction Scale (Olson & Wilson, 1986) 

This is a 14-item scale that directly assesses family satisfaction on the dimensions 

of family cohesion and family adaptability. It measures the respondent's attitudes using 

eight cohesion subscales and six adaptability subscales in a five-point format from 

dissatisfied to extremely satisfied (see Appendix D). The subscales for cohesion are: 
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emotional bonding, family boimdaries, coalitions, friends, time, space, decision-making, 

and interests and recreation. The subscales for adaptability are: assertiveness, control, 

discipline, negotiation, mles, and roles. There is good constmct validity (factor analysis) 

and high reliability in the scale. The Cronbach alpha for the whole 14-item scale was .92. 

Alpha coefficient for the 8-item cohesion scales was .85, and alpha coefficients for the 6-

item adaptability scale was .84 for the original data. Test-retest correlation of 5-week 

interval for the total scale was .75. In the present study, the coefficient alpha for the 

overall family satisfaction scale was .90. Alpha coefficients for the cohesion and 

adaptability scales were .80 and .84 respectively. 

Young Adult Self-Report TYASR^ and Young Adult Behavior Checklist 
(YABCL) (Achenbach, 1997)' 

The YASR is a self-report measure that examines different areas of ftinctioning 

for young adults who are aged 18-30. It addresses both problems and positive aspects of 

ftinctioning for young adults who have engaged in different areas of life (e.g., those who 

enrolled in educational programs, who have held paid jobs, and/or who have been married 

or had romantic relationships) within the past 6 months. The first eight parts of the 

measure are: relationships with friends, with family, with spouse or partner; education; 

job; personal health status including illnesses, disabilities, and/or handicaps; emotional 

status such as concems/worries; and the best things about themselves. Part nine is a list 

of 119 problem behaviors (n=105) and filler items (n=14) that require a choice among 

three answers (not tme; somewhat or sometimes tme; very tme or often tme) that best 

describes them within the last 6 months. 

The YABCL is designed to be completed by parents (or others who know the 

young adult fairly well) regarding the participants' behaviors. Questions ask for 

information about the young aduh (e.g., gender, age, education status, birthrate, 

relationship, work status) and the respondent's type of work. One hundred fifteen 

problem behavior items (n=102) and filler items (n=13) that can be applied to the young 

adult are rated. 

1 Due to the copyright approval was not obtained by the author, YASR and YABCL measures are not 
listed in the appendix. 
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Overall, problem behaviors and filler items of both YASR and YABCL are not 

exactly the same, (e.g., YASR -"I daydream a lot" vs. YABCL -"Daydreams or gets lost 

in his/her thoughts"). In addition, there are a few distinct items on each scale (e.g., 

YASR -"I act like the opposite sex"; YABCL - "Blames others for own problems"). 

The normative samples for the two scales (i.e., YASR, YABCL) consisted of 

young-aduhs who were between ages 18-27 and were first evaluated in 1986 with follow-

up in 1989, 1992, and 1995-6. In sum, the normative sample included 1,242 young adults 

who completed YASR and 1,266 parents who completed YABCL. It should be noted 

there were clinically referred subjects as old as 30 who were included in the target 

sample. According to Achenbach (1997), there was significant evidence of reliability and 

validity in both YASR and YABCL measures. For reliability tests, the one-week test-

retest reliability correlations of YASR for intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors were 

.88 and .86 respectively, whereas for the YABCL, the test-retest reliability correlations 

were .90 for intemalizing behaviors and .94 for extemalizing behaviors. In addition, 

Cronbach alpha coefficients for YASR scale scores of intemalizing behavior were .92 for 

both female and male subjects, and for extemalizing behavior, the alpha coefficients were 

.88 for females and .90 for males. Cronbach alpha coefficients for YABCL intemalizing 

behavior scale scores for females was .90, and for males the alpha was .89. For 

extemalizing behaviors scale scores, the alphas were .95 for both females and males. In 

terms of validity for the YASR and YABCL measures, there was ample evidence of 

content validity of the problem items, criterion-related validity and constmct validity of 

the problem scales. For content validity, all but one problem item score was higher for 

referred than non referred adults at p< .01, indicating that those items discriminated 

significantly between referred and nonreferred adults. The criterion-related validity of all 

problem scales (included intemalizing and extemalizing behavior) was supported by 

multiple regression analyses that indicated significant differences between referred vs. 

non referred adults. The constmct validity of both YASR and YABCL was evidenced 

when comparing both scales to YSR, CBCL/4-18, DSM-III-R diagnoses in certain 
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American and Dutch samples, Symptoms Check-list-90 (SCL-90), and Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2) scale. 

Self-Perception Profile for College Students TWhat I Am Like Scale;) 
(Neemann & Harter, 1986) 

This instrument is designed for college students ages 18-23. Although the 

participants' ages in this study were ranged from 17-24, only 7 cases in the study were out 

of the age range from the normative sample and the mean and standard deviation scores 

of those cases were similar to that of the normative sample. There are twelve domain-

specific areas of perceived competence and a global sense of self (13 subscales) with 54 

items in the measure. Areas rated are creativity, intellectual ability, scholastic 

competence, job competence, athletic competence, appearance, romantic relationships, 

social acceptance, close friendships, parent relationships, finding humor in one's life, 

morality, and global self-worth (see Appendix E for sample items). Each of the content 

domains has four items per subscale, and the self-worth subscale has 6 items. Reliability 

coefficients of all the 4-item Self-Perception subscales of the original sample (N=300) 

range from .76 to .92, which indicates there is sufficient intemal consistency of each 

subscale. The overall reliability coefficient of the 54-item scale in this study was fairly 

high (a = .94), and the reliability coefficients of all twelve 4-item subscales range from 

.74 to .90. 

Social Support Scale for College Students (People In My Life Scale) - A subscale 
in the Self-Perception Profile for College Students (Neemann et al., 1986) 

This is a modified version of the original scale (People in My Life). The original 

scale consists of 20 items that tap social support/regard from five sources: mother, father, 

close friend, instmctors, and campus organizations. The modified version of the social 

support scale taps an additional two sources of perceived support: positive regard from 

siblings and peers. Eight items were added in the modified measure, 4 items on 

perceived sibling support and 4 items on perceived peer support. These items were 

derived and modified from Harter's Social Support Scale for Children - HSSC (1985b), 

and Stocker and colleagues' (1997) Aduh Sibling Relationship Questionnaire - ASRQ. 

They were selected from the two original measures based on the relevancy of peer and 
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siblings' esteem support (e.g., HSSC - "Some children have friends who pay attention to 

what they say"; ASRQ - "How much does this sibling try to cheer you up when you are 

feeling down?"). Therefore, seven sources of social support are included in the modified 

scale: mother, father, sibling, peers (regular friends), close friend/partner, instmctors, and 

people from campus organizations. There is a total of 28 items with 4 items for each 

source of support (see Appendix F for sample items). 

It has been hypothesized that perceived regard from others would relate to 

perceived self-regard, and various sources of potential social support would influence 

one's global self-worth as well as perceived competence (Harter, 1985b, 1985c; Neemann 

& Harter, 1986). Initial reliability data for the original scale are adequate for individual 

subscales, such as the father support subscale, mother support subscale, close friend 

support subscale, and the instmctor support subscale, which ranged from .83 to .90, 

although the subscale reliability of campus organization was .76. The correlations 

between one's global self-worth and sources of social support range from .27 to .54 for 

college students for the original scale. Reliability coefficient of the 28-item modified 

version of People in My Life scale (PIML) in the present study was fairly high, as the 

overall alpha value was .92. The reliability coefficients of the seven 4-item subscales 

range from .73 to .90. 

Importance Ratings (IR) - A subscale in the Manual of the Self-Perception 
Profile for College Students (Neemann & Harter, 1986) 

This is a 24-item scale that assesses how important the 12 domain specific areas 

are to the college student personally (2 items for each area, see Appendix G for sample 

items). A mean scoring of 4 indicates that the area is important for that college student. 

The reliability coefficient of the scale was .90 in the original sample. The mean 

competence score was obtained by calculating the competence areas that were endorsed 

as important. 
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Procedure 

A recmiting letter (see Appendix H) that explained the purpose of the study was 

sent to many instmctors of introductory classes during the 1998 Spring semester. Those 

instmctors who responded to the letter were contacted by this researcher. About 80% of 

all participants signed up either in various introductory classes, or in the basement of the 

Psychology building (Psychology students subject pool), and those students completed 

the survey in small classroom settings at the Psychology building. The other 20% of the 

students completed the survey in big classroom settings at the Department of Human 

Development and Family Studies building. Most students received course credits for 

taking part in the study. 

A series of questionnaires was administered to student participants, generally in 

small group settings (from 2 to 12) or in three big classrooms settings (between 30 and 45 

students). Not all students' responses were used (i.e., students over 25 years old, with 

non-freshman status, and those who still lived with parents at the time of data collection 

were excluded from the study). 

Each participant received a package containing all seven self-report measures with 

a consent form on the first page (see Appendix I). The researcher explained the purpose 

of the study and asked the students to provide the name and address of either parent, with 

an incentive of a possibility to win a $25.00 cash prize for their parents' participation. A 

total of two hundred eighty students (90.4% of the original sample) agreed to let this 

investigator send the measure (along with stamped-retum envelope) to their parent(s). 

A package of measures with the following order was given to each participant as 

soon as they arrived: (1) consent form; (2) background and demographic inventory; (3) 

importance ratings (IR); (4) YASR; (5) family satisfaction scale (FSS); (6) FACES-Ill; 

(7) What I am Like (WIML); (8) People in My Life (PIML). The rationales for using a 

fixed order package with IR given early on because it should be given before WIML 

scale, as suggested by Harter and colleagues. YASR was then followed before the rest of 

the measures because it was the only outcome measure and it is important not to put it at 

the end of the package with the intention to avoid fatigue effects. The two famil> 
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environment scales (FSS and FACES-III) were arranged consecutively after YASR 

because they were relatively easy to understand despite using different format than other 

scales (endorsing a number from 1 to 5 to each item), and instmctions could be given by 

the administrator if questions arose. Finally, WIML and PIML scales were put in as the 

last two measures because those had similar format as the IR and participants could pace 

themselves to finish the survey without additional instmction. 

In sum, the experiment began with the students reading and signing the consent 

form. The issue of confidentiality was discussed and the students were instmcted to 

complete all measures tmthftilly. Each participant was identified by a case number. With 

the exception of the consent form where the respondent's name was written, no other 

measures included the respondent's name. The first measure was the demographic 

inventory, which took about 3-5 minutes to complete. Upon the completion of the 

demographic measure, specific instmction was given to the students on how to complete 

"the Importance Ratings," which had similar instmctions to the last two measures in the 

packages: "What I am like" and "People in my life." After the verbal instmctions given 

to the participants regarding the importance ratings measure, students were told to 

complete that measure first but they could complete the rest of the measures on their own 

time and with their own order preference (i.e., random order by participants' preference). 

Those who finished early were free to leave after their packet had been visually scanned 

by the researcher. Total participation time of the survey was between 25 minutes to 1 

hour, with 40 minutes being the average completion time. 

One measure (YABCL), along with a cover letter that explained the study (see 

Appendix J) and a parent consent form (see Appendix K) were mailed to 280 parent(s) of 

student participants who agreed to provide their home address to this researcher. Two 

hundred and thirteen parents of freshmen participants retumed the questionnaire within 

four weeks of their children's completion of the questionnaires. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Data 

A summary of major demographic variables is listed in Table 2. Of the total 

sample, 203 (65.3%) were female, 261 (83.9%) were Caucasian, and the majority (84.5%) 

were eighteen and nineteen years old. Seventy-two percent of students were from two-

parents households, twelve percent were from single-parent households, and 15 percent 

were from step-parent households. Almost half of the freshmen students (46.9%) did not 

affiliate with any on- or off-campus organizations. About 37.6% of the reminder were 

members of one organization, and 10.9% were members of two organizations. Twenty 

four students (7.7%) did not have any siblings, 40.2% of students had one sibling, 34.4% 

had two siblings, 10.6% had three siblings, 4.8% had four siblings, and 2.3% had five or 

more siblings in the family. The majority of both parents were standard (four year) 

college graduates (42.8% for dad, and 34.4% for mom). The majority of mothers' 

occupations were on level 6-8 (technicians/semi-professional to administrators - 73.9%) 

and the majority of fathers' occupation were on level 6-9 (technicians to high 

professionals - 77.3%). Most of the families in the study were from middle to upper-

middle class backgrounds, with an average (i.e., mode, and median) SES Level of 4 based 

on Hollingshead's four factor index of social status classification (Hollingshead, 1965). 

Overall, 1.3 % of the families were from SES Level 1, 4.8% of the families were from 

SES Level 2, 9.0% of the families were from SES Level 3, more than half of the families 

(53.1%) were from SES Level 4, and 31.8% were from SES Level 5 (see Table 2). 

Seventy-six percent of parents who were mailed the survey retumed completed 

questionnaires. Of those cases, one hundred seventy cases were reported by mother, and 

38 cases were reported by father. Three cases were reported by both parents, and 2 cases 

were reported by others (e.g., guardians). 
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Table 2. Summary of Major Demographic Variables 

Variables 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

Ethnicity 
White/Caucasian/Anglo 
Black/African American 
Hispanic 
Others 

Age 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

N=311 

203 
108 

261 
15 
28 
7 

5 
99 

164 
21 
11 
7 
2 
2 

Family Of Origin 
Two parents household 225 
Single-parent household 37 
Step-parents household 45 
Adopted/Fostered parents household 4 

Member of Organization(s) 
No affiliation 
One organization 
Two organizations 
Three organizations 
Four or more organizations 

Number of Sibling 
No Sibling 
One sibling 
Two siblings 
Three siblings 
Four siblings 
Five or more siblings 

146 
117 
34 
12 
2 

24 
125 
107 
33 
15 
7 
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Table 2. Cont. 

Variables 

Education 
Mother 

Father 

Less than 7th grade 
Junior high to 9th grade 
Partial high school 
High School graduate 
Partial college 
Standard college graduate 
Graduated/professional 

training 
Less than 7th grade 
Junior high to 9th grade 
Partial high school 
High School graduate 
Partial college 
Standard college graduate 
Graduated/professional 

training 
Missing 

Occupation 
Mother 

Father 

Level 1 (Farm laborers....) 
2 (unskilled workers..) 
3 (semi-skilled ) 
4 (skilled manual....) 
5 (clerical & sales..) 
6 (technicians....) 
7 (managers...) 
8 (administrators..) 
9 (high professionals..) 

Level 1 (Farm laborers....) 
2 (unskilled workers..) 
3 (semi-skilled ) 
4 (skilled manual....) 
5 (clerical & sales..) 
6 (technicians....) 
7 (managers...) 
8 (administrators..) 
9 (high professionals..) 
Missing 

N=311 

5 
7 
I 

77 
71 

107 

43 
4 
5 
3 

50 
49 

133 

64 
3 

2 
3 

14 
12 
30 
75 
88 
67 
20 
2 
1 

27 
24 
16 
60 
88 
45 
45 

3 
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Table 2. Cont. 

Variables Level Frequencv Percent (%) 

SES Level 1 
Level 2 
Level 3 
Level 4 
Level 5 

4 
15 
28 

165 
99 

1.3 
4.8 
9.0 

53.1 
31.8 

N=311 

Statistical Analyses 

Mean and Standard Deviation of Intemalizing and Extemalizing 
Scale Scores for YASR and YABCL 

For the present study, mean and SD of intemalizing and extemalizing behavior 

scale scores for YASR and YABCL were computed and compared to the original 

normative samples. In sum, the sample in this study appears consistent with the 

normative samples (see Table 3). 

Table 3. Mean and Standard Deviation of Intemalizing 
and Extemalizing Scale Scores in both samples 

Intemalizing 
RawS 

T scores 

Extemalizing 
RawS 

T scores 

Mean 
SD 
Mean 
SD 

Mean 
SD 
Mean 
SD 

YASR 
Females 

12.04(11.9) 
7.96 (7.8) 

50.35(50.1) 
10.05(10.1) 

7.84 (7.5) 
5.51 (5.8) 

50.95(50.1) 
9.59(10.1) 

Males 

10.81(10.1) 
7.67 (7.5) 

51.17(50.3) 
9.76 (9.9) 

10.26(9.1) 
6.42 (6.7) 

52.17(50.1) 
8.78 (9.8) 

YABCL 
Females 

5.99 (5.3) 
5.01 (5.5) 

Males 

5.82 (4.8) 
5.90(4.9) 

52.34(50.5) 51.88(50.2) 
8.65 (9.8) 

5.33 (6.5) 
5.51 (8.5) 

49.73 (50.3) 
8.30 (9.9) 

10.85 (9.7) 

6.51 (7.4) 
6.71 (9.1) 

50.22 (50.0) 
8.23 (9.7) 

Numbers in parentheses ( ) were data from original normative samples. 
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Classification of Familv Tvpes based on FACKS-ITI 

In terms of family types, 11.6 percent of students were from extreme-type 

families, 35% were from mid-range type families, and 53.3% were from balanced-type 

families (see also Figure 1 for FACES-III family types classification) (see Table 4). 

Interestingly, it appears that more female students (64%) came from the balanced-type 

families whereas more males were from mid-range type families (50%). 

Table 4. Family Types Distribution 

Family Types Combined Male Female 

Extreme family 36 18 18 

Mid-range family 109 54 55 

Balanced family 166 36 130 

N=311 

Mean and Standard Deviation of What I Am Like Subscales 

Mean and SD of What I Am Like scale were performed and compared to the 
original normative sample. Again, the mean and SD of the current sample in that scale 

appear consistent with the original normative sample (see Table 5). 

Table 5. What I am Like Subscales Means and 
Standard Deviations by Gender 

Self-Worth 
Creativity 
Intellectual Ability 
Scholastic Competence 
Job Competence 
Athletic Competence 
Appearance 
Romantic Relationships 
Social Acceptance 
Close Friendship 
Parent Relationships 
Humor 
Morality 

Females 
M 

3.19(3.17) 
2.98 (2.79) 
3.22 (3.02) 
2.99 (2.78) 
3.40(3.31) 
2.62 (2.67) 
2.47 (2.57) 
2.83 (2.61) 
3.23(3.17) 
3.55 (3.42) 
3.56(3.55) 
3.55 (3.54) 
3.29 (3.26) 

SD 

.65 (.62) 

.69 (.72) 

.66 (.68) 

.71 (.66) 

.57 (.52) 

.79 (.88) 

.82 (.76) 

.89 (.85) 

.65 (.64) 

.59 (.65) 

.63 (.61) 

.52 (.50) 

.73 (.67) 

Male 
M 

3.12(3.25) 
3.00 (3.02) 
3.27 (3.28) 
2.89 (2.94) 
3.25 (3.33) 
3.20(3.00) 
2.81 (2.88) 
2.71 (2.53) 
3.18(3.16) 
3.31 (3.15) 
3.22 (3.32) 
3.36(3.34) 
3.02(3.15) 

SD 

.60 (.60) 

.61 (.67) 

.55 (.65) 

.55 (.69) 

.49 (.56) 

.69 (.82) 

.75 (.58) 

.75 (.77) 

.71 (.58) 

.63 (.70) 

.67 (.66) 

.54 (.50) 

.66 (.68) 

Numbers in parentheses ( ) were data from original normative sample. 
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Mean and Standard Deviation of People In Mv Life Subscales 

Mean and SD of People In My Life Scale-modified were computed and compared 

to the original normative sample. They appear consistent to the original normative 

sample (see Table 6). 

Table 6. People In My Life Subscales Means 
and Standard Deviations by Gender 

Close Friend 
Mother 
Father 
Instmctors 
Campus Organizations 
Peers 
Siblings 

Females 
M SD 

3.79(3.70) -43 (.55) 
3.60(3.62) .65 (.59) 
3.51(3.42) .69 (.73) 
2.97(3.10) .62 (.54) 
3.28(3.16) .64 (.55) 
3.62 .48 
3.43 .67 

Male 
M 

3.48 (3.45) 
3.53 (3.45) 
3.27 (3.34) 
2.85 (3.09) 
3.07 (3.25) 
3.44 
3.19 

k 

SD 

.57 (.63) 

.59 (.64) 

.78 (.59) 

.60 (.57) 

.61 (.47) 
.56 
.65 

Numbers in parentheses ( ) were data from original normative sample. 

Correlations among Demographic Variables and Outcome Behaviors 

Before the major regression analyses between the predictor and criterion variables 

were examined (i.e.. Hypotheses 4a-4d) in this study, correlational analyses were 

conducted among demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, race, family of origin, 

numbers of sibling, membership of organizations, SES [parents' education levels and 

occupations], and GPA) and intemalizing/extemalizing behavior T scores (both self-

reported and parent-reported), so that if there were significant correlations among 

demographic and outcome variables, the use of covariate(s) might be considered in the 

regression equations. Overall, no significant correlations were found among demographic 

variables and outcome behaviors (see Table 7 [based upon the source table of Wallace 

and Snedecor, 1931, the correlations would indicate significant if r >+/- .258 at p< .05 

level, or r> +/-2.87 at p< .01 level]). 
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Table 7. Correlations of Demographic 
and Outcome Variables 

Variables Parent-report Ext Beh Parent-report Int Beh Self-report Ext Beh Self-report Int Beh 

Gender 
Age 
Race 
GPA 
Family of 

origins 

# Sibling 
Member 
SESscore 
SESlevel 

.028 

.025 
.058 

-.170 

.165 
-.070 
-.142 
-.006 
-.035 

-.023 
.018 
-.077 
-.081 

.133 
-.072 
-.036 
.048 
.028 

.062 

.056 
.086 
.196 

.106 

.077 
-.158 
.019 
.001 

.039 

.108 
.083 

-.060 

.078 

.064 
-.017 
-.011 
.011 

All of the above correlations were not significant (ns) at both p<.05 and .01 levels 

Correlations among Predictor Variables of the Three Predictor Variable Sets 

In order to look at the inter-correlations among all predictor variables, 

correlational analyses among predictor variables were performed for the separate genders 

and for the entire sample (see Table 8). Overall, female college students' predictor 

variables tended to relate to each other more than those of males (i.e., female sample 

seemed to parallel with the combined sample). For example, female students' perceived 

competence was significantly and positively related to all other predictor variables except 

perceived family adaptability. For male students, only perceived support from close 

friends, from people in campus organizations, and from peers were significantiy related to 

their perceived self-competence. For the relationship between PC and PSS variables, the 

range of correlations among those variables are from r=.26 (ns) to r=.59 (p<.01) for male 

sample, r=.32 (p<.05) to r=.45 (p<.01) for female sample, and r=.35 (p<.01) to r=.48 

(p<.01) for the entire sample. For the relationships between PFE and PSS variable sets, it 

was found that women's perceived family cohesion was significantly related to perceived 

support from father (r=.51, p<.01) mother (r=.58, p<.01), people from campus 

organizations (r=.36, p<.01), and siblings (r=.44, p<.01), whereas for males, perceived 

family cohesion was significantly related to perceived support from parents only (r=.43. 

p<.05 for father, r=.49, p<.01 for mother), and a trend relationship was found between 

perceived family cohesion and perceived support from siblings (r=.39, p<. 10). In 
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Table 8. Correlation Coefficients of all Predictor 
Variables Using Stringent p-values ' 

PC Combined 
Female 
Male 

PFA Combined 
Female 
Male 

PFC Combined 
Female 
Male 

PFSt Combined 
Female 
Male 

PS-C Combined 
Female 
Male 

PS-F Combined 
Female 
Male 

PS-I Combined 
Female 
Male 

PS-MCombined 
Female 
Male 

PS-OCombined 
Female 
Male 

PS-P Combined 
Female 
Male 

PFA PFC PFSt 

.13 

.16 
.02 

.38** 

.46** 
.20 
.43** 
.40** 
.43* 

.43** 

.50** 
.27 

.42** 
.45** 
.31 
.76** 
.80** 
.71** 

PS-C 

.47** 

.37** 
.58*" 
.03 

-.06 
.01 

.23+ , 

.20 
.17 
.21 
.19 
.23 

: PS-F 

.38** 
4j** 

^30 
.22 
.22 
.15 
49** 
.51** 
.43* 
.53** 
.57** 
47** 
.31** 
.14 
.47** 

PS-I 

.35** 
39** 
.26 
.05 
.02 
.07 

.23+ 
.22 
.22 
.28** 
.24 
.35 
.29** 
.23 
36 

.23+ 

.14 
.37 

PS-M 

.41** 

.42** 
.38 
.24+ 
.25 
.20 

.55** 
.58** 
49** 
.58** 
.63** 
49** 
.30** 
.24 
.39+ 
.46** 
44** 
49** 

.22 

.18 
.28 

PS-O 

.47** 
45** 

.48** 

.11 
.05 
.17 
.36** 
.36** 
.30 
.42** 
44** 
.38+ 
42** 

.32* 
.51** 
.47** 
.46** 
.45* 
.40** 
.35** 
49** 

.33** 
.35** 
.28 

PS-P 

.48** 
39** 
59** 
.07 
.01 
.10 

.26* 
.23 
.24 
.33** 
.35** 
.29 
.60** 
.48** 
.73** 
.36** 
.30+ 
.40+ 
.24+ 
.20 
.27 
.38** 
.34* 
.43* 
.50** 
.46** 
.55** 

PS-S 

.35** 

.32* 
.38 
.19 
.15 
.20 
44** 
44** 
.39+ 
.36** 
.40** 
.28 
.31** 
.22 
.36 
42** 
.39** 
.43* 
.27* 
.27 
.27 
.35** 
.33* 
.36 
45** 
43** 

.46* 
.36** 
.31 + 
.40+ 

* * p<.01 p<.05 + p<.10 

PC - perceived competence PFA - perceived family adaptability 
PFC - perceived family cohesion PFSt - perceived family satisfaction 
PS-C - perceived support from close friend PS-F - perceived support from father 
PS-M - perceived support from mother PS-I - perceived support from instmctors 
PS-P -perceived support from peers PS-S - perceived support from siblings 
PS-O perceived support from people in campus organizations 
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addition, perceived family satisfaction total was significantly related to perceived support 

from father (r=.57, p<.01), mother (r=.63, p<.01), peers (r=.35, p<.01), siblings (r=.40, 

p<.01), and people of campus organizations (r=.44, p<.01) for female college students. 

On the other hand, males' perceived family satisfaction was significantly related to 

perceived support from both parents (r=.47, p<.01 for father; r=.49. P<.01 for mother), 

and it had a trend relationship with perceived support from people of campus 

organizations (r=.38, p<.10). For the range of correlations among PFE and PSS variables, 

they ranged from r=-.06 (ns) to r=.63 (p<.01) for females, from r=.01 (ns) to r=.49 

(p<.01) for males, and r=.03 (ns) to r=.58 (p<.01) for the entire sample. In addition, the 

range of correlations between variables of PFE and PC ranged from r=.02(ns) to r=.27(ns) 

for males, from r=.16 (ns) to r=.50 (p<.01) for females, and from r=.13 (ns) to r=.43 

(p<.01) for the combined sample. 

Among the variables of the perceived family environment predictor set, perceived 

family cohesion, perceived family adaptability, and perceived family satisfaction were 

significantly correlated with each other, except for the relationship between perceived 

family adaptability and perceived family satisfaction for men. 

Among the variables within the perceived social support predictor set, there was a 

significant relationship between perceived support from close friends and perceived 

support from peers, especially for male students (r=.73, p<.01). Perceived support from 

family members (father, mother, and sibling) were significantly related to each other for 

both male and female samples; an exception was that for male students, perceived support 

from siblings was not significantly related to perceived support from mother. 

Interestingly, perceived support from close friend was found to be significantly related to 

perceived support from father in the male sample (r=.47, p<.01), but not in the female 

sample (r=.14, ns). Perceived support from people of campus organizations was 

significantly related to perceived support from close friends, peers, father, instmctors, and 

siblings on both gender, and it was significantly related to perceived support from mother 

in the female sample only. 
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It should be noted that due to the skewness distributions of the responses on the 

social support measure (see Table 6, most students reported high emotional support from 

all sources and endorsed more than a 3 to various support sources from a I to 4 scale), 

logarithm and square root data transformation were performed for female and males 

samples. Compared with square root data transformation, log data transformation 

appeared to reshape better distributions in both samples. However, regression analyses 

on the transformed data indicated that only a maximum of 2% of variance difference were 

found between transformed and non-transformed data of the social support measure, 

therefore, nontransformed data were used in this study. 

Correlations among Outcome Variables 

Correlations among the outcome variables for the combined and separate genders 

samples are listed in Table 9. Overall, there were significant correlations between parent-

reported intemalizing and extemalizing behavior T scores (r=.588 for combined sample, 

p<.01; r=.564 for female sample, p<.01; and r=.638 for male sample, p<.01), between 

self-reported intemalizing and extemalizing behavior T scores (r=.471 for combined 

sample, p<.01; r=.494 for female sample, p<.01; r=.418 for male sample, p<.Ol), between 

parent- and self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores (r=.316 for combined sample, 

p<.01; r=.258 for female sample, p<.05; r=.414 for male sample, p<.01), as well as 

between parent- and self- reported extemalizing behavior T scores (r=.285 for combined 

sample, p<.01; r=.276, p<.01 for female sample; and r=.304, p<.10 for male sample). 

Hypothesis Testing 

PFE and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

Although stepwise multiple regression analyses could be used to examine the 

relationship of PFE variables and outcome behaviors, specific correlations may be 

ignored due to multicollinearity of certain predictor variables (see Table 8), (this also 

applies to PSS variables and outcome behaviors, and PC and outcome behaviors) within 

(and between) the predictor set(s). Therefore, correlation analyses were first conducted to 
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Table 9. Correlations among Outcome 

Parent-report Extemalizing 

Combined 
Female 
Male 

Self-report Intemalizing 

Combined 
Female 
Male 

Self-report Extemalizing 

Combined 
Female 
Male 

Parent-report Intemalizing 

.588** 

.564** 
.638** 

.316** 

.258* 
4J4** 

.105 

.119 
.093 

Parent-report Extemalizing 

.090 

.056 
.149 

.285** 

.276** 
.304+ 

Self-report Intemalizing 

.471** 

.494** 
.418** 

* * p<.01 p<.05 + p<.10 

' All stringent p-values were based on J. P. Glifford's (1965) Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education, which was adapted from Wallace, H.A., and Snedecor, G.W. 
Correlation and Machine Calculation. Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1931. It should 
be noted that stringent p-values were obtained based on the original source table of 
Wallace and Snedecor (1931) with number of variables ranged from 2 to 25 and the 
degrees of freedom ranged from 1- °°. 

test Hypotheses la to If (Table 9), using stringent p-values for correction, with 

adjustment of the degrees of freedom (or sample size) and number of variables. The 

adjustment was based on Glifford's (1965) reference in his statistics book, which 

originated and adapted from Wallace & Snedecor's work in 1931. 

As predicted for the relationships between intemalizing behavior T scores (self-

and/or parent-reported) and family environment variables (hypotheses la, Ic, and le for 

PFC, PFA, and PFSt respectively), perceived family cohesion and perceived family 

satisfaction were found significantly and negatively related to self-reported intemalizing 

behavior T scores (perceived family cohesion: r=-.307, p<.01; perceived family 

satisfaction: r=-.484, p<.01), perceived family adaptability was found not significantK 
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related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores (r=-. 189 for self-report, and 

r=-.108 for parent-report, both ns). Support was also shown for the hypothesized 

relations between perceived family adaptability and self- and parent- reported 

extemalizing behavior T scores (Hypothesis Id), as there were no significant 

relationships found among those variables (r=-.125 for self-report, and r=-.l 13 for parent-

report, both ns). Mixed support was found for the relationship between perceived family 

cohesion and extemalizing behavior T scores (hypothesis lb, both self- and parent-

report), and between perceived family satisfaction and extemalizing behavior T scores 

(Hypothesis If, both self- and parent-report), as support were obtained for self report 

measures, but not parent-report measures [PFC and outcome variables: (r=-.286, p<.01 

for self-report; r=-.181, ns for parent-report); PFSt and outcome variables: (r=-.419, p<.01 

for self-report; r=-.200, ns for parent-report)] (see Table 10). 

Table 10. Correlation Coefficients of PFE Predictor Set 
and Criterion Variables Using Stringent p-values' 

Predictor Variables Criterion Variables 
Self-report Self-report Parent-report Parent-report 

Intemalizing Extemalizing Intemalizing Extemalizing 

Perceived F Cohesion -.307** 

Perceived F Adaptability -.189 

Perceived F Satisfaction -.484** 

**p<.01 
' All stringent p-values were based on J. P. Glifford's (1965) Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education, which was adapted from Wallace, H.A., and Snedecor, G.W. 
Correlation and Machine Calculation. Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1931. 

To test the linear trend relationship between family types and college students' 

self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores (hypothesis Ig), family types and self-

reported extemalizing behavior T scores (Hypothesis Ih), as well as family types and 

parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores (also Hypothesis Ih), several one-vva\ 

ANOVAs with contrasts were conducted on the combined sample. Results indicated that 
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125 

419** 

-.124 

-.108 

-.188 

-.181 

-.113 

-.200 



there is a linear relationship between family types and self-reported intemalizing behavior 

T scores (F=26.15, p<.0001), thus supporting Hypothesis Ig. There is also a significant 

linear relationship between family types and college students' self-reported extemalizing 

behavior T scores (F=12.32, p<.001), thus supporting Hypothesis Ih in self-report aspect 

(see Table 11). For the relationship between family types and parent-reported 

extemalizing behavior T scores, however, there is no support for a significant linear 

relationship, thus no support is noted for Hypothesis Ih in parent-report aspect. In 

addition, for combined sample of self-reported intemalizing behaviors T scores, the linear 

component accounted for 94.1% of the variation due to family types. For combined 

sample of self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores, the linear component accounted 

for 79% of the variation due to family types, indicating that there is a more linear trend 

relationship between family types and self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores than 

between family types and self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores. 

Table 11. One-way ANOVAs Contrast for Linear Trend 
between Family Types and Criterion Variables 

Criterion Variables Weighted SS df F Sig 

Self-report Intemalizing 2384.281 1 26.148 .000 

Self-report Extemalizing 1025.172 1 12.324 .001 

Parent-report Extemalizing 108.211 1 1.587 .209 

In order to further explore the relationship between family types and self-reported 

intemalizing/extemalizing behavior T scores, mean and standard error of college 

students' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores and extemalizing behavior T 

scores were compared among the three different types of families (see Table 12). In 

addition, multiple comparisons of the combined sample with bonferroni corrections 

among family types were conducted (see Table 13). It was found that for both self-

reported intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors T scores, there were no significant 

differences between mid-range and balanced families. There were, however, significant 
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differences between the extreme families and mid-range families, and between the 

extreme and balanced families. Those results indicated that the linear components 

between family types and students' self-reported intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors T 

scores would best be evidenced by the difference of the extreme families to the other two 

types of families. 

Table 12. Mean and Standard Error of Family 
Types and Outcome Variables 

Outcome variables Family Types 

Self-reported Intemalizing Extreme Family 
Behavior T scores Mid-range Family 

Balanced Family 

Self-reported Extemalizing Extreme Family 
Behavior T scores Mid-range Family 

Balanced Family 

Mean Standard Error 

57.61 
51.47 
48.57 

56.83 
51.33 
50.21 

1.591 
.915 
.741 

1.520 
.874 
.708 

Table 13. Multiple Comparisons (Bonferroni) 
of Family Types and Self-reported 

Intemalizing/Extemalizing T Scores 

Comparisonof Family Types Mean Difference Sig. 

Self-reported 
Intemalizing Beh 
T scores 

Self-reported 
Extemalizing Beh 
T scores 

Extreme versus Mid-range 
Extreme versus Balanced 
Mid-range versus Balanced 

Extreme versus Mid-range 
Extreme versus Balanced 
Mid-range versus Balanced 

6.14* 
9.04* 
2.90 

5.50* 
6.62* 
1.12 

.003 

.000 

.043 

.006 

.000 

.961 

* The mean difference is significant at the .025 level. 

PSS and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

To fiirther the understanding of gender differences and specific PSS sources in 

relation to outcome behaviors, multiple regression analyses with two specific support 

sources were conducted for males and females separately. Hypothesis 2a was established 
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to examine the specific relationship between two specific support sources (perceived 

support from father, and perceived support from peers) and males' extemalizing 

behaviors (both self and parent-reports). Hypothesis 2b was established to examine the 

specific relationship between two other specific support sources (perceived support from 

mother and perceived support from close friend) and females' self-reported intemalizing 

behaviors. Multiple regressions were used because the proportion of variance could be 

identified on the two specific support sources in relations to the outcome behaviors 

(females' self-report intemalizing behaviors, and males' self-report extemalizing 

behaviors). The resuhs of these analyses might be comparable with hierarchial multiple 

regressions analyses (see Tables 20 and 24) that described later. 

For Hypothesis 2a, partial support was found regarding male college students' self 

reported extemalizing behavior T scores and the two hypothesized support sources. That 

is, perceived support from father significantly predicted self-reported extemalizing 

behavior T scores (F=9.48, p<.01), accounting for 8.9 % of the variance. In contrast, 

perceived support from peers did not contribute to the same outcome behaviors (see 

Table 14). Similarly, with regard to perceived support from father and peers in relation to 

parent-reported extemalizing behaviors (also Hypothesis 2a), it was found that perceived 

support from father did significantly contribute to parent-reported extemalizing behaviors 

(F=2.90, p<.10), accounting for 8.1% of variance. Again, perceived support from peers 

did not add significant ability to predict the outcome behavior. It appears that perceived 

support from peers was somewhat negatively related to parent-reported extemalizing 

behavior T scores, which was not in the hypothesized direction (see Table 15). 

Table 14. Multiple Regression Results of PS-F 
and PS-P on Males' Self-reported 
Extemalizing behavior T scores 

PSS Variables 

PS-F 
PS-P 

Adjusted R 

.089 

.081 

AR^ 

.098 

.000 

t 

-3.079 
.080 

Sig. F A 

.001 

.937 

P 
-.317 
.008 
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Table 15. Multiple Regression Results of PS-F 
and PS-P on Males' Parent-reported 
Extemalizing behavior T scores 

PSS Variables 

PS-F 
PS-P 

Adjusted R 

.081 

.095 

A R 2 

.094 

.026 

t 

-1.702 
-1.426 

Sig. F A 

.009 

.158 

P 
-.219 
-.184 

For Hypothesis 2b, support was found for females' self-report intemalizing 

behavior T scores and the two specific support sources. Both perceived support from 

mother and perceived support from close friend significantly contributed to self-reported 

intemalizing behaviors T scores (PS-M: F=18.45, p<.001; PS-C: F=13.13, p<.01), 

accounting for 16.4% of total variance. Perceived support from mother appeared to 

account for more variance than perceived close friend support (see Table 16). 

Table 16. Multiple Regression Results of PS-M 
and PS-C on Females Self-reported 
Intemalizing behavior T scores 

PSS Variables 

PS-M 
PS-C 

Adjusted R 

.113 

.164 

A R 2 

.118 

.055 

t 

-4.295 
-3.624 

Sig. F A 

.000 

.000 

p 
-.286 
-.241 

To test Hypotheses 2c to 2e, correlation analyses with stringent p-values were 

computed. It was found that perceived support from sibling and perceived support from 

instmctors were not significantly related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores 

as expected (siblings: r=-.238, ns; instmctors: r=-.241, ns), thus hypotheses 2c and 2d 

were not supported. Perceived support from people of campus organizations, however, 

was significantly and negatively related to self-reported intemalizing behaviors T scores 

(r=-.426, p<.01), thus Hypothesis 2e was supported (see Table 17). 
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Table 17. Correlation Coefficients of Other 
PSS Variables and Self-report 
Intemalizing behavior 

(Using Stringent p-Values)' 

Predictor Variables Self-report 
PSS Intemalizing Behaviors 

PS-S -.238 

PS-O -.426** 

PS-I -.241 

**p<.01 

' All stringent p-values were based on J. P. Glifford's (1965) Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education, which was adapted from Wallace, H.A., and Snedecor, G.W. 
Correlation and Machine Calculation. Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1931. 

PC and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

To test Hypotheses 3a to 3d, correlation analyses were conducted with stringent p 

values applied (see Table 18). Resuhs for the entire sample demonstrated significant 

negative correlations between perceived self-competence and self-reported intemalizing 

behaviors (r=-.535, p<.01, supporting Hypothesis 3a), between perceived competence and 

self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.291, p<.01, not supporting Hypothesis 

3c), and between perceived competence and parent-reported intemalizing behavior T 

scores (r=-.312, p<.05, not supporting Hypothesis 3b). For parent-reported extemalizing 

behavior T scores, no significant relationship with perceived competence was observed 

(r=-.179, ns, supporting Hypothesis 3d). 

In order to examine gender effects with respect to perceived competence and 

outcome behaviors, correlations by gender are also reported in Table 18. As in the 

combined sample, both female and male perceived competence were significantly and 

negatively related to self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.524, p<.01 for 

females; r=-.551, p<.01 for males). Female perceived competence had a negative trend 

relationship with self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.292, p<.10), whereas 

that relationship was not observed in males (r=-.275, ns). The hypothesized positive 
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relationship between perceived competence and self-reported extemalizing behavior T 

scores was not found for both samples. For parent-reported intemalizing behavior T 

scores, the relationships between males' competence and outcome behaviors differed 

from the relationships between females' PC and outcome behaviors. There was a 

negative trend relationship between males' perceived competence and parent-reported 

intemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.476, p<.10). This finding did not support the stated 

Hypothesis (3b). For females parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores, however, 

no significant relationship was found (r=-.218, ns), thus supporting the Hypothesis 3b. 

For the relationships of parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores and perceived 

competence, there was a trend relation between males' PC and outcome behaviors 

(r=-.442, p<.10). In contrast, there was no significant relationship between females' PC 

and parent-reported extemalizing behaviors (r=-.043, ns), thus supporting the Hypothesis 

3d. 

Table 18. Correlation Coefficients of PC and 
Criterion Variables Using Stringent p-Values ' 

Predictor 
Variable Self-report 

Intemalizing 

PC Combined -.535** 
Female -.524** 
Male -.551** 

Self-report 
Extemalizing 

-.291** 
-.292+ 
-.275 

Criterion Variables 
Parent-report 
Intemalizing 

-.312* 
-.218 
-.476+ 

Parent-report 
Extemalizing 

-.179 
-.043 
-.442+ 

**p<.01 *p<.05 +p<.10 

' All stringent p-values were based on J. P. Glifford's (1965) Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education, which was adapted from Wallace, H.A., and Snedecor, G.W. 
Correlation and Machine Calculation. Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1931. 

It should be noted that the combined sample was used to test Hypothesis la-Id, 

and 2c-2e. In order to find out whether there were significant relationships among 

predictor and criterion variables of men and women samples, separate correlations were 

also conducted by using stringent p-values (see also hypotheses 3a to 3d in previous 
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section). Table 19 shows the summary of significant correlations of predictor and 

criterion variables in the study. 

It is interesting to note that once gender was separated for correlation analyses, a 

distinct pattem of relationship between male and females' predictor and criterion 

variables emerged. Females' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores and 

extemalizing behavior T scores, as in the combined sample, were significantly and 

negatively related to quite a few variables. Their self-reported intemalizing behavior T 

scores were not only significantly and negatively related to variables of perceived 

competence (r=-.524, p<.01) and perceived support from peers (r=-.452, p<.01), but also 

to perceived family cohesion (r=-.360, p<.01), perceived family satisfaction (r=-.556, 

p<.01), perceived support from close friend (r=-.311, p<.05), father (r=-.367, p<.05), 

mother (r=-.343, p<.05), and people from campus organizations (r=-.445, p<.01). In 

contrast, males' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores were significantly related to 

far fewer variables when compared to females', including only perceived competence 

(r= -.551, p.< 01) and perceived support from peers (r=-.426, p<.05). In addition, a 

negative trend relationship between female students' perceived competence and self-

reported extemalizing behavior T scores was observed (r=-.292, p<.10). PFE and PSS 

variables such as perceived family cohesion (r=-.313, p<.05), perceived family 

satisfaction total (r=-.450, p<.01), perceived support from mother (r=-.358, p<.01), and 

perceived support from people in campus organizations (r=-.365, p<.01) were 

significantly related to females' self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores. No parent-

reported outcome behaviors were related to any predictor variables in female sample, 

even though there were negative trend relationships between PC and parent-reported 

extemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.442, p<.10), and between PC and parent-reported 

intemalizing behavior T scores (r=-.476, p<.10) in the male sample. The above findings 

do suggest that hypotheses testing of the relationship between predictor and criterion 

variables be also considered in separate samples, as it was done on hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 

later on hypotheses 4a-4d. 
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Table 19. Summary of Correlation Coefficients of 
Significant Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Wdictor Var PC PFC PFSt PS-C PS-F PS-M PS-O PS-P 

G e n d e r criterion Var\ 

Male Self-report -.551** -426=' 
Intemalizing 

Self-report 
Extemalizing 

Parent-report -.476+ 
Intemalizing 

Parent-report -.442+ 
Extemalizing 

Self-report 
Extemalizing 

Female Self-report -.524** -.360**-.556** -.311* -.367* -.343* -.445**-452** 
Intemalizing 

Self-report -.292+ -.313* -.450** -.358**-.365** 
Extemalizing 

Parent-report 
Intemalizing 

Parent-report 
Extemalizing 

Com- Self-report -.535**-.307** -.484** -.327**-.313**-.301**-.426**-.440** 
bined Intemalizing 

-.291**-.286** -.419** -.307**-.340 ** _ lAn** 

Parent-report -312" 
Intemalizing 

Parent-report 
Extemalizing 

+ p<.10 * p<.05 **p<. 01 

' All Stringent p-values were based on J. P. Glifford's (1965) Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education, which was adapted from Wallace, H.A., and Snedecor, G.W. 
Correlation and Machine Calculation. Ames, Iowa: Iowa State College, 1931. 
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PFE, PSS. PC and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

In order to look at the unique and incremental contributions of predictor variables 

(within each predictor set) for the outcome behaviors (self-reported intemalizing behavior 

T scores, self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores, parent-reported intemalizing 

behavior T scores, and parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores), stepwise 

hierarchical multiple regressions with blocks were performed on female and male data 

sets separately. Stepwise multiple regression was chosen for the analyses because the 

method includes only those predictors that add significantly to the prediction power. It 

also offers to solve the problem of multicollinearity when prediction variables are 

strongly correlated with each other (see Table 8). By doing so, the most significant and 

smallest set of predictors for self-reported intemalizing behaviors (Hypothesis 4a and 4b) 

and both self- and parent-reported of extemalizing behaviors (Hypothesis 4c and 4d) 

could be identified. The female data set was used for Hypothesis 4a and 4c, and the male 

data set was used for Hypothesis 4b and 4d. 

It should be noted that few hypotheses were made for parent-reported 

intemalizing behavior T scores in this study because its outcome was hard to predict. 

Nevertheless, additional regression analyses were performed to identify significant 

predictors of that outcome variable. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses required 

pre-arranged orders of the predictor sets be entered systematically in the regression 

equations [(1) PFE, PSS, PC; (2) PSS, PC, PFE; (3) PC, PFE, PSS], in order to obtain the 

unique variance of each predictor set that contributes to the outcome variables. In all 

these analyses, changes of adjusted R̂  versus changes of R̂  were reported as unique 

variances in the regression models because the former reflected a more conservative and 

accurate result of the regression analyses. 

Hypothesis 4a investigated the five predictor variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, 

and PC) that were expected to contribute significantly to female college students' self-

reported intemalizing behavior (SR-Intt) T scores. Resuhs indicated that although PSS 

was an important predictor set for females' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores, 

social support variables such as perceived support from mother and close friend were not 
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significant predictors for the outcome behaviors. Instead, perceived support from people 

of campus organizations [F(l, 178) = 4.62, p <.05] and perceived support from peers 

[F(l, 177) = 11.51, p<.001] contributed significant variance to females' SR-Intt T scores. 

Perceived support from instmctors [F(l, 176) = 6.38, p<.05) and from father [F(l, 175) = 

4.98, p<.05] contributed significant variance in the regression equation when the PSS 

variable set was entered first, which also was not expected in the hypothesis. As 

predicted, perceived competence [F(l, 178) = 17.33, p<.0001), perceived family cohesion 

[F(l, 176) = 4.94, p< .05], and perceived family satisfaction [F(l, 177) = 25.64, p<.0001 ] 

contributed significant variance to the outcome behaviors. 

In terms of unique variance that accounted for the outcome behaviors, different 

results were obtained according to the order of entries of the predictor sets. For example, 

when PC was entered as the last predictor set, it accounted for 3.5% additional variance 

in predicting females' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores over and above 

variables such as perceived family satisfaction, perceived peer support, and perceived 

support from people in campus organizations. When PFE predictor set was entered last 

to the regression model, perceived family satisfaction total and perceived family cohesion 

accounted for 6.8% and 1.4% of unique variance respectively. Interestingly, there was a 

positive relationship between perceived family cohesion and self-reported intemalizing 

behavior T scores in that regression model, indicating that high perceived family cohesion 

might contribute to higher females' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores when 

other variables (perceived family satisfaction, perceived competence, perceived support 

from peers) were considered at the same time. When PSS predictor set was entered last 

into the regression equation, perceived support from peers accounted for an unique 

variance of 2.4%, over and above variables such as perceived competence, perceived 

family satisfaction, and perceived family cohesion. All significant predictor variables 

accounted for approximately 40% variance in predicting female college students' SR-Intt 

T scores (see Table 20). 
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Table 20. Summary of Multiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Females' 
Self-Reported Intemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R̂  A R̂  t sig. F A p 

1). PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction .286 .290 -4.755 .000 -.326 

Perceived Social Support 
Peers 
Campus Organization 

Perceived Competence 

2) . PSS, PC, PFE Perceived Social Support 
Campus Organization 
Peers 
Instructors 
Father 

.344 

.361 

.396 

.176 

.228 
.251 
.267 

.062 

.020 

.038 

.180 

.057 

.027 

.020 

-2.445 
-1.574 

-3.354 

-1.526 
-2.166 

.821 

.315 

.000 

.019 

.001 

.000 

.000 

.013 

.027 

-.165 
-.112 

-.236 

-.113 
-.147 
-.055 
.023 

Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Envirormient 
Family Satisfaction 
Family Cohesion 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction 
Family Cohesion 

Perceived Social Support 
Peers 

.325 

.393 
.407 

.249 

.360 
.380 

.404 

.060 

.069 
.017 

.253 

.114 

.023 

.028 

-3.298 

-4.837 
2.253 

-4.163 

-5.064 
2.222 

-2.888 

.000 

.000 
.026 

.000 

.000 

.011 

.004 

-.244 

-.506 
.225 

-.287 

-.518 
.220 

-.184 

In sum, the hypothesis that the five identified variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, 

and PC) would contribute significantly to female students' self-reported intemalizing 

behaviors was partially supported. Three of the five variables (PFC, PFSt, and PC) were 

unique predictors of the outcome variable (SR-Intt T scores), although the relations 

between PFC and SR-intt T scores was found positive, which was not supported in 

previous literature (Cumsille et al., 1994). Unexpectedly, perceived support from people 

in campus organizations, perceived instmctors' support, and perceived father's support 

were also significant predictors of females' self-reported intemalizing behaviors T score. 
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which created a new perspective to look at the important role of various social support 

sources to female college students' self-reported intemalizing behaviors. 

Hypothesis 4c investigated the same five variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, and 

PC) that were expected to contribute significantly to self-reported (and parent-reported) 

extemalizing behavior (SR-Extt) T scores of female college students. Results indicated 

that both PFE and PSS predictor sets played important roles in predicting outcome 

behaviors (females' SR-Extt T scores). PC contributed significant variance (7%) to 

SR-Extt T scores only when the PC predictor set was entered first [F(l, 178) = 14.48, 

p< .0001]. As predicted, perceived family satisfaction accounted for significant and 

unique variance (3.1% of unique variance) for outcome behaviors [F(l, 175) =7.75, 

p< .01]. PS-M was also a significant variable in predicting SR-Extt T scores [F(l,l78) = 

24.53, p<.0001], if PSS predictor set was entered first (11.6% of variance). 

Unexpectedly, perceived family cohesion, perceived support from close friends did not 

contribute significantly to females' SR-Extt T scores. Instead, perceived support from 

people of campus organizations was an unique and important predictor for outcome 

behaviors [F(l, 176) = 4.10, p<.05], accounted for 1.5% of unique variance in the 

regression model. Overall, approximately 18% of the variance could be accounted for by 

two to three variables, depending upon the order in which variable sets were added to the 

regression equation (Table 21). 

In sum, the hypothesis that the five identified variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, 

PC) that would contribute significantly to self-reported extemalizing behaviors (SR-Extt 

T scores) for female college students was partially supported. Among the five variables, 

perceived family satisfaction, perceived support from mother, and perceived competence 

were found contributing significantly to the outcome behavior (SR-Extt T scores). 

However, perceived support from close friend, and perceived family cohesion were not 

significant predictors of females' SR-Extt as expected. 

For females' parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores (also Hypothesis 4c). 

the same five variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, PC) were predicted to contribute 

significantly to parent-report extemalizing behaviors (PR-Extt T scores). Results 
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Table 21. Summary of Multiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Females' 
Self-Reported Extemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R̂  A R^ t Sig. F A P 

1). PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction .163 168 -4.755 .000 -.323 

Perceived Social Support 
Campus Organization .184 .025 -2.024 .021 -.157 

Perceived Competence 
(Removed) ,181 .002 .604 .546 -.049 

2) PSS, PC, PFE Perceived Social Support 
Mother .116 
Campus Organization . 154 

.121 -1.537 .000 -.132 

.042 -1.916 .003 -.149 

Perceived Competence 
(Removed) 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction 

Perceived Social Support 
Campus Organization 

.156 

.187 

.070 

.166 

.181 

.006 

.035 

.075 

.100 

.019 

-.417 

-2.783 

-.604 

-4.067 

-2.024 

.249 

.006 

.000 

.000 

.044 

-.034 

-.254 

-.049 

-.323 

-.157 

suggested that perceived support from mother [F(l, 125) = 7.25, p<.01] and close friend 

[F(l, 124) = 5.05, p< .05] accounted for significant variance to the outcome variable (PR-

Extt T scores), provided that the PSS predictor set was entered first into the regression 

equation. Other predicted variables, PFC, PFSt, and PC, did not contribute to PR-Extt T 

scores. Only one variable, perceived family adaptability (PFA), from the PFE predictor 

set stood out as an unique predictor of outcome behaviors [F(l, 122) = 6.30, p<.05], 

which was not expected in the hypothesis. In fact, when PFE predictor set was entered 

last, PFA accounted for 3.2% of unique variance, over and above variables such as 

perceived support from mother and perceived support from close friend, in predicting 

outcome behaviors (see Table 22). Of specific interest here was that perceived support 

from close friends was positively related to parent-reported of extemalizing behavior T 
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Table 22. Summary of Muhiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Females' 
Parent-Reported Extemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R̂  A R̂  t Sig. F A P 

I) PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Adaptability .066 .074 -3.127 .002 -.271 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Competence .059 .000 -.186 .852 .016 
(Removed) 

2) PSS, PC, PFE Perceived Social Support 
Mother .027 .034 -1.957 .037 -.186 
Close Friend .057 .038 1.863 .026 .174 

3) PC, PFE, PSS 

Perceived Competence 
(Removed) 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Adaptability 

Perceived Competence 
(Removed) 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Adaptability 

.050 

.089 

-.007 

.059 

.000 

.046 

.001 

.073 

-.141 

-2.510 

-.186 

-3.127 

.866 

.013 

.750 

.002 

.013 

-.220 

-.016 

-.271 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

scores, indicating that when considering with the variable of perceived family 

adaptability, high support from close friends was linked to higher extemalizing behavior 

T scores as reported by parents. Regardless of the order of entries, PC did not contribute 

to any variance in predicting parent-reported extemalizing behavior T scores. 

Nevertheless, the overall variance that could be accounted for in this category (parent-

reported extemalizing behavior T scores for females) ranged only from 5.9% to 8.9%. 

In sum, this hypothesis was minimally supported, with only PSS variables (PS-C, 

PS-M) were correctly identified as important variables that contributed significant 

variance in predicting females' PR-Extt T scores. Perceived competence, perceived 
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family cohesion, and perceived family satisfaction did not contribute to the outcome 

variable (PR-Extt T scores). 

For Hypothesis 4b that stated the four important variables (PFC, PFSt, PS-P. and 

PC) would contribute significantly to male college students' self-reported intemalizing 

behavior (SR-Intt) T scores , regression analyses indicated that three out of the four 

variables, perceived family satisfaction [F(l, 88) = 8.72, p<.01], perceived support from 

peers [F(l, 88) = 25.56, p<.0001], and perceived competence [F(l, 88) = 42.54, p<.0001] 

did contribute significantly to the outcome behavior. Only PFC was not found to 

contribute significant variance in the model. Specifically, PC was the only unique and 

significant predictor for males' self-reported intemalizing behavior T scores, and 

accoimted for 10% of unique variance, over and above the variables of perceived family 

satisfaction and perceived peer support to predict males' SR-Intt T scores. Overall, 

approximately 34% of variance could be accounted for by two to three variables out of all 

predictors variables (see Table 23). The only significant predictor that was not expected 

to contribute significantly for outcome behavior was perceived family adaptability 

[F(l, 87) = 4.69, p<.05]. In fact, PFA added additional variance (2.8%) for predicting 

males' SR-Extt when PC variable set was entered first into the regression equation, 

suggesting that other than the three hypothesized variables (PFSt, PS-P, and PC), family 

flexibility was also an important factor that related male students' SR-Intt T scores. In 

sum, the hypothesis was mostly supported. 

Hypothesis 4d was proposed that the same four identified variables, PFSt, PS-F, 

PS-P, and PC, would contribute significantiy to males' self-reported extemalizing 

behavior (SR-Extt) T scores. Resuhs indicated that three out of the four variables (PFSt, 

PS-F, PC) were important predictors for the outcome behavior (SR-Extt T scores). 

However, perceived support from peers was not found to be a significant factor for SR-

Extt T scores. Perceived competence [F(l, 87) =3.15, p<.10] and perceived family 

satisfaction [F(l,86) = 4.04, p<.05] also contributed unique variance (2.2% and 3.0%, 

respectively) in predicting SR-Extt for male college students. Perceived support from 

father [F(l, 88) = 10.64, p<.01] accounted for significant variance (9.8%) if the PSS 
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Table 23. Summary of Muhiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Males' 
Self-Reported Intemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R' A R̂  t Sig. F A P 

1) PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction .080 .090 -1.413 .004 -.128 

Perceived Social Support 
Peers .242 .169 -1.631 .000 

Perceived Competence .342 

2) PSS, PC, PFE Perceived Social Support 
Peers .216 .225 -1.765 .000 

Perceived Competence .334 

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

,180 

105 -3.764 .000 -.421 

.195 

.124 -4.070 .000 -.450 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Enviromnent 
Family Adaptability 

.318 

.346 

.326 

.034 

-6.665 

-2.165 

.000 

.033 

-.572 

-.186 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

variable set was entered first, indicating high perceived support from father was linked to 

lower self-reported extemalizing behavior T scores for males. 

In sum. Hypothesis 4b of self-report extemalizing behaviors in males was mostly 

supported. All three variables, perceived support from father, perceived family 

satisfaction, and perceived competence contributed significant variance in predicting the 

outcome behavior, except for the variable of perceived peer support, which was not found 

to be an important predictor for males' SR-Extt T scores. Approximately 13 to 14% of 

variance could be accounted for by few predictor variables in relation to males' self-

reported extemalizing behaviors (see Table 24). 

For Hypothesis 4d with parent-report measures, the prediction of the four 

identified variables (PFSt, PS-F, PS-P, and PC) that would contribute significantly to 

parent-reported extemalizing behavior (PR-Extt) T score was supported partially. 
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Table 24. Summary of Multiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Males' 
Self-Reported Extemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R2 A R^ t Sig. F A P 

1) PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction .110 .120 -2.820 .001 -.292 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Competence .132 .031 •1.774 .080 ,184 

2) PSS, PC, PFE Perceived Social Support 
Father .098 ,108 -1.606 .002 -.181 

Perceived Competence ,117 .029 -1.362 .089 -.144 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction 

.147 

.063 

.132 

.039 

.073 

.078 

-2.009 

-1.774 

-2.820 

.048 

.010 

.006 

-.223 

-.184 

-.292 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

Specifically, perceived competence [F(l, 61) = 15.43, p<.0001] and perceived family 

satisfaction [F(l, 61) = 5.04, p<.05] were important predictors of outcome behavior as 

expected. However, the social support variables of perceived support from father and 

perceived support from peers were not found contributing significantly to male college 

students' PR-Extt T scores. Instead, perceived support from mother was a significant 

predictor variable [F(l, 61) = 9.09, p<.01] in predicting PR-Extt T scores if PSS variable 

set was not entered last. Also, perceived family adaptability [F(l, 60) = 4.10, p<.05] was 

unexpectedly found as a significant predictor to the outcome behavior in this category. 

Uniquely, the variable (or predictor set) of perceived self-competence accounted for 

significant variance, ranging from 6.5 to 19%, depending upon the order of entry of the 

three predictor sets into the regression equation (see Table 25). In particular, when PC 

was entered last, it accounted for 6.5% of unique variance. When the PFE or PSS 
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Table 25. Summary of Muhiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Males' 
Parent-Reported Extemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets Variables Adjusted R̂  A R̂  t Sig. F A P 

1) PFE, PSS, PC Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Satisfaction .061 .076 -.984 .028 -.121 
Family Adaptability .107 .059 1.975 .047 .221 

2) PSS, PC, PFE 

Perceived Social support 
Mother 

Perceived Competence 

Perceived Social Support 
Mother 

Perceived Competence 

.175 

.240 

.115 

.207 

.080 

.073 

.130 

.103 

-1.440 

-2.446 

-1.558 

-2.841 

.017 

.017 

.004 

.006 

-.188 

-.311 

-.197 

-.360 

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence .189 .202 -3.928 .000 -.449 

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

predictor set was entered last, no unique variance was found. Variables from the PFE set 

did not contribute much to the prediction of the outcome behavior unless it was entered 

first into the regression equation. When that was done, perceived family satisfaction and 

perceived family adaptability both contributed significantly to parent-reported 

extemalizing behavior T scores, although in different directions. That is, lower perceived 

family satisfaction and higher family adaptability both contributed to higher parent-

reported extemalizing behavior T scores. 

In sum, the hypothesis of PFSt, PC, PS-P, PS-F that was expected to contribute 

significantiy in predicting PR-Extt was partially supported. As expected, perceived 

family satisfaction and PC contributed significant variance for the outcome behavior. 

Perceived support from father and from peers, however, did not contribute significant 

variance to the outcome behavior. Unexpectedly, perceived family adaptabilitv and 
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perceived support from mother did contribute significantly to males' PR-Extt T scores. 

Approximately 13 to 14% of variance could be accounted for by few predictor variables 

in this regression model. 

Summary of Stated Hypotheses 

In sum, the stated hypotheses were supported partially. The predictor and 

criterion variables were differently related for males and females. A summary of the 

stated hypotheses is contained in Table 26. 
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Table 26. Summary of Stated Hypotheses 

Hypotheses la-h Results 

SR -.307** 

Outcomes 

Supported la. College students' PFC will be significantly 
and negatively related to self-reported 
intemalizing behavior T scores 

lb. College students' PFC will be significantly 
and negatively related to self- and parent-
reported extemalizing behavior T scores 

Ic. There is no significant relationship between 
college students' PFA and self- and parent-
reported intemalizing behavior T scores 

Id. There is no significant relationship between 
college students' PFA and self- and parent-
reported extemalizing behavior T scores 

le. College students' PFSt will be significantly 
and negatively related to self-reported 
intemalizing behavior T scores 

If. College students' PFSt will be significantly 
and negatively related to self- and parent-
reported extemalizing behavior T scores 

Ig. There is a linear relationship between family 
types and college students' self-reported 
intemalizing behavior T scores 

Ih. There is a linear relationship between family 
types and college students' self- and parent-
reported extemalizing behavior T scores 

SR -.286** 
PR -.181 

SR -.189 
PR -.108 

SR -.125 
PR -.113 

SR -.484** 

Supported 
Not Supported 

Supported 
Supported 

Supported 
Supported 

Supported 

SR -.419** 
PR -.200 

SR 
F=26.148** 

SR 
F=12.324** 
PR 
F=l.587 ns 

Supported 
Not Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported 

** significant at the p< .01 level 
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Table 26. Cont. 

Hypotheses 2a-e Results Outcomes 

2a. Male college students' self- and 
parent- report extemalizing behavior 
T scores will be accounted for 
significantly by PS-F and PS-P 

PS-F was a significant 
predictor of males' self-
and parent-reported of 
extemalizing T scores, but 
PS-P was not a significant 
predictor. 

Partially 
Supported 

2b. Female college students' self- Both PS-M and PS-C 
report intemalizing behavior T scores were significant predictors 
will be accounted for significantly by of self-reported intemalizing 
PS-M and PS-C behavior T scores 

2c. College students' PS-S is -.238 
significantly and negatively related 
to self-reported intemalizing behavior 
T scores 

2d. College students' PS-I is -.241 
significantly and negatively related 
to self-reported intemalizing behavior 
T scores 

2e. College students'PS-O is -.426 
significantly and negatively related 
to self-reported intemalizing behavior 
T scores 

Supported 

Not Supported 

Not Supported 

* * Supported 

** significant at the p< .01 level 
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Table 26. cont. 

Hypotheses 3a-d Results Outcomes 

3a. College students' PC will be significantly Combined:-.535** 
and negatively related to self-reported Female: -.524** 
intemalizing behavior T scores Male: -.551 * * 

3b. There is no significant relationship 
between college students' PC and parent-
reported intemalizing behavior T scores 

Combined:-.312* 
Female: -.218 
Male: -.476+ 

3c. College students' PC will be significantly Combined:-.291** 
and positively related to self-reported Female: -.292+ 
extemalizing behavior T scores Male: -.275 

3d. There is no significant relationship 
between college students' PC and parent-
reported extemalizing behavior T scores 

Combined:-. 179 
Female: -.043 
Male -.442+ 

Supported 
Supported 
Supported 

Not Supported 
Supported 
Not Supported 

Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 

Supported 
Supported 
Not Supported 

** significant at the p< .01 level 
* significant at the p< .05 level 
+ significant at the p< . 10 level 
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Table 26 cont. 

Hypotheses 4a-4d Results Outcomes 

4a. Female college students' self-
reported intemalizing behavior T 
scores will be accounted for 
significantly by variables of 
PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, and PC 

PFSt, PFC, PC, and PS-P, were 
unique predictors of female's 
self-reported intemalizing 
behavior T scores; PS-O, PS-I 
and PS-F were significant 
predictors to a lesser extent. PS-M 
and PS-C were not significant 
predictors of the outcome variable 

PC was the unique predictor 
of male's self-reported 
intemalizing behavior T scores, 
and PFSt, PS-P contributed 
significantly to the outcome 
behaviors. Unexpectedly, PFA, 
instead of PFC, contributed 
significantly to the outcome beh 

4c. Female college students' self- PFSt, PS-M, and PC were 
and parent-reported extemalizing significant predictors of females' 
behavior T scores will be accounted SR-Extt behavior T scores. PS-O, 

4b. Male college students' self-
reported intemalizing behavior T 
scores will be accounted for 
significantly by variables of 
PFC, PFSt, PS-P, and PC 

for significantly by variables of 
PFC, PFSt, PS-M, PS-C, and PC 

but not PS-C and PFC was also 
significant predictors 
PFA was unexpectedly the unique 

predictor for PR-Extt beh. T score. 
PS-M, PS-C, but not PFC, PFSt, and 
PC, also contributed to the prediction 
of PR-Extt behavior T scores 

Partially 
Supported 

Partially 
Supported 

Partially 
Supported 

4d. Male college students' self-
and parent-reported extemalizing 
behavior T scores will be 
accounted for significantly by 
variables of PFSt, PS-F, PS-P, 
and PC 

PFSt, PC were unique predictors 
of self-reported extemalizing beh. 
PS-F, but not PS-P, was also 
a significant predictor of males' 
self-reported extemalizing behavior 
PC and PFSt were significant 

predictors of PR-Extt beh T scores. 
Unexpectedly, PS-M and PFA, not 
PS-P and PS-F, were significant 
predictors of males' PR-Extt behavior 
T scores 

Partially 
Supported 
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Additional Analyses 

Although parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores were not hypothesized 

to be linked to any particular predictor variables, post hoc regression analyses were 

performed on that criterion variable. It was found that females' parent-reported 

intemalizing behavior T scores could be accounted for by two to three variables, namely 

perceived family cohesion [F(l, 125) = 6.74, p<.05], perceived family adaptability 

[F(l, 124) = 4.89, p<.05] and perceived competence [F(l, 125) = 6.56, p<.05]. In 

particular, perceived competence and perceived family adaptability uniquely contributed 

to the prediction of parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores, accounted for 1.7% 

and 2.9% of unique variance, respectively. Perceived social support variables did not 

contribute to the outcome behaviors. Overall, the amount of variance that could be 

accounted for the prediction was ranged from 6.1 to 7.4% in female sample (see Table 

27). 

Table 27. Summary of Multiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Females' 
Parent-Reported Intemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets 

1) PFE, PSS, PC 

Variables Adjusted R̂  

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Cohesion .044 

AR^ 

.051 

t 

-1.767 

Sig. F A 

.011 

P 

-.164 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

2) PSS, PC, PFE 

3) PC, PFE, PSS 

Perceived Competence 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Competence 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Adaptability 

Perceived Competence 

.061 

.045 

.074 

.045 

.024 

.052 

.036 

.052 

-1.809 

-2.562 

-2.211 

-2.562 

.073 

.010 

.029 

.010 

-.168 

-.220 

-.190 

-.220 

Perceived Fam Environment 
Family Adaptability .074 .036 -2.211 .029 -.190 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 
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On the other hand, males' parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores 

could be significantiy accounted for by only one or two predictor variables. Perceived 

competence was the only unique predictor [F=(l,60) =9.54, p<.01], accounting for 10.6% 

of unique variance over and above the variable of perceived peer support. Perceived 

support from peers [F(l, 61) =11.29, p<.001] was also a significant predictor of parent-

reported intemalizing behavior T scores if the PSS predictor set was not entered the last 

into the regression equation. Overall, about 25% of variance could be accounted for in 

this outcome behaviors (see Table 28). Perceived family environment variables did not 

contribute to the prediction of parent-reported intemalizing behavior T scores. 

Table 28. Summary of Multiple Regression Results 
of the Three predictor sets and Males' 
Parent-Reported Intemalizing Behavior 

Predictor Sets 

1) PFE, PSS, PC 

2) PSS, PC, PFE 

Variables Adjusted R̂  

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Social support 
Peers 

Perceived Competence 

Perceived Social Support 
Peers 

Perceived Competence 

.142 

.248 

.142 

.248 

A R 2 

.156 

.116 

.156 

.116 

t 

-.921 

-3.088 

-.921 

-3.088 

Sig. F A 

.001 

.003 

.001 

.003 

P 

.129 

-.432 

-.129 

-.432 

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

3) PC, PFE, PSS Perceived Competence .249 .262 -4.648 .000 -.511 

Perceived Fam Environment 
(No variables entered) 

Perceived Social Support 
(No variables entered) 
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Other Interesting Findings 

An unexpected finding regarding certain variables that contributed significantly 

higher proportion of variance on parents' reported of son's behaviors than daughter's 

behaviors was found in the study, which opened a new perspective to look at gender 

differences in behavioral expressions of freshmen college students. 

In fact, the findings of this study supported and expanded previous studies that 

female college students' behaviors and adjustment were related more to social support 

variables, whereas males college students' problem behaviors were related more to 

individual factor - self competence (Flaherty & Richman, 1989). 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

In the fields of developmental psychology and developmental psychopathology, 

many studies investigated children and young adolescents' problem behaviors across their 

life span throughout the teenage years, and examined family variables (e.g., family 

communication, marital conflict, parenting styles, parent-child relationships, parental 

symptoms), social variables (e.g., school environment, peer relations, social networks), 

and personal variables (intelligence, locus of control, temperament) in relation to 

behaviors and adjustments. Most of the studies involved observational studies, direct 

interviews, self and others' reported measures at two or more time points to tap the 

investigated variables. However, it appears that there has been a shortage of link in 

developmental research that tap adjustment and problem behaviors from childhood to 

young adults. In fact, despite tremendous amount of research (mostly relationship 

research, and rarely developmental research) was done in college samples regarding 

adjustment and behaviors, young adult research have been focused on individuation, 

separation, and connectedness of family members (attachment, and parent-child 

relationships) and/or family history of substance use and abuse. Few studies attempted to 

connect family environment, social support, and personal factor in relation to problem 

behaviors of college students. Even so, only self-reported measures were used to 

examine outcome variables. This study attempted to identify major psycho-social 

variables that combined and contributed to behavioral problems of freshmen college 

students. Hopefully, this study will serve as a possible reference point for future 

developmental research that examines developmental changes in behaviors and 

adjustment during a critical life span period-freshmen college year. 

The present study examined how family cohesion, family adaptability, family 

satisfaction, social support from various sources, and self-competence were related to 

college students' intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors. This investigation attempted 

to identify significant and unique family, social, and personal variables and to detemiine 

68 



their relevance to college freshmen's intemalizing and extemalizing behavioral problems, 

based upon self-report and parent-report. The college participants in this sttidy were 

predominantly white, middle or upper-middle class individuals who generally felt 

competent about themselves, satisfied about their families, and perceived having plenty of 

emotional support from many sources, such as close friends, parents, siblings, and peers. 

Parent participants in the study were predominantiy well-educated, semi-professional, 

middle or upper-middle class individuals who reported positively regarding their college-

bound children's behaviors. Interestingly, the variables that contributed to the prediction 

of extemalizing and intemalizing behavior T scores were different for males and females. 

Summarv of Results 

The hypotheses of this study were partially supported. As expected, male and 

females college students varied in term of variables related to the outcome behaviors: 

variables from individual level (self-competence), family level (family environment), and 

social level (emotional support from significant others) (see Table 26). 

Implications of Findings 

The findings of this study provided some interesting implications for 

understanding freshmen college students' perceptions of self competence, emotional 

support from various sources, and family environment (cohesion, adaptability, 

satisfaction) in relation to self- and parent-reported of intemalizing and extemalizing 

behavior problems. First of all, the results indicated that both perceived competence and 

perceived support from peers were important factors associated with college students' 

self-reported depressive, anxious, and withdrawal symptoms, as suggested by researchers 

who studied children and adolescents' problem behaviors (Compas, Phares, Banez, & 

Howell, 1991; Licitra-Kleckler & Waas, 1993). As college students enter the new stage 

of life (college), perceived competence and perceived peer support may play important 

roles for prevention of intemalizing behavioral symptoms. Perceived support from peers 

was found to be negatively related to depression, anxiety, and/or withdrawn beha\ iors in 
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this freshmen sample, indicating that perceived peer support benefits or has positive 

influences on adolescents' adjustment and behaviors, as suggested by Buhrmester (1990). 

In sum, the more competence one feels about oneself, and the more peer support one has, 

the less likely one is to be depressed or uncertain on to feel adrift in the new, and 

probably unfamiliar worid of the college freshman. On the other hand, someone who 

feels very little self-competence, or even feels bad about oneself, especially if one is 

emotionally isolated by peers, is more likely to be sad, or depressed, and to withdraw 

even fiirther. This is tme for both men and women. 

Furthermore, for college students' self-reported extemalizing behavior, results 

showed that perceived family satisfaction contributed unique variance to both males and 

females' self-reported intmsive, aggressive, and delinquent behaviors, indicating that 

higher perceived family satisfaction (on dimensions of family cohesion and adaptability) 

was significantly related to fewer extemalizing behavioral symptoms for both genders. 

This finding provides additional support for the significance of perceived family 

satisfaction to the prevention of extemalizing behavioral problems (Snyder & Patterson, 

1987), even in a college sample. In sum, the more people feel happy with their families-

of-origin in terms of the emotional bonding and flexibility issues within the family, the 

less likely they may act out aggressively, or engage in intmsive or unlawfiil behaviors. 

This is also tme for both males and females. 

For females, the lack of perceived support from people in campus organizations 

was significantly related to more self-reported aggressive, delinquent, and/or intmsive 

behaviors. To a lesser extent, perceived support from mother and perceived competence 

were also significant factors for females' self-report extemalizing behavioral symptoms, 

indicating that females' acting out behaviors were also related to how they think they 

have emotional support from people around campus, from their mother, and from how 

competence they feel about themselves. For males, perceived support from father was a 

significant factor for males' self-report extemalizing behavioral symptoms. This same 

sex generational influence (perceived mother support from daughter's view, and 

perceived father support from son's view) has an interesting implication for the relations 
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of parent-child relationships to extemalizing behavioral symptoms of the sample. In fact, 

the relations of same-sex parent on young adults' acting out behaviors is not surprising 

for this college sample of traditional and conservative Texas or Southem individuals, in 

which mothers' support was important for girls and fathers' support was important for 

boys in terms of behavioral controls and restraints. 

In terms of the relationship between different gender and perceived self-

competence, it is interesting to note that perceived competence in males were 

significantly related to more behavioral symptoms (both extemalizing and intemalizing 

behaviors), based on both self- and parent- reports. Perceived competence was the only 

factor that contributed unique variance to males' self-reported depressive, anxious, and/or 

withdrawn behaviors, as well as parent-reported depressive, anxious, withdrawn, 

intmsive, aggressive, and/or delinquent behaviors. For females, perceived competence 

did not contribute to any variance of extemalizing behavioral symptoms as reported by 

parents. Instead, other factors such as lower perceived family adaptability scores (or 

lower flexibility within the family), which contributed unique variance for higher parent-

reported intmsive, aggressive, and/or delinquent behaviors, and lower perceived support 

from mother and close friends, were seen as more significant factors that contributed to 

higher parent-reported extemalizing behaviors. It may be possible that the lack of 

perceived competence was more detrimental to males than females, as males are 

socialized to play a tougher and more competent role in the society relative to females 

(Frank, Avery, & Laman, 1988; Hattie, 1992). This individual level factor, perceived 

competence, may prevent or buffer college students' self- and parent- reported of 

depressive, anxious, and withdrawn behaviors, and males' self-and parent-reported of 

intmsive, aggressive and/or delinquent behaviors. Therefore, it appears that perceived 

competence is an important factor for college students' behaviors and adjustment, and 

that parents and clinicians should perhaps consider enhancing young adults' self-esteem 

(especially for males) even before they go to college. 

Furthermore, it appears that females' self-reported intemalizing behaviors are 

related to many more social support sources (perceived support from peers, from people 
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of campus organization, from instmctors, and from father), and family environment 

factors (perceived family satisfaction, perceived family cohesion) than males. 

Apparently, according to Mackie (1987) and Chodorow (1978), females are seen as more 

of a relational being, and they tend to relate the happiness of their lives with the support 

of their significant others, and the satisfaction of their family-of-origin in terms of 

cohesiveness, and overall satisfaction of emotional bonding and flexibility within their 

families. This finding provides additional support for gender differences in terms of 

personal relationships, as females tend to affiliate and relate to others to enhance their 

sense of well-being, whereas males tend to rely more on themselves or few significant 

others, and less on extrinsic factors (family and social support factors), to feel poshive 

about their lives (Chodorow, 1978, Flaherty & Richman, 1989). 

Overall, relatively higher proportions of variance was found for female students 

than for male students in terms of self-reported intemalizing behaviors (40% for females 

vs 34% for males). Perhaps females' intemalizing behavior symptoms could be 

explained by those family environment factors and social support factors more favorably 

than males in terms of self-report. The nature of the outcome measure (self-report) would 

also contribute to different outcomes for males and females, as females tended to disclose 

more of their emotions/feelings than males (Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Marqulis, 1993). 

It should be noted that there was an opposite pattem for the percentages of 

variance accoimted for between self-reported and parent-reported outcome measures. 

Significant amounts of variance could be accounted for by few predictor variables in 

males than females' parent-reported of extemalizing/intemalizing behaviors (19-24% 

total variance in males versus 6-8% variance in females for extemalizing behaviors, and 

25% variance in males versus 6-7% variance in females for intemalizing behaviors), 

indicating that parents' report of their sons' behaviors could be significantly explained by 

those investigated psycho-social variables. It is possible that other factors that were not 

investigated in the study might contribute more to daughters' problem behaviors (e.g., 

marital conflicts between parents, insecure attachment). Gender differences in behav ioral 
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expression might also contribute to the big discrepancy of the prediction power from the 

parent-reported perspective, as h will be discussed in the following section. 

Gender Differences in Behavioral Expression 

Despite the self-disclosure literature suggesting that females tend to self-disclose 

more than males (Deriega et al, 1993), empirical data gathered from adult samples 

indicate that males use more direct, acting out strategies in expressing themselves and 

their feelings, whereas females use more facial expressions and verbal language, or non-

aggressive strategies such as avoidance, self-blame, and interpersonal reconciliation to 

express themselves and their feelings (Brody, 1996). In addition, males appear to be 

more behaviorally expressive of anger and react to sadness by withdrawing or using 

distracting types of activities (e.g., physical exercise), whereas females manifest sadness 

behaviorally different than males, such that they will weep more in sad or depressing 

situations. Since boys are socialized to be more assertive and self-reliant, and girls are 

socialized to be more appeasing (Mackie, 1987), it might be that male students would 

express themselves behaviorally more so to their parents than females. Females may hide 

their problem behaviors from their parents so as to maintain the close ties with parents. 

Thus, parents' report of son's behaviors seem to account for more variance by those 

investigated predictor variables than parents report of daughters behaviors. 

Finally, the hypothesized significant relationships of perceived support from 

siblings and self-reported intemalizing behaviors, and of perceived instmctors support 

and self-reported intemalizing behaviors, were not observed. The lack of a significant 

finding between perceived instmctors support and intemalizing behaviors was in support 

of the finding of Burke and Weir (1978), who suggested that teachers and school 

counselors were not seen as important agents or resources to ask for help when needed. 

Perceived sibling support and self-report intemalizing behavior in young adult sample 

were rarely investigated in previous studies, and the nonsignificant finding in this study 

may indicate that at this stage of a young adult life, sibling support may not be as 

significant as other sources of perceived support. A significant negative relationship 

between perceived support from people in campus organizations and self-report 
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intemalizing behaviors was observed, indicating that people from campus organizations 

might play an important role in preventing freshmen college students' self-report 

intemalizing behaviors, especially for female college students. 

Limitations 

Although the results of this study provided important insights and information of 

various psycho-social variables in relation to college students' self- and parent-reported 

of intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors, methodological and other limitations of the 

current study must be considered in evaluating the findings and planning of future 

research. 

First of all, this research was based on one-time correlational data when both 

predictor and criterion variables were collected from college students at the same time. 

The possibility of personal bias in self-report must be considered, and the significant 

findings on correlations among predictor and criterion variables of self-report outcomes 

may be due to shared method variance, even though the stringent p-values were applied. 

Therefore, it is not surprising that the findings of self-reported criterion variables are 

more related to predictor variables than are the parent-reported measure. 

In addition, because of its correlational nature, observed relationships among the 

predictor to criterion variables in this study can reflect how PSS, PFE, and PC variables 

contributed to college students' intemalizing extemalizing behaviors. It is also possible 

that college students' behavioral symptoms might lead to the distorted thinking that result 

in their lack of perceived optimal environment, social support, and self competence. 

Also, this research caimot indicate whether PFE, PSS, and PC are processes which 

influence outcome behaviors, or are markers for some other variables, such as the amount 

of stress one has, one's social skills, physical attractiveness, or intelligence, which may 

influence outcome behaviors. 

Furthermore, the social support measure in this study demonstrated a very skewed 

population who perceived very high support from various sources (see Table 5). 

Originally, a conditional hypothesis was established to test the significant negati\ e 
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relationship between low sibling support and intemalizing behavior. That is, low sibling 

support was inversely related to self-reported intemalizing behaviors, especially when 

other support sources (parents, close friends, peers) were low. The lack of cases in low 

perceived support from many sources (close friends, mothers, peers, siblings) would not 

allow further analyses of that hypothesis. Also, the failure to find the significant 

relationship between perceived sibling support and intemalizing behavior may be due to 

the omission of investigating sibling order and gender effects and the lack of sample size 

in the study. 

It should also be noted that perceived peer support in this study did not delineate 

the difference between positive and negative peers effect. Peer support literature has 

suggested that there are significant differences on what type of crowds that individuals 

involved and it's relationship to the outcome behaviors (Hartup, 1993). The lack of good 

peer or bad peer support would have diverse outcome behaviors. Since college freshmen 

were mostly from higher SES families, the type of peer support might be skewed to good 

peers, and thus the negative relations between perceived peer support and problem 

behaviors emerged. 

In terms of generalizibility or extemal validity of the findings in this study, due to 

the fact that most of the participants in the study were white, well-educated, and from 

relatively higher SES families, the findings regarding college students' perceptions and 

behaviors may not generalize to other racial or economically deprived high-risk groups. 

Again, even though the stringent p-values were used in all correlational analyses, 

more predictor variables were significantly related to the outcome behaviors in the 

women sample than in the men sample, the observed differences of the relationships 

between predictor and criterion variables among men and women may somewhat suspect 

due to the lop-sided ratio between males and females (1:2). 

Moreover, correlational analyses of predictor variables (Table 8) indicated high 

correlations (multicollinearity) between and within social support variables and famiK 

environment variables. Stepwise regression would help eliminate the problem of 

multicollinearity but at the same time, some important predictor variables ma> not be 
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able to show significant variance on outcome behaviors because of being thrown out 

automatically in the regression equations. 

Regarding the use of the Achenbach (1997) measures as outcome variables for 

both self- and parent- report of young adult behaviors, only broad-band measures 

(intemalizing and extemalizing behaviors) in terms of actual T scores were used in this 

study; narrow band maladaptive behaviors (attentional problem, depression, intmsion, 

delinquent behavior), substance use measures (alcohol, tobacco, dmg uses), and adaptive 

behaviors were not examined. Because of the selectiveness and homogenous nature of 

college sample, the lack of clinical cases in this study resuhs in significant differences on 

the number of cases in groups (clinical, borderline, and non clinical groups), thus 

restricting fiirther analyses (discriminant function analyses, for example) on those 

predictor variables in relation to problem behaviors. In addition, this study could not look 

at the difference between mother's report and father's report of young adults' behaviors, 

as 80% of the parent participants involved mothers where as only 18% of them were 

fathers. 

One limitation of the study should also be noted in terms of fixed order measures 

given to the college students. Although the investigator instmcted the students to answer 

the measures as they preferred after the important ratings measure was explained, that 

pre-fixed order might lead to carrying over effect of previous measures to later measures. 

For fiiture study, random order measures should be considered to avoid such problem. 

Finally, previous research (Kenny, 1987) indicated that perceived family 

environment might change to a more positive direction as freshmen just began to move 

out of their parental home, thus the retrospective report of their perceived family 

environment in this study might be inflated to better conditions than actual conditions 

(higher cohesion, adaptability, and satisfaction). In this study, the majority of students 

were from balanced-type families and only 11% of freshmen were from extreme type 

families (see Table 3). In fact, when considering age factor regarding the relationship of 

perceived family relationships (e.g., parental warmth/conflict, family cohesion) and 

depressed mood, Greenberger and Chen (1996) found that perceived parent-adolescent 
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relationships accounted for more variance (44% to 51% of the variance) in depressed 

mood in junior high students (mean age of 13.1 years) than in college students (mean age 

of 20.0 years) (10% of the variance), although the overall resuh did support the 

significant correlations between the two variables. Their finding also indicated that 

college students' intemalizing behavior symptoms might not be significantly accounted 

for by family environment factor, when compared to younger age group. Overall, the lack 

of extreme type families in this study appeared to restrict significant findings between 

family environment variables and outcome behaviors. 

Future Directions 

Future research is needed to replicate the findings of this study to gain a better 

understanding of how perceptions of family environment, social support and self 

competence are related to the adjustment behaviors of freshmen college students. A 

much larger sample of college students should be included if the same number of 

variables are to be used. In addition, future research should look into mothers versus 

fathers' response on sons and daughters behaviors to fiirther understand the generational 

influences of parent-child relationship in the young adult sample. Longitudinal studies 

should follow to better investigate causal priority between relationships of those 

variables. Perhaps other types of statistical analyses (e.g., path analysis/stmctural 

equation models) should be considered as they can assess mediational models for the 

interrelations among different levels of variables. Path analysis can also facilitate critical 

evaluation of hypothesized models, by using less stringent statistical assumptions of the 

variables (multivariate normality is not assumed), and the availability of statistical 

goodness of fit indexes. 

In this study, h has been shown that perceptions of males and females freshmen 

on various factors (individual, family environment, social support) may contribute to 

different behavioral outcomes. Whether the investigated socio-psychological variables 

continue to be important to students' intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors in later college 

years remain to be answered. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXPANDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

This is an explorative study that intends to find out how the psycho-social 

variables of perceived family environment, perceived social support, and perceived self-

competence combine and contribute to outcomes (intemalizing and extemalizing 

behaviors) reported by freshmen college students and their parents. In the past, numerous 

studies have examined intemalizing/extemalizing behaviors of young children and 

adolescents in relation to their perceived family environment and/or social support. 

Likewise, many studies have been conducted using self perception, family fimctioning, 

and social network as predictors of adjustment/emotional problems in college students. 

No studies have explored variables of perceived family environment, social support, and 

competence simultaneously to assess their relationships to intemalizing and extemalizing 

behaviors of college students. In the following sections, previous studies are described. 

Perceived Family Environment and Outcome Variables 

For the past two decades, family environment has been investigated extensively in 

relation to one's positive and negative outcomes (Burt, Cohen, & Bjorck, 1988; Fox, 

Rotatori, Macklin, Green & Fox, 1983; Prange et al., 1992). Specifically, a lack of 

optimal family environment, reflected by several important family functioning variables, 

such as poor family communication, extremely high or low family cohesion and 

flexibility, has been related to negative outcomes, such as low self-competence, poor self-

esteem, poor adjustment in response to stress, high extemalizing and intemalizing 

behavioral symptoms, and high risk of maladaptive behaviors (Geismar & Wood, 1986; 

Henggeler, 1989; Kang, Kleinman, Todd, Kemp, & Lipton, 1991; Kashani et al., 1995). 

Originally, family system theorists proposed that extreme scores on both family 

cohesiveness and adaptability were detrimental to one's well being, such that high scores 

on cohesion reflect over-identification with family members (e.g., enmeshment) and low 

cohesion scores represent disengagement within the family. Likewise, high scores on 
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adaptability have been associated with a chaotic environment characterized by an absence 

of social mles, erratic leadership, and inconsistent discipline; low adaptability scores 

depict rigidity within the families (with rigid social mles and authoritarian models of 

discipline) (Minuchin, 1974; Olson et al., 1985). Thus, the circumplex model (Olson et 

al., 1985) generally suggests a curvillinear relation between each dimension and family 

functioning or psychosocial functioning of family members (Henggeler, Burr-Harris, 

Borduin, & McCallum, 1991), implying that moderate levels of family cohesion and 

adaptability are related to better family/individual functioning. Beginning in the late 80s, 

however, studies have repeatedly shown that FACES-III is a linear measure, especially 

for nonclinical populations, with higher scores on cohesion and adaptability being related 

to more functional family relationships, and lower scores on both dimensions indicate 

poor family functioning. In fact, some studies (Friedman, Utada, & Morrissey, 1987) 

utilizing the circumplex model suggested that family cohesion and family adaptability are 

positively and linearly related to family functioning in normal families. In other words, 

the higher the family cohesion and adaptability, the better the outcome in terms of 

family/individual functioning. 

Perceived Family Environment and Intemalizing Behaviors 

Studies have shown that one's perception of a non-optimal family environment 

(e.g., low cohesion, low adaptiveness, high conflicts, single-parent families) is related to 

higher levels of intemalizing behaviors, such as depression and anxiety. For example, 

Prange et al. (1992) examined the relationships of family cohesion and adaptability to 

adolescents' psychopathology. Three hundred fifty-three adolescents aged 12-18 who had 

a diagnosis of severe emotional disturbances (SED) and their parents were involved in the 

study. All were participants in a longitudinal study called the National Adolescent and 

Child Treatment Study (NACTS). Measures such as the Family Adaptability and 

Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES-III), the Self-Derogation Scale, and the Diagnostic 

Interview Schedule for Children-Child Version (DISC-C) were administered to the 

adolescents. Parents (usually mothers) or legal guardians also provided information 
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about the family environment and their child's behaviors via a phone interview, using 

FACES-III and the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL). Results indicated that both 

adolescents with SED and their parents perceived their family ftinctioning as less 

cohesive (i.e., more disengaged) than normative nonclinical families. Parents of SED, 

but not the adolescents themselves, reported less stmcture, leadership, and control over 

family activities (i.e., low family adaptability scores) than their normative nonclinical 

counterparts. For cohesion scores, significant correlations were noted between 

adolescents' depression (in addition to other symptoms such as CBCL extemalizing 

symptoms, DISC-C conduct disorder, and alcohol/dmg use symptoms) and both 

adolescent and parent cohesion scores. Indeed, the adolescent's cohesion scores were 

significant predictors of depression, after gender and self-derogation variances were 

controlled. For the adaptability dimension, parent and adolescent adaptability scores 

demonstrated weak but significant relationships with anxiety (and conduct disorder) 

symptoms. 

It should be noted that many studies suggested that it was family cohesion, not 

family adaptability or stmcture, that was significantly related to depression. For example, 

McKeown et al. (1997), using a diverse community sample of 3,191 young adolescents 

(aged 11-16), examined whether the presence of both natural parents in the home (family 

stmcture) and the level of perceived emotional bonding in the family (cohesion), were 

unique predictors of depressive symptoms. The Center for Epidemiologic Studies 

Depression Scale (CES-D) was used to measure depressive symptoms, and the FACES-II 

was used to measure cohesion. The cohesion dimension of the FACES-II was used 

because it has been found to be a stronger predictor of both family ftinctioning and 

psychiatric ftinctioning than the adaptability dimension. In cross-sectional analysis, 

cohesion was significantly associated with depressive symptoms after controlling for 

family stmcture and parent education, but there were significant interactions of cohesion 

with race and gender, with cohesion explaining a larger amount of the CES-D variance 

for white female adolescents than for others in the sample. Overall, higher CES-D scores 

were associated with lower cohesion scores. Results indicated that depressive symptoms 
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in young adolescents appear to be more strongly affected by the perception of emotional 

bonding in the family than by the particular family stmcture. 

In another sttidy. Stark, Humphrey, Crook, and Lewis (1990) examined the 

perceived family environment of four groups of 51 elementary school students. Using the 

measures of the Child Depression Inventory (CDI), the Revised Children's Manifest 

Anxiety Scale (RCMAS), and the Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia for 

School Aged Children (K-SADS), the children were classified into four groups: (1) 

depressed only, (2) depressed and anxious, (3) anxious only, and (4) normal control. 

Another composite measure of family environment, self reported measure of family 

ftmctioning - SRMFF (Bloom, 1995), was used to tap the different family environment 

scales. Resuhs indicated that the diagnostic status of the children could be predicted from 

the measure of the children's perceived family environment. In other words, the family 

environment of children who had symptoms of depression and/or anxiety disorders was 

characterized by less cohesion and greater conflict. 

Studying an aduh clinical population, Kang et al. (1991) examined the 

relationships between individual and familial ftinctioning of adult cocaine abusers (ages 

19-46) by using various measures such as the FACES-III, the Beck Depression Inventory 

(BDI), the stmctured clinical interview for DSM-III-R, and the Hopkins symptom 

checklist-90. It was found that there was a strong negative relationship between family 

cohesion and depression among clients who were cocaine addicts. The relationship 

between adaptability and psychological ftinctioning, however, was less clear. 

Perceived Family Environment and Extemalizing Behaviors 

As noted previously, perceived family environment in a non-optimal manner may 

also relate to extemalizing behavioral symptoms such as conduct disorder (CD), 

delinquency, and dmg/alcohol use. According to Prange and colleagues (1992), conduct 

disorder symptoms had the strongest relationship to adolescent and parent cohesion 

scores (after removal of age and parental substance abuse variables). For both parents 

and adolescents, it was found that low cohesion was associated with more conduct 
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disorder, depression, and CBCL extemalizing symptoms. Parent and adolescent 

adaptability scores were significantly correlated with conduct disorder and anxiety 

symptoms. Both low parental cohesion and adaptability were associated with greater 

CBCL extemalizing symptoms after age, self-derogation, and parental substance abuse 

variances were controlled. The tendency among adolescents with CD or extemalizing 

symptoms to describe their family relations as emotionally distant (low cohesiveness) was 

consistent with prior work involving self-reported family functioning (Blaske, Borduin, 

Henggeler, & Mann, 1989; Henggeler et al., 1991). The relationship between depression 

and alcohol/dmg use symptoms, and cohesion scores was also not surprising given the 

comorbidity of depression, substance abuse and CD diagnoses (Greenbaum, Prange, 

Friendman, & Silver, 1991). 

In addition, researchers have suggested that there is considerable evidence to 

relate adolescent antisocial behavior with extremely high and low family adaptability 

(Geismar & Wood, 1986; Henggeler, 1989), which represents chaotic and rigid families 

respectively. Retrospective studies have shown that anti-social behavior was related to 

low or high family cohesion (Rodick, Henggeler, & Hanson, 1986). For example, 

Henggeler et al. (1991) examined between group differences on three sample groups 

(adolescent repeat offenders, young adult prisoners, and adolescent nonoffenders) from 

12.5 to 24 years of age, using a popular family relations measure, FACES-II. It was 

found that antisocial behavior was associated with both cohesion and adaptability in a 

curvillinear fashion. That is, the two clinical groups with anti-social behavior symptoms 

(repeat offenders, prisoners) reported either too high family cohesion and adaptability or 

too low family cohesion and adaptability within their families. 

Perceived Family Environment and Overall Adjustment 

A number of theoretical perspectives suggest the importance of perceived family 

environment on one's adjustment. Family systems theory, for example, suggests that 

one's family functioning, as reflected by perceived cohesiveness and adaptability within 

the family, is tied to one's overall functioning (Minuchin, 1974). Similarly, attachment 
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theory (Bowlby, 1969) is based on the premise that intemal working models of self, 

others, the world, and the relationships among those variables are built upon the early 

caregiver-child relationship (i.e., mother's senshivity and responsiveness to the child's 

needs), which in tum can predict later adjustment/difficulties. These intemal working 

models are basically cognitive appraisals about past relationships, which provide 

guidelines about what to expect in current and future relationships. In attachment 

literature, an optimal attachment relationship (i.e., secure attachment), often characterized 

by warm and positive regard between two persons, has been shown to be related to 

positive psychosocial development. For example, Steinberg (1993) suggested that 

adolescents who reported closeness to their parents (attached to parents) scored higher on 

measures of behavior competence, interpersonal skills, and other indicators of 

independence than did those who reported low attachment. 

Most studies on family process/functioning have found main effects for family 

environment on one's behaviors and adjustment. For example, Burt et al. (1988) 

examined the effects of young adolescents' perceived family environment on their 

depression/anxiety symptoms and self-esteem. The study was part of a larger longitudinal 

project that involved 312 seventh and eighth graders and 302 of those subjects 5 months 

later. From cross-sectional analyses, it was found that families perceived as cohesive, 

organized, and expressive (by using the Family Environment Scale, Moos & Moos, 1981) 

were associated with positive psychological functioning, whereas families perceived as 

conflict-ridden and controlling were associated with negative functioning. Stress-

moderating effects (interaction between negative events and positive family climates) of 

the perceived family environment, however, were not supported. 

In a study by Shek (1997), three hundred sixty-five Chinese secondary school 

students (ages 12-16) completed instruments that measured family environment, 

psychological well-being, school adjustment, and problem behavior. Family environment 

was assessed using three different scales: self-report family instrument (SFI), father-

adolescent conflict scale (FAC), and mother-adolescent conflict scale (MAC). 

Psychological well-being was examined via two scales: general health questionnaire 
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(GHQ), and satisfaction with life scale. School adjustment was tapped by self-perceived 

academic performance and conduct. Problem behavior was defined in terms of dmg 

abuse. It was found that the perceptions of parenting styles, family ftinctioning, and 

parent-adolescent conflict were significantly related to measures of psychological well-

being, school adjustment, and problem behavior, such that the perception of optimal 

family functioning was positively related to better adolescent adjustment. Thus, 

according to Shek (1997), perceived family factors played an important role in 

influencing psychosocial adjustment, particularly the poshive mental health, of those 

adolescents. 

Perceived Social Support from Different Sources and Outcome Variables 

Family and peer supports are the two most investigated sources in social support 

literature. Nevertheless, most of the previous studies (Barrera and Garrison-Jones, 1992; 

Gamefski, & Diekstra, 1996; Licitra-Kleckler et al., 1993) examining the relationship 

between sources of support and outcome variables involved parents and siblings as one 

unit (family) and/or casual friends and close friends as another unit (peer) without 

accounting for unique influences of different sources of support. Other sources of 

perceived support such as sibling support and formal support (e.g., teachers, people from 

an organization) have not received much research attention as parental and peer support. 

As mentioned above, inconsistent findings regarding perceived social support and 

outcome variables may be a resuh of diverse support sources. Therefore, it is important 

to examine and capture the unique contribution of each support source in relation to one's 

intemalizing and extemalizing behavioral symptoms. 

Perceived Parental Support and Outcome Variables 

Parental support appears to play an important role in one's well-being, as parents 

generally provide not only basic needs for children's survival (e.g., food, shelter or other 

instmmental support such as money), but also emotional support (e.g., unconditional 

love/positive regard, care) for children's psychological well-being. As one gets older. 
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parental support may not seem to exert as much influence as peer support on behaviors 

and adjustment because the need for autonomy and separation from parents becomes 

evident. Positive outcomes regarding parental support to college students, however, 

continue to be emerged throughout the past decade (Kenny, 1987; Cutrona, Cole, 

Colangelo, Assouline, & Russell, 1994). 

Parental Support and Intemalizing Behaviors 

The lack of parental support appears to be an important variable that is linked to 

intemalizing behaviors. Barrera et al. (1992) examined 94 adolescent inpatients (aged 12 

to 17, with a mean age of 14.6) diagnosed with depressive symptoms. One purpose of 

their study was to determine if the two sources of adolescents' social support systems, 

peer and family members, had differential influences on depressive symptomatology. Not 

surprisingly, it was found that depressive symptoms in adolescent psychiatric inpatients 

were significantly related to both family and peer social support (although in opposite 

directions). With respect to family support, there was a significant negative association 

between satisfaction with fathers' support and depressive symptoms for adolescent 

psychiatric inpatients. In other words, lack of family support and dissatisfaction with 

fathers' support often resulted in depression for these adolescents. 

To improve the understanding of the influence of family and childhood 

experiences (e.g., social stressors, social support) on adolescent social functioning, 

McFarlane et al. (1994) conducted a longitudinal project that involved a large community 

sample of high school adolescents (at time 1, n=694, with follow-up five months later at 

time 2, n=587, mean age of 17.1 years) who were at risk of academic failure and dropout. 

It was found that the perception of parental (and sibling) support served as a protective 

factor against the onset of depression for adolescents. Specifically, always depressed 

adolescents (i.e., depressed at time 1 and time 2) reported less parental support when 

compared to their never-depressed counterparts (i.e., not- depressed at time 1 & time 2). 

Also, their study suggested that if an adolescent endorsed someone other than a famih 

member in the support system, that adolescent would be at greater risk of depression 
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when exposed to stressors. Adolescents who were vulnerable to depression had less 

access to family members for multiple areas of support, and may have included non-

family members in compensation for lack of support from their families. 

Parental Support and Extemalizing Behaviors 

Even though many studies have indicated that poor parental skills (e.g., 

inconsistent parenting practices and/or control) are related to children's and adolescents' 

extemalizing behaviors (Stice & Barrera, 1995), there have been few direct investigations 

of the relationship between parental support and children's extemalizing behaviors. An 

exception was Barrera, Chassin, and Rogosch's (1993) study that evaluated adolescents' 

conflict with, and social support from, three important relationships (parents, siblings, 

and best friends), and their effects on adolescents' self esteem, substances use, and 

extemalizing symptoms. Almost three hundred (n=296) adolescents (mean age of 12.7) 

and their parents were involved in the study; 145 families had alcoholic fathers, and 151 

families had non-alcoholic parents. It was found that support from parents, but not 

siblings or best friends, was negatively related to adolescents' reports of substance use 

and extemalizing behaviors. Conflict with parents was consistently related to 

adolescents' extemalizing behaviors. 

Parental Support and Both Intemalizing and Extemalizing Behaviors 

Using high-stress events as antecedent variables, and high-risk adolescents as 

subjects, several studies support the stress-buffering hypothesis and suggest that 

perceived social support is related to both intemalizing and extemalizing symptoms. For 

example, Licitra-Kleckler et al. (1993) examined the role of perceived family and peer 

supports among 505 high-stress students (mean age of 17 years 1 month) and their 

relation to intemalizing (depression) and extemalizing (delinquent) behaviors. It was 

found that among adolescents who experienced elevated levels of stress, perceived family 

support emerged as a powerful predictor of intemalizing symptoms (depression) as well 

as extemalizing symptoms (delinquency). A main effect was also found for parental 
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support and intemalizing and extemalizing behavioral symptoms. In other words, 

adolescents who experienced higher levels of family support reported lower levels of 

depression and delinquency outcomes than adolescents who experienced lower levels of 

family support. 

Similarly, Windle (1992)'s longittidinal study discovered both main and 

interaction (i.e., stress-buffering) effects for perceived social support from family and 

peers on 277 adolescents' (mean age of 15.7 years) intemalizing (depression) and 

extemalizing (alcohol use and delinquency) behaviors. Separate analyses of boys and 

giris were conducted for both times 1 and 2 data. Alcohol consumption and problems, 

delinquent activity, depressive symptoms, stressful life events, and perceived emotional 

support from family and friends were assessed. Stressful life events were significantly 

related to problem behaviors (e.g., alcohol use, delinquency, and depressive symptoms) 

for both gender groups, although family support was significantly and negatively related 

to problem behaviors (alcohol problems and consumption, delinquent activity, depressive 

symptoms) for girls only, indicating that the stress-buffering effect applied only to the 

female population in that study. 

Parental Support and Overall Adjustment 

Cauce et al. (1982) examined social support systems in high-risk adolescents (250 

9th and 11th graders, mean age of 15.4 years and 17.3 years, respectively) and their 

personal and academic adjustments. Three distinct sources of support were identified via 

factor analyses: family (parents and other relatives), formal support (counselors, teachers, 

clergy person) and informal support (other adults and friends). Measures included 

indices of academic adjustment (e.g., GPA), self concept (i.e., a self-appraisal inventory) 

and a social support rating scale. It was found that family support was positively related 

to good scholastic self-concept. In contrast, a higher level of informal support (mostly 

from peers) was positively related to poor academic adjustment and better peer self-

concept (i.e., more socially competent). 
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In another example that examined perceived sources of support and adjustment, 

Dunn, Putallaz, Sheppard, and Lindstroma (1987) investigated the role of perceived 

social support and adjustment for high school students (aged from 14 to 18 years, with a 

mean age of 15.9 years) who were gifted in science and math. Perceived support from 

family, friends, and perceived social support in general, were measured using a social 

support scale developed by Fleming, Baum, Gisriel, and Gatchel (1982). For the 

adjustment measures, a school adjustment index (which included school records such as 

advisors' quarteriy report, GPA, discipline reports), and a psychological adjustment index 

(including the Beck Depression Inventory, Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale, and the 

Mooney Problem Checklist) were used. Results suggested that perceived social support 

was closely related to successful adjustment in a new school environment for these gifted 

adolescents. The relation between social support and adjustment appeared to depend on 

the gender of the student and the source of support, and the specific type of adjustment 

examined. 

Using 418 college students as participants, Cutrona et al. (1994) examined the 

relationship between perceived parental support and academic achievement. It was found 

that parental social support, especially reassurance of worth (i.e., emotional/esteem 

support), predicted college GPA. Support from friends or romantic partners, however, 

did not show the same results. 

Perceived Support from Sibling and Outcome Variables 

As mentioned above, sibling support and parental support were usually combined 

and labeled "family support" in social support literature. Overall, sibling support was not 

considered as an unique and important variable in relation to behaviors and adjustment. 

Nonetheless, Water (1987)'s two case studies demonstrated the importance of children's 

sibling relationships (e.g., bonding, support) as contributors to their social and emotional 

development in divorced families, ft was suggested that siblings' bonding/support for 

each other strengthens when parental relationship weakens or is dismpted, and that the 

adaptive capachies of sibling support have been underestimated. In addition, it was 
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suggested that differences in siblings' behaviors toward one another were associated with 

children's adjustment (Dunn, Stocker, & Plomin, 1990). Even though sibling 

relationships were the most enduring of one's lifetime, outiasting those with parents and 

children, studies of sibling support continue to be sparse in social support literature when 

compared to studies of parental or peer support. 

Sibling Support and Intemalizing Behaviors 

McFarlane et al. (1994)'s study intended to explore factors that protect against or 

increase the risk of adolescents' depression. A large community sample of adolescents 

who were at risk for school dropout and other problems with social functioning were 

included in the study (subjects were part of a longitudinal study). Variables such as social 

stress, social support, social self-efficacy, and gender in the onset of depressive symptoms 

were examined twice within 6 months. In terms of perceived sibling support, it was 

found that if one's siblings were seen as supportive, some protection from depression 

when exposed to stressors would be evidenced. Thus, the risk of the onset of depression 

in adolescence was significantly reduced by supportive siblings (and parents). 

Sibling Support and Extemalizing Behaviors 

At least in normative samples, developmental research suggests that sibling 

support may serve a protective ftanction and may have stress-buffering (i.e., reduce stress 

level) effects on children's behavior, especially for high-risk samples in which children 

lack parental or peer support. Some researchers (Patterson, 1986; Loeber & Tengs, 

1986), however, have focused mainly on the negative aspects of sibling relationships in 

at-risk families. They found that aggressive interactions within sibling relationships 

might reinforce aggressive behavior pattems outside family environment and eventually 

might increase the likelihood of peer rejection at school settings. 

Stormshak, Bellanti, Bierman, and Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group 

(1996) examined the quality of sibling relationships and the development of behavioral 

control (and social competence) in aggressive children. Fifty-three behavioralK 
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dismptive 6-to-8 year old children, their closest age sibling (sibling age range from 4-12), 

and their mothers were recmited as participants in a longitudinal study in a Fast Track 

project in Pennsylvania. They were all interviewed about positive and negative aspects of 

the sibling relationship. Data were also collected from teachers and classmates regarding 

the target child's behaviors and popularity at school. Three types of sibling dyads 

emerged when the levels of conflict and warmth/support between siblings were 

considered: conflictual (high levels of conflict and low levels of warmth/support), 

involved (moderate levels of conflict and warmth/support), and supportive (low levels of 

conflict and high levels of warmth/support). Consistent with Patterson and colleagues' 

models (1986), Stormshak and colleagues (1996) found that sibling conflict was 

associated with aggressive behaviors and poor peer relations at school. Specifically, 

when examining types of sibling relationships and school social adjustment, children in 

involved sibling dyads were rated by teachers as having more emotional control and 

social competence than children in conflictual sibling dyads. Also, children in conflictual 

sibling relationships were more likely to be disliked or rejected by peers when compared 

to children in the other two types of sibling relationship. 

Sibling Support and Overall Adjustment 

In the child development literature, there has been emerging evidence that sibling 

support exerts a powerful influence on children's behaviors (Bank & Kahn, 1982). 

Although few studies directly examined the role of the sibling relationship in relation to 

behaviors and adjustment, there was supporting clinical evidence that siblings could 

provide mutual support and nurturance to each other in times of family stress, especially 

when the parents were in discord with one another (Bank et al., 1982; Waters, 1987). 

According to Stormshak et al. (1996), the presence of conflict in sibling 

relationships was not always a negative factor in children's behavioral control and social 

competence. It was the severity of that conflict, however, and the degree of coexisting 

warmth/support that moderated the behavioral and adjustment outcome at school. In 

addition, sibling support was found to have a compensatory effect for poor peer relations 
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or school adjustment in some children. East and Rook (1992), in examining three types 

of sixth graders (aggressive, average, and isolated children) and their sources of support, 

found that socially isolated children experienced relatively low levels of support from 

peers at school, but reported relatively high levels of support from their favorite siblings. 

These siblings seemed to compensate for unfulfilling peer relationships, thus enhancing 

the school adjustment of the isolated children in the study. Similarly, Stocker (1994) 

investigated compensatory processes regarding children's perceptions of different 

relationships (sibling, friends, mothers) and their adjustment. Eighty-five second graders, 

their best friends, their siblings, and their mothers were participants in the study. 

Relationship measures with mother, sibling, and best friend were examined. Adjustment 

measures such as loneliness, depressive mood, self worth and behavioral conduct were 

also collected. Results indicated that children's perceptions of relationships with siblings, 

friends, and mothers were associated with psychological adjustment. In particular, 

warmth in sibling relationships (and friendship) was associated with less loneliness, fewer 

behavior conduct problems, and higher self-worth. In contrast, rivalry in sibling 

relationships was related to high levels of loneliness and depressive mood, and lower 

levels of self worth. 

It should be noted that all of the above reviews were targeted for children. So far, 

studies of sibling support and outcome variables have been focused on either young 

children or older adults (e.g., widowers, retiree). Therefore, this investigation intended to 

serve the important function of exploring the relationship of perceived emotional support 

from siblings and extemalizing/intemalizing behaviors on a young adult sample. 

Perceived Peer Support and Outcome Variables 

The importance of peer support becomes more salient, especially when one 

encounters new challenges in college, ft has been suggested that peer support would 

facilitate adaptation to change or coping with stress. For example, Hirsch and DuBois 

(1992) proposed that peer support might prove especially beneficial for children and 

adolescents when they experience changes or transitions. Indices of peer support. 
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however, have occasionally been found to have negative or nonsignificant relations to 

adjustment. There are several explanations for the inconsistent findings regarding peer 

support and outcome measures. For instance, it may be due to the fact that peer support 

research has not differentiated between the two different kinds of peer relations: general 

peer relations and close friendships. Researchers such as Parker and Asher (1993) 

suggested that peer acceptance (or rejection) and close friendship are two distinct 

constmcts, as they represent group versus dyadic relationship. In other words, having 

good peer relations can have several implications: (1) being popular only; (2) having 

quality friendship only; and (3) being popular and having quality friendship. Also, the 

effects of peer support appear to interact with variables such as family support, stress 

level, gender, and age. 

On the positive effects of peer support, Newcomb & Bentier (1988) found that 

adolescents' peer support was related prospectively to reduced levels of emotional 

distress in young adulthood. Also, in Hirsch et al. (1992)'s investigation, peer social 

support and psychological symptomatology (e.g., depression, anxiety, and somatization) 

were examined among 143 early adolescents who were in transition from elementary (6th 

grade) to junior high school (8th grade). Results suggested that there were strong inverse 

relationships between peer support and psychological symptoms, both cross-sectionally 

and across time. In that study, no gender differences were evidenced. In contrast, Dunn 

et al. (1987)'s study found that perceived support from peers related to psychological 

adjustment only for male adolescents. Female adolescents appeared to seek other sources 

of support when they perceived support from a particular source to be low. Adjustment 

problems for female adolescents appeared to result only when they were unable to locate 

other sources. Despite the above studies of positive effects of peer support, it should be 

noted that some investigators (Dubow, Tisak, Causey, Hryshko, & Reid, 1991) have 

failed to find significant prospective effects for peer support. 
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Peer Support and Intemalizing Behaviors 

In general, greater peer support should predict better adjustment or less 

depression, especially in times of stress. Some studies, however, have shown that 

depressed adolescents reported relatively more support from peers and non family 

members (McFarlane et al., 1994). In addition, there were interacting effects of peer and 

family social support which contributed to different outcomes. For example, Barrera et 

al. (1992) examined the relationships of both family and peer support variables and 

depressive symptoms. Resuhs suggested that depression had a poshive relationship with 

the multiplexity (the average number of supportive functions provided by a subject's 

network members) of peer network relationships (i.e., depression had a poshive 

relationship with peer support). It should be noted that even though the overall 

relationship of peer support and depression was positive, there were significant 

interactions between peer and family support variables. That is, adolescents who received 

low levels of family support were more depressed than those who received high family 

support. When family support was low, however, peer support was negatively related to 

adolescents' depressive symptoms. For adolescents who have high support within 

families, there was a trend for peer support to be somewhat positively related to 

depression. 

Peer Support and Extemalizing Behaviors 

With the two different peer relations in mind (i.e., close friendship versus peer 

acceptance), Kupersmidt, Burchinal, and Patterson (1995) set out to examine the role of 

developmental pattems of childhood peer relations in predicting extemalizing behavior 

problems (aggression and delinquency) in a four-year multiple cohort study. Eight 

hundred eighty 3rd to 7th graders (mean age from 9.3 to 13.4 years) were assessed at four 

time points. Measures of peer acceptance and rejection, having a best friend, quality of 

friendship, and aggressiveness of a best friend were obtained through self and peer 

reports. Peer sociometric techniques were used to assess aggression and delinquency of 

adolescents. Results indicated that both peer rejection and poor relationship with the best 
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fnend were risk factors for delinquency and aggression, which supported the cumulative 

risk model in the prediction of extemalizing behaviors such as aggression and 

delinquency. 

Peer Support and Intemalizing and Extemalizing Behaviors 

Licitra-Klecker et al. (1993) examined high stress adolescents and the moderating 

effects of perceived family and peer social support and hs relations to intemalizing and 

extemalizing symptomatology (depression and delinquent behaviors). Whereas 

adolescents with high perceived family support had a consistent negative relationship 

with depression and delinquency outcomes, adolescents with high perceived peer support 

reflected a more complicated pattem, as lower levels of depression but inconsistent levels 

of delinquent behaviors were reported. 

Reicher (1993) examined whether family support and peer support have 

differential effects on adolescents' social-emotional problems. Three hundred thirty-one 

girls and two hundred twenty-eight boys (mean age of 16.9 years) in 10th grade 

completed measures such as the Youth Self-Report and Profile, a short form of the Beck 

Depression Inventory, and a social support scale. For girls, high depression and thought 

disorders were found in those subjects with low family support and high peer support. A 

similar pattem was found in boys, except that with low family support and low peer 

support, it was also found that there was significant correlation with high somatic 

complaints. For both girls and boys, high peer support was associated with greater 

extemalizing behaviors. 

Peer Support and Overall Adjustment 

To conclude, the relationship between perceived peer support and adjustment is 

somewhat inconsistent. For instance, Buhrmester (1990) suggests that there is a positive 

relation between peer support and adjustment. In contrast, reviews by Wolchik and 

colleagues (1989) indicate that social support from peers is unrelated or negatively related 

to children's adjustment, but support from adults is positively related to adjustment. It is 
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also suggested that peer support may have detrimental effects on children's well being, or 

is less predictive of children/adolescents' well being. For example, even though higher 

levels of affiliation with peers were found to be related to more positive self-concepts, 

higher levels of peer support were also related to poorer academic performance (Felner et 

al., 1985). 

Perceived Competence and Outcome Variables 

Research regarding perceived competencies in domain-specific areas has been 

linked to self-worth and psychological well-being for the past twenty years (Harter, 

1985a, 1985c). So far, there have been few studies that directly investigate the 

relationship between perceived competencies in specific domain and problem behaviors 

in children and adolescents (Blechman et al., 1986; Blechman et al., 1985; Cole, 1990, 

1991; King et al., 1996). Most previous studies on perceived competence have included 

other variables such as early peer status, family influences, parental symptoms, and social 

support in relation to behavior problems (Asamow, 1988; Compas et al., 1991; Vondra & 

Garbarino, 1988), and the participants of those studies were all children and adolescents. 

Thus, no known studies are done in college samples with regard to perceived competence 

and problem behaviors. 

Perceived Competence and Intemalizing Behavior 

Deficits in perceived competence have been suggested as important antecedents to 

the occurrence of depression (Cole, 1991). For example. King and colleagues (1996) 

examined the relationship of perceived self-competence and self-reported depression 

among 224 middle school children (Mean age of 12.7 years) in two different countries 

(US and Japan). Three important and unique predictors of self-reported depression were 

identified for the US students: perceived physical attractiveness, peer social acceptance, 

and behavioral conduct. For the Japanese students, four independent predictors were 

identified that contribute to depression: interpersonal connectedness, peer social 
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acceptance, behavior conduct, and physical attractiveness. Self-perceived academic 

competence did not independently predict self-reported depression in either group. 

An example that best illustrates the effect of social and academic competencies on 

depression was conducted by Blechman et al. (1986). They used objective measures of 

academic and social competence (math achievement test results and peer ratings) to 

classify four groups of children among 169 3rd to 6th graders: (1) socially and 

academically incompetent group, (2) socially incompetent group only, (3) academically 

incompetent group only, and (4) socially and academically competent group. Results 

indicated that children from the first group have the highest levels of peer-nominated and 

self-reported depression when compared to the other three groups. 

Recently, a study by Chan (1997) examined the relationship between depressive 

symptoms and perceived competence and suggested that perceived social and academic 

competence contribute to depressive symptoms of adolescents (age 13-17). The Children 

Depression Inventory (CDI) and the Self-perception Profile for Adolescents (Harter. 

1988) were completed by 319 7th to 12th graders in Hong Kong. Results suggested that 

depressive symptom levels tended to be highest among the students who perceived 

themselves as relatively incompetent academically and socially; depressive 

symptomatology was lowest among students who perceived themselves as both socially 

and academically competent, thus supporting the additive effects of perceived 

incompetence on the two areas on depressive symptoms. 

On the other hand, it was also suggested that individuals who are depressed will 

contribute to perceived incompetence. For example. Beck (1974) postulates that 

depressed individuals are characterized by a general tendency to evaluate themselves less 

poshively. It may be that the depressives indeed reflect a more realistic view of their 

competencies than normal controls (Lewinsohn et al., 1980). Not surprisingly. 

Lewinsohn and colleagues (1980) found that depressed subjects rated themselves less 

positively on social competencies than did either normal group or psychiatric control 

group, suggesting that they have less perceived social competence. 
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Perceived Competence and ExtemflliyJng Behavior 

Research on perceived competence and extemalizing behaviors has focused on 

social-cognitive processes among children who possess different levels of extemalizing 

behaviors. Specifically, it was suggested that a wide range of social-cognitive processes 

ranging from attribution biases and inaccurate processing of social cues to difficulties in 

social problem solving and biased outcome expectations and self-perceptions, is distorted 

for aggressive children when compared to average children (Lochman & Dodge, 1994), 

Due to the fact that cognitive processes are likely to change as one gets older, an 

unexplored area regarding the relationship between perceived competence and 

extemalizing behavior in young adult samples is a research need. 

Perceived Competence and Intemalizing and Extemalizing Behavior 

Compas et al. (1991) examined the relationships between perceived competence, 

causal attributions, and parental symptoms on four different groups of adolescents at two 

time points (n=309, mean age of 12): (1) intemalizers; (2) extemalizers; (3) both 

intemalizers and extemalizers; (4) normal control. Measures included the CBCL-

completed by mother (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983), the YSR (Achenbach & 

Edelbrock, 1987), the Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985c), the 

Adolescents' Causal Attributions scale, and the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised. Results 

of the YSR indicated that children in the clinical groups (group 1 to 3) reported more 

problematic behavior conduct than normals and that intemalizers and mixed groups 

perceived themselves as less socially accepted by peers than the normal controls. Results 

of the CBCL indicated that all three clinical groups were characterized by lower peer 

acceptance than normals. Also, the extemalizers and those in the mixed group had the 

worst behavioral conduct among the four groups. 

In sum, it appears that perceived competence may interact with intemalizing 

behaviors and extemalizing behaviors differentiy, such that PC is negatively related to 

intemalizing behaviors of children, especially in relation to the domains of social and 

academic competence. Perceived competence, however, may be less associated to 
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extemalizing behaviors because of subjective cognitive bias. In addition, perceived social 

support from different sources and PC may be linked to children's problem behaviors 

differently, as will be discussed below. 

Perceived Competence. Perceived Social Support, and Outcome Variable 

Even though there is mounting evidence to connect perceived social support to 

positive and negative outcomes of adjustment and behavior, research in the areas of 

perceived competence and social support in relation to outcome behaviors has not been 

explored until recently. Lifrak et al. (1997) examined the relationship of perceived 

competencies and social support to substance use in an adolescent sample, separate by 

gender for analyses. Two hundred seventy-one 7th and 8th graders (mean age of 13.2) 

participated in the study. Measures included the Self-Perception Profile for Children 

(Harter, 1985c) and the Social Support Scale for Children and Adolescents (Harter, 

1985b). Specific questions regarding alcohol, cigarettes, and dmg use (extracted from the 

Youth Risk Behavior Survey) were also asked. Of all the domain-specific areas of 

perceived competence, only scholastic competence was consistently associated with 

substance use in both boys and girls. Higher perceived self-worth was found to be related 

to less substance use. There were gender differences noted in specific competency 

domains, suggesting that athletic competence was related to less cigarette and marijuana 

use in boys, but was unrelated to cigarette, alcohol, and marijuana use in girls. In 

addition, perceived competence in behavioral conduct was negatively related to cigarette 

and alcohol use in girls but was unrelated to any substance use in boys. Moreover, 

greater global self-worth was significantly related to less marijuana use in boys, and 

greater social competence was significantly related to more cigarette use in girls. With 

regard to the relationship between perceived support from different sources and substance 

use, gender differences were also noted. For boys, greater parental support was related to 

less marijuana use and greater teachers support was negatively related to all substance 

use. for girls, teacher and parent support were unrelated to substance use. For both 

genders, perceived friend support was positively related to substance use in those with 
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low scholastic competence, whereas support from friends was negatively related or 

unrelated to substance use in those adolescents with high scholastic competence. 

Perceived Family Environment. Perceived Social Support. 
and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

In finding the relationships among variables such as PFE, PSS, and depressive 

symptoms, Cumsille et al. (1994) examined variables such as family cohesion, family 

adaptability, social support, and adolescents' depressive symptoms. Fifty-five female and 

38 male adolescents (ages 13 to 19) whose families were attending an outpatient marital 

and family therapy clinic were included in the study. FACES-III, Beck Depression 

hiventory (BDI), Perceived Social Support Scale (Procidano & Heller, 1983) and Family 

Satisfaction Scale (Olson et al., 1986) were used. With regard to the relationship between 

perceived family environment and depression, it was found that there was an inverse 

relationship between adolescent depression and family cohesion, which suggested that a 

relatively more cohesive family environment protects adolescents from experiencing 

depression. Neither family adaptability nor family stmcture, however, was found to be a 

predictor of adolescent depression. The strongest predictor of depressive symptoms was 

adolescents' level of satisfaction with the cohesiveness and adaptability in their families, 

suggesting the importance of subjective cognitive appraisals that connect family 

ftmctioning and depression. In examining the relations between perceived social support 

(from family and peers) and depressive symptoms, it was found that there was no 

association between depressive symptoms and perceived peer support. Also, no support 

was found for the notion that when family support is low, friends' support serves as a 

buffer against depression. Furthermore, gender differences were noted in the relation 

between family support and depression symptoms, regardless of the level of peer support, 

which suggested that high family support was related to low depression for boys but not 

for girls. Among the female adolescents, however, high family support and low peer 

support were associated with a clinical level of depression, suggesting that adolescent 
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girls may be more reactive than boys to perceived poor peer relations but not to good 

family relations. 

In addition, Reinherz et al. (1989) examined the relationship of early risk factors 

(e.g., female gender, low SES, early health problems, negative life events, academic 

problems, and anxiety symptoms) and current mediators (e.g., social supports, family 

cohesion, positive self concept, high academic achievement, and involvement in 

extracurricular activities) in relation to adolescents' depressive symptoms. Their 

longitudinal study followed 185 boys and 193 giris from kindergarten to high school. 

Boys and girls in grade 9 (ages 13.6 to 16.3) were interviewed and given measures such 

as the Child Depression Inventory (CDI), the Simmons Behavior Checklist, the Piers-

Harris Children Self-Concept Scale, the Arizona Social Support Interview Schedule, and 

the FACES-III. For risk factors and depressive symptoms, it was found that female 

gender was associated with higher depressive symptoms. Serious illness in early years, 

the presence of anxiety at age 9, and the loss of a parent through death were also found to 

be associated with depressive symptoms in adolescents. For mediators and depressive 

symptoms, it was found that family cohesion and social support from both family and 

peers were significantly associated with depressive symptoms at age 15. Adolescents' 

perceptions of family cohesiveness explained 8.5 % of the total variance in depressive 

symptoms, with higher levels of family cohesion associated with fewer depressive 

symptoms. Adolescents' perception of social support (from family and peers) accounted 

for an additional 14.7 % of the variance in depressive symptoms. 

In examining the relationships among depressive affect, behavior restraint (self 

control of extemalizing behavior), PFE, and PSS, Feldman et al. (1988) asked 103 sixth 

graders who came from intact or single-parent families a family cohesion and famih 

adaptability scale (the FACES-III), a parent-adolescent communication scale, a restraint 

scale (the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory), a friendship support scale, and a depression 

scale (the CDI). It was found that family cohesion, adaptability, communication with 

mother and father (i.e., family processes variables), and friendship support were 

significantly related to depression, such that depression was more evident among children 

112 



who reported low family cohesion, and poor communication with parents, and who felt 

unsupported by friends. Nevertheless, friendship support and family processes did not 

interact significantly in predicting depression. Stepwise regression also indicated that 

family cohesion and friendship support accounted for more than 50% of the variance in 

depressive affect. The positive effects of friendship support and family cohesion were 

cumulative, so that a defich in either area increased the likelihood of depression. In terms 

of behavior restraint, gender differences were reported. Boys reported less behavior 

restraint than giris. In addition, high levels of restraint were associated with family 

cohesion, good communication with parents and perceived support by friends. Among 

the family processes, mother-child communication was more powerful as a correlate of 

restraint than father-child communication, family cohesion, or family adaptability. 

Perceived Family Environment. Perceived Social Support. 
Perceived Competence and Intemalizing/Extemalizing Behaviors 

In exploring the effects of social influences on adolescents' behavior problems, 

Vondra and Garbarino (1988) presented a causal model of social functioning that 

suggests a three-level process of influence. Three main constmcts, familial influences, 

adolescent social functioning, and adolescent psychological adjustment, were examined. 

Overall, it was suggested that family relations affect the social functioning of adolescents, 

which in tum influence their psychological adjustment. There was also a direct link from 

familial influences to adolescent adjustment. Specifically, familial influences were 

broken down into four variables: matemal support, patemal support, total support, and 

family cohesion. Adolescent social ftmctioning was broken down into social competence, 

network size, and percent of kin. Adolescent psychological adjustment was broken down 

into extemalizing behavior and intemalizing behavior problems. A total of 60 families 

with both parents and a target child were included in the study. Previous data and causal 

modeling techniques were used to test the proposed causal model. Participants were 

originally recmited from the Family Interaction Project by Garbarino and colleagues 

(1984). Measures included the perceived family cohesion scale (Olson. Portner. & Bell 
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1982), the abbreviated version of the Support subscale from the Comell Parent Behavior 

Description, the Child Behavior Checklist, and Social Competence subscale of the CBCL. 

Childrens' ages ranged from 10 to 16 years and subjects were divided into two age groups 

of equal size: a younger group consisting of 30 boys and girls between 10-13 years of age. 

and an older group consisting of 30 boys and girls between 14-16. Results from path 

analyses indicated that for both groups, only the social competence scores were 

significantly related to parental support. Among the older groups of children, a greater 

percentage of kin predicted fewer behavior problems, but the proportionally greater 

inclusion of peers and adults outside the family among the older children was associated 

with behavioral problems. In addition, there were gender differences in the relation 

between parental support and indices of adolescent social functioning. For males, total 

parent support and father support were associated with high scores on social competence. 

For females, perceived support was positively related to a greater proportion of relatives 

on the network only. No gender difference was noted on the association between social 

competence scores and the number of problem behaviors reported by mother. With 

regard to family cohesion, there were no significant relationships between 

perceived family cohesion and any of the social functioning measures for both boys and 

girls. 
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APPENDIX B 

BACKGROUND AND DEMOGRAPHICS 
INVENTORY 

ID#: 

Please circle the right answer or fill in the blanks regarding yourself and your family background: 

About yourself: 

1. Gender: Male Female 

2. Age: 

3. Ethnicity: White/Anglo Black Hispanic Other 

4. Major: 

5. Year and semester that you start college: 

96 Fall 97 Spring 97 Summer 97 Fall 98 Spring 98 Summer 

Other (please specify) 

6. Year and month that you left your family home: 

7. Your GPA so far: 

8. Are you currently a member of campus or off campus organization? Yes No 

If yes, please specify the name of those organization(s) 

About your family: 

9. What types of family are you from before you come to college? 

Original two-parents household Single-parent household 

Step-parent household Adopted/fostered family household 

10. Have Sibling(s)? Yes (please specify as follows) No 

Siblings' Gender Siblings' Age 

11. Mother's education (highest level completed): 

Father's education (highest level completed): 

12. Mother's occupation: 

Father's occupation: 
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APPENDIX C 

FAMILY ADAPTABILITY AND COHESION SCALE - III 
David H. Olson, Joyce Portner, and Yoav Lavee (1985) 

ID#: 
DESCRIBE YOUR FAMILY NOW; 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

Please choose a number above that is descriptive of you and your family on the following items: 

1. Family members ask each other for help. 

2. In solving problems, the children's suggestions are followed. 

3. We approve ofeach other's friends. 

4. Children have a say in their discipline. 

5. We like to do things with just our immediate family. 

6. Different persons act as leaders in our family. 

7. Family members feel closer to other family members than to people outside the family. 

8. Our family changes its way of handling tasks. 

9. Family members feel very close to each other. 

10. Parent(s) and children discuss punishment together. 

11. Family members feel very close to each other. 

12. The children make the decisions in our family. 

13. When our family gets together for activities, everybody is present. 

14. Rules change in our family. 

15. We can easily think of things to do together as a family. 

16. We shift household responsibilities from person to person. 

17. Family members consult other family members on their decisions. 

18. It is hard to identify the leader(s) in our family. 

19. Family togetherness is very important. 

20. It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 

FAMILY SOCIAL SCIENCE, 290 McNeal Hall, University of Minnesota, St.Paul, MN 55108 

©D.H.Olson, 1985 
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FACES III: IDEAL VERSION 

David H. Olson, Joyce Portner, and Yoav Lavee 

IDEALLY. HOW WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR FAMILY TO BE; 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

21. Family members would ask each other for help. 

22. In solving problems, the children's suggestions would be followed. 

23. We would approve ofeach other's friends. 

24. Children would have a say in their discipline. 

25. We would like to do things with just our immediate family. 

26. Different persons would act as leaders in our family. 

27. Family members would feel closer to other family members than to people outside the 

family. 

28. Our family would change its way of handling tasks. 

29. Family members would like to spend free time with each other. 

30. Parent(s) and children would discuss punishment together. 

31. Family members would feel very close to each other. 

32. Children would make the decisions in our family. 

33. When our family gets together for activities, everybody would be present. 

34. Rules would change in our family. 

35. We would easily think of things to do together as a family. 

36. We would shift household responsibilities from person to person. 

37. Family members would consult each other on their decisions. 

38. We would know who the leader(s) was in our family. 

39. Family togetherness would be very important. 

40. We could tell who does which household chores. 
FAMILY SOCIAL SCIENCE, 290 McNeal Hall, University of Minnesota, St.Paul, MN 55108 
©D.H. Olson, 1985 
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APPENDIX D 

FAMILY SATISFACTION SCALE 

David. H. Olson and Marc Wilson (1986) 

Dissatisfied Somewhat Generally Very Extremely 
Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied 

Please put your answer (i.e., response number) on left side ofeach item. 

How satisfied are you: 

1. With how close you feel to the rest of your family? 

2. With your ability to say what you want in your family? 

3. With your family's ability to try new things? 

4. With how often parents make decision in your family? 

5. With how much mother and father argue with each other? 

6. With how fair the criticism is in your family? 

7. With the amount of time you spend with your family? 

8. With the way you talk together to solve family problems? 

9. With your freedom to be alone when you want to? 

10. With how strictly you stay with who does what chores in your family? 

11. With your family's acceptance of your friends? 

12. With how clear is it what your family expects of you? 

13. With how often you make decisions as a family, rather than individually? 

14. With the number of ftm things your family does together? 

FAMILY SOCIAL SCIENCE, 290 McNeal Hall, University of Minnesota, St.Paul, MN 55108 

©D.H.Olson, 1982 
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APPENDIX E 

Subject ID #: 
WHAT I AM LIKE SCALE (sample items) 

Age: Check one: Male ( ) Female ( ) 

ReaUy 
True 
forme 

a) 

1. 

2. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

SAMPLE SENTENCE 

D D Some students like to go to 

movies in their spare time 

D D 

Some students like the kind of 

person they are 

Some students are not very proud 

of the work they do on their job 

Some students feel confident that 

they can mastering their courseworic 

D D 

D D 

Some students are not satisfied 

with their social skills 

Some students are not happy with 

the way they look 

n n 

n n 

Some students like the way they act 

when they are around their parents 

Some students get kind of lonely be

cause they don't really have a close 

friend to share things with 

D D 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

BUT Other students would rather 

go to sports events. 

BUT Other students wish they are 

different. 

BUT Other students are very proud of 

the work they do on their job. 

BUT Other students do not feel so 

confident. 

BUT Other students think their social L J 

skills are just fme. 

BUT Other students are happy with 

the way they look. 

BUT Other students wish they acted 

differently around their parents. 

BUT Other students don't usually get 

lonely because they do have a close 
finend to share things with. 

Some students feel like they are just BUT Other students wonder if they are 

as smart or smarter than other students as smart. 

Really 
True 
forme 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D n 

10. 

n D 

D D 

Some students often question the 

morality of their behavior 

Some students feel that people they 

like romantically will be attracted 
to them 

BUT Other students feel their behavio 

are moral. 

D D 

BUT Other students worry about 

whether people they like romantically 
will be attracted to them. 

D D 
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Subject ID #: 

APPENDIX F 

PEOPLE IN MY LIFE (sample items) 

Age: Check one: Male( ) Female ( ) 

SAMPLE SENTENCE 

ReaUy 
True 
forme 

a) n 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

L J Some students like to do flin 

thing with a lot of other people 
BUT Other students like to do things 

with just a few people. 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

D 

Reallv 
True 
for me 

D 

2. 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Some students have a close friend/ 

partner who wants to hear about their 
problems 

Some students have a mother who 

doesn't really understand them 

Some students feel the people in 

their organizations treat them like 
a person who matters 

Some students have a father 

who doesn't seem to want to hear 
about their problems 

D D 

D n 

Some students do feel they have the 

support of their instructors 

Some students have a sibling 

who try to cheer them up when they 
are feeling down 

n n 

D n 

D D 

Some students have fHends/peers 

that they can hang out with 

Some students don't have a close 

fHend/partner who really understands 
them 

Some students have a mother who 

likes them the way they are 

BUT Other students don't have a close L J 

friend/partner who wants to hear 
about their problems. 

BUT Other students have a mother 

who realK does understand them. 

BUT Other students feel like the 

D D 

D D 
people in their organizations do not 
treat them like a person who matters. 

BUT Other students have a father who 

does want to listen to their 
problems. 

D D 

BUT Other students feel they do not 

have the support of their instructors 

D D 

BUT Other students do not have a 

sibling who try to cheer them up 
when they are feeling down. 

BUT Other students don't have friends 

peers that they can hang out with. 

D D 

D D 

B I T Other students do have a really 

close friend/partner who understands 
them 

D D 

BUT Other students have a mother 

who wishes thev were different. 

D D 
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Subject ID #: 

APPENDIX G 

IMPORTANCE RATING (sample items) 

Age: Check one: Male( ) Female ( ) 

Instruction: For these questions, think about how important these things are to how you feel about yourself 
as a person. These questions do not concem whether these things should be important, or whether it is a 
value one tries to live up to, or whether one appreciates these qualities in another person, or whether it is 
important to society. I want you to think whether these items really are important to you personally, and 
whether you behave as though they are important. 

SAMPLE SENTENCE 
Really 
True 
for me 

a) n 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

I ^ J Some students think it's important 

to introduce themselves to their 
new neighbor 

BUT Other students do not think it's 

important to introduce themselves 
to their new neighbor 

Sort of 
True 
forme 

D 

Reallv 
True 
for me 

D 

2. 

3. 

5. 

7. 

n D 

n D 

D D 

n n 

D D 

Some students feel it's important 

to be good at athletics 

Some students do not feel that 
creativity is very important 

Some students think that it is 

important to be able to laugh at 
certain things they do 

Some students do not feel that 
the ability to establish romantic 
relationships is very important 

Some students feel that behaving 

morally is important 

Some students feel that being smart 

isn't all that important 

Some students feel that it's 

important to be able to make realK 
close friends 

8. D D Some students do not think that 
being able to get along with their 
parents is important 

BUT Other students do not feel athletics 

is at all that important. 

BUT Other students feel that creativity is 
important. 

BUT Other students do not think that 

able to laugh at certain things they do 
is important at all. 

BUT Other students do feel the ability to 
establish romantic relationships is 
important. 

BUT Other students do not feel behaving 

morally is all that important. 

Bl T Other students feel that it is 

important to be smart. 

BUT Other students do not feel that it is 

all that important to be able to make 
close friends. 

BUT Other students do think that 
it is important to be able to get 
along with their parents. 

D n 

n n 

D n 

D D 

n n 
D n 

n n 

D D 
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APPENDIX H 

RECRUIT LETTER TO INSTRUCTORS 

To: Freshmen Class Instructors 

From: Elisa Yang, Psychology graduate student 

Regarding: Request for research participation of freshmen students 

I am a graduate student from the Department of Psychology working on my dissertation 

that has recently been approved by Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board. 

My project focuses on perceptions of family environment, social support, self-

competence, and behavioral outcomes of freshmen college students. Participants come 

primarily from introductory courses in various departments. There will be a total of six 

questionnaires to fill out. Most of them are multiple-choice type of question. It will take 

the students less than an hour to complete. I would like you to consider allowing me to 

come to the class that you teach and solicit participation from your students. I am 

requesting participation from freshmen college students between the ages of 17 and 25. 

who have left their parents' home within the last two years. Incentive for the participants 

will be possible extra class credit(s) based upon your own discretion, or have their named 

entered in a random drawing for one of eight prizes - $25.00 cash/money order, which 

will be announced in August/September of 1998. Because not all students in your class 

are eligible to participate in this survey, it would be necessary for you to offer extra credit 

options to other students. Even if you do not wish to offer extra credit to your students 

for participation, I would appreciate the opportunity to speak to your class regarding 

participation in my survey. I will contact you in the next few weeks to get your response. 

I can be reached at 795-7601 (home), or 742-3705 (school). 

Thanks for your consideration and cooperation. 

Elisa Yang 

E-mail's address: djk04@ttacs.ttu.edu 
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APPENDIX I 

STUDENTS CONSENT FORM 

I, , hereby give my consent to participate in the survey titled 
"Family Environment, Social Support, Competence, and Behavioral Outcomes." 1 understand that 
the persons responsible for this project are Dr. Catherine Epkins (742-1747) and Elisa Yang, M. 
A. (795-7601). The purpose of the survey has been explained to me and I understand that mv 
participation is strictly voluntary, and I understand that I may withdraw from participating in this 
research at any time without penalty. I understand that all responses are completely confidential. 1 
expect that it will take less than an hour to complete the package of questionnaires. I understand 
that my responses will be entered into a computer data bank by number and that my name will 
never be associated with the responses. In addition, I am/am not (circle one) willing to give my 
mom's or dad's name and address below in order to have my name entered for a monetary drawing 
if one of my parents complete a multiple choice questionnaire in a timely manner. 

There are no unforseen risks identified for participation in the study, although some 
contents of the survey may elicit unpleasant thoughts as a result of self evaluations, and some 
sensitive contents may be asked regarding your behaviors. Benefit for my participation would be 
to receive course credit(s) for the introductory class I enroll or potential monetary reward ($25.00) 
through a drawing (8 prizes), in which my name will be entered for random drawing in August or 
September of 1998. Ms. Yang (795-7601) has agreed to answer any questions I may have 
concerning the procedures. 1 understand that I may contact the Texas Tech Institutional Review 
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research 
Services, TTU, Lubbock, Texas 79409, (806) 742-3884. 

If injury should occur during participation in this survey, treatment is not necessarily 
available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health Center, nor is there necessarily any 
insurance carried by the University or its personnel applicable to cover any such injury. Financial 
compensation for any such injury must be provided through the participant's own insurance 
program. Further information about these matters may be obtained from Dr. Robert M. Sweazy, 
Vice Provost for Research, 742-3884, Room 203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, 
Texas 79409. 

Signature of Participant: (1D# ) 

Signature of Experimenter: 

Date: 

Parent's name and address: 

[A sealed package with a stamped retum envelope will be sent to the above person at the above 
address within a week. Upon the retum of your parent's questionnaire, you will be notified b> 
Elisa Yang (Please provide your contact phone number ) and you may 
choose to enter your name in a random drawing for a potential monetary reward, to be awarded in 
August or September, 1998]. 
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APPENDIX J 

COVER LETTER OF PARENTS' SURVEY 

Date: 1998. 
Dear parent. 

Your son/daughter has recently participated in my survey titled "Family 

environment, Social Support, Competence, and Behavioral Outcomes." The purpose of 

the study is to identify psycho-social factors that link to adjustment in freshmen college 

students. Part of the study requires input and feedback from a parent's perspective. 

Enclosed are a parent consent form and a brief multiple choice questionnaire titled 

"Young Adult Behavior Checklist for Ages 18-30." Your son/daughter has already 

received credit (or a possible monetary reward of $25.00 value) for their participation. 

He or she may enter his or her name for a drawing if you complete your participation 

within the next two weeks. This survey is very important to me because it is part of the 

investigation for my dissertation (i.e., parents' report of young aduhs' behaviors). I 

assure you that your responses to the questionnaire will be kept totally confidential; they 

will be identified only by a coded ID number and your child will not see your responses 

when you send it back. The questionnaire will probably take you 10-15 minutes to 

complete. Should you have any questions regarding the questionnaire or other related 

matters, feel free to contact me at 795-7601 (Home) or 742-3705 (Work). Please sign the 

consent form, complete the attached questionnaire, and retum them in the stamped 

envelope provided as soon as possible. Your cooperation is highly appreciated! 

Sincerely, 

Elisa Yang, M. A. 
Graduate Student in Experimental/Developmental Program 

Catherine Epkins, Ph. D. 
Assistant Professor in Clinical Psychology Program 
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APPENDIX K 

PARENT CONSENT FORM 

1, , hereby give my consent to participate in the survey titled 
"Family Environment, Social Support, Competence, and Behavioral Outcomes." I understand that 
the persons responsible for this project are Dr. Catherine Epkins (742-1747) and Elisa Yang, M.A. 
(795-7601). The purpose of the survey has been explained to me (Appendix A) and I understand 
that my participation is strictly voluntary. I understand that all responses are completely 
confidential, and my child will not know how I respond to those items regarding their behaviors. I 
expect that it will take less than 15 minutes to complete the questionnaire titled "Young Adult 
Behavior Checklist for Ages 18-30". I understand that my responses will be entered into a 
computer data bank by number and that my name will never be associated with the responses. 

There are no risks identified with my participation in the study. Upon receipt of the 
questionnaire, my son/daughter will be notified by Elisa Yang (via the phone) and he or she can 
choose to have his or her name entered in a drawing for a monetary reward (eight prizes with a 
value of $25.00 each in cash/money order), to be awarded in the month of August or September, 
1998. Ms. Yang (795-7601) has agreed to answer any questions 1 may have concerning the 
procedures. I understand that I may contact the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, TTU, 
Lubbock, Texas 79409, (806) 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this survey, treatment 
is not necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health Center, nor is there 
necessarily any insurance carried by the University or its personnel applicable to cover any such 
injury. Financial compensation for any such injury must be provided through the participant's 
own insurance program. Further information about these matters may be obtained from Dr. Robert 
M. Sweazy, Vice Provost for Research, 742-3884, Room 203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, Texas 79409. 

YES, I have read the above and give my consent to participate in the survey 

Signature of Participant: (ID# 

Date: 
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