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ABSTRACT 

Self-monitoring is an impression management construct which 

involves the degree to which one has the ability and willingness to 

alter self-presentation in social situations, using contextual cues 

(vs. internal determinants such as personality traits, social 

attitudes, and values) as the principal guide for choosing from a 

behavioral response repertoire. The high self-monitor, by attending 

to contextual cues, is thought to be able to obtain the best possible 

social advantage in order to achieve sociopersonal goals. Ability to 

achieve these goals has been postulated to define social competence. 

In addition, through a variety of theoretical perspectives in 

developmental and socialization research, social competence and its 

components have been related to family functioning--particularly to 

the dimensions of integration and differentiation. Family 

integration refers to a family's provision of a close, supportive, 

cohesive social environment for its members. Family differentiation 

refers to a family's acceptance and encouragement of autonomous 

thought and behavior in its members. 

This investigation focused on (a) the relationship of self-

monitoring to social competence and (b) the relationship of family 

functioning dimensions (integration and differentiation) to both 

social competence and self-monitoring. A sample of 432 Anglo, 

predominantly middle-class freshmen at two southwestern universities 

participated in a two-stage study assessing social competence, self-

monitoring, and family functioning. Self-monitoring was correlated 

with social competence positively, as predicted, but that 

relationship was moderate, with self-monitoring explaining only a 

small portion of the variance in social competence scores. Patterns 

of family functioning were also found to relate differently for self-

monitoring and social competence, suggesting that different 

socialization factors are important for the development of each. 

This notion is further supported by the patterns of gender 

differences found for self-monitoring and social competence. 



Most social competence measures focus on instrumental (goal-

oriented) competence, whereas self-monitoring involves expressive 

competence. These data were interpreted in terms of the theoretical 

position that self-monitoring may be reflecting both high 

instrumental and high expressive social competence. The different 

gender findings are explained in terms of differential instrumental 

and expressive role socialization for males and females. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Self-monitoring refers to the accommodative process of 

regulating and adjusting one's expressive behavior during 

interpersonal interactions for pragmatic communication purposes--in 

particular, for the purpose of achieving mutually beneficial 

interpersonal goals. Based on Goffman's (1959) dramaturgical model 

of social interaction, Snyder's (1974, 1979, 1984, 1987) construct of 

self-monitoring refers to the management of self-presentation in 

interpersonal interactions. 

According to Snyder's construct, high self-monitors express the 

self in such a way as to create a desired impression on the other. 

That impression may occur within a situation already defined by both 

parties, or the high self-monitoring individual may intentionally 

design an impression in order to redefine the situation for better 

mutual advantage. Social interaction theorists view this type of 

impression management as central to socially competent behavior 

(e.g., Avery, Ridley, & Huston, 1978; Flavell & Ross, 1981; Goffman, 

1959; Goldberg, 1977; Schenkler, 1980; Weinstein, 1969). 

The components of self-monitoring, also seen as important for 

competent social functioning, include (a) an adequate repertoire of 

behavioral responses, (b) an awareness of others' perceptions of 

one's own behaviors, (c) a desire to maintain social approval, and 

(d) the willingness to use this repertoire of impression management 

techniques in interpersonal contexts (Snyder, 1979). Thus, through a 

dual process of role-taking and role-making, an interpersonally 

competent individual will be able to create a mutual definition of 

the situation in which his/her interpersonal goals can best be 

achieved. 

A body of developmental and socialization research from a 

variety of theoretical perspectives indicates a relationship between 

child competence and family environment. In studies on parenting 

1 



styles (e.g., Baumrind, 1980, 1989), attachment (see Bretherton, 

1985), and family communication (e.g., Grotevant & Cooper, 1985, 

1986), there have been consistent findings that the combination of 

family cohesiveness and family support of individuality is associated 

with positive behavioral outcomes in children and adolescents. In 

particular, this type of family environment is associated with 

behaviors reflecting competence in social interactions. 

Although self-monitoring abilities are thought to be indicative 

of competence in interpersonal interactions, there are virtually no 

empirical investigations of those family environment characteristics 

which might foster the development of these self-monitoring 

abilities. However, the cohesive family environment which also is 

supportive of individuality has been linked to various theoretical 

components of self-monitoring such as role-taking ability, response 

repertoire, and an active orientation to goal achievement. 

The purpose of this investigation, then, is to examine the 

relationships among self-monitoring of expressive behavior, social 

competence, and family environment characteristics which may support 

the development of self-monitoring and social competence. 

Competence Development Within Family Interaction Systems 

The importance of parent-child interactions in adolescence has 

been long recognized in the developmental literature. Several basic 

perspectives have guided these investigations (see Youniss, 1983). 

The traditionally accepted view is that the individual adolescent 

develops in the context of the family, but that this development is 

individual by nature. The family climate is seen as a force that 

either impedes or facilitates psychosocial and cognitive development 

of the child. An extreme example of this perspective is the view 

that the adolescent develops autonomy by moving outside the family 

sphere. Whether for psychoanalytic theorists who maintain that the 

adolescent must transfer object-relations from parents to other 

adults and peers, or for cognitive theorists who propose that turning 

from conforming with parental demands to autonomy is a rational 
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rational process based on the acquisition and use of formal 

operational thought, the basis of their arguments focus on individual 

functioning as opposed to the reciprocal nature of the parent-child 

relationship itself (Youniss, 1983). 

Family Communication and Competence Development 

Another approach is now being articulated by researchers 

interested in adolescent development in families. Grotevant and 

Cooper (1985, 1986) have compiled a body of research based on a 

perspective that does not require the adolescent to abandon the 

parent-child relationship in order to achieve healthy functioning. 

The general view is that development occurs as a function of social 

interaction and that the individual (the self) is a social 

construction which incorporates those interactions--particularly 

those interactions with significant others such as family members. 

Viewing development within such a framework, the family 

members, including the adolescent, all are seen to be involved in a 

cooperative process of constructing meanings of self, other, and 

context (Youniss, 1983). In this way, parent-adolescent relations go 

through systematic developmental changes in transaction with 

individual change (see Hartup, 1983; Lerner & Spanier, 1978; 

Sameroff, 1975, 1982). 

Cooper, Grotevant, and Condon (1983), in analyzing the 

development of identity and role-taking ability in adolescence, focus 

on these as being social constructions rather than individual 

constructions. Using these measures as indications of psychosocial 

competence in late adolescence, they developed a model of 

communication to examine the relationship of family system 

functioning to the development of adolescent psychosocial competence. 

In this model, individuation is viewed not as an individual 

characteristic, but as a relationship property (Huston & Robbins, 

1982). That is, individuation develops as a function of both 

separateness and connectedness within family relationships--not 

merely as a function of one or the other. The individuated family 



was found to display three kinds of behavior in their interactions 

with each other: (a) self-assertive behavior, involving an awareness 

of one's own viewpoint and a willingness to make that view known, 

(b) validative behavior, in which there is open acknowledgement that 

the family members respect the beliefs, feelings, and ideas of other 

members, and (c) openness to the ideas and values of other family 

members without feeling a need to give up one's own ideas and values 

(Cooper, Grotevant, & Condon, 1983). 

Hartup (1979) suggests that particularly for adolescents, a 

family environment that is secure but also encourages independence 

will foster self-confidence, instrumental competence, and successful 

peer relationships in adolescence- The adolescent who is granted 

autonomy in a supportive way by his/her family will be more socially 

competent in peer relationships. Thus, for optimal social 

development in adolescence, there must be a balance between 

separateness and connectedness in family functioning. 

Grotevant and Cooper (1986) found that communication patterns 

in families reflect these two dimensions of separateness and 

connectedness. Two factors related to the separateness dimension 

emerged: (a) the ability to have a point of view and articulate it 

(self-assertion), and (b) the ability to express the distinctiveness 

of self from others (separateness). Two factors related to the 

connectedness dimension also emerged: (a) being responsive to or 

expressing openness to others' viewpoints (permeability), and (b) 

expressing respect for or sensitivity to others' ideas (mutuality). 

Cooper et al. (1983) studied these family communication 

processes in relation to identity formation, which requires social 

cognitive processes such as perspective-taking as well as social 

comparison processes. The application of multiple perspective-

taking, which allows the adolescent to simultaneously look at self 

and society critically, is influenced by context (see Fischer, Hand, 

& Russell, 1983; Hill & Palmquist, 1978). Thus, the family is 

thought to have an impact on the development of these higher-level 

role-taking skills. The simultaneous coordination of two or more 



perspectives first requires awareness of the viewpoints of self and 

others, then differentiation of those perspectives, and finally the 

integration of these viewpoints in order to apply the insights to 

parti'-ular social interactions. Successful integration, of course, 

is deemed to be central to socially competent behavior. 

Cooper et al. (1983) found that individuated communication 

patterns within families (those that show evidence of encouragement 

of independent thought in a supportive, cohesive context) are 

positively related to the development of identity and role-taking. 

This particular concept of individuation is useful in conceiving of 

socially competent behavior as that behavior which facilitates the 

coordination of multiple perspectives, and possible lines of action 

inherent in interpersonal interactions. 

Parent-Child Relationships and Competence Development 

The socialization literature is replete with investigations of 

the impact of parent-child relations on various domains of child 

competencies. Two most widely studied areas are competence and 

autonomy/independence. The willingness to explore unfamiliar 

territory (both physical and social) is a measure that has been used 

to operationalize both of these domains, especially in the literature 

on attachment (e.g., Ainsworth & Bell, 1974; Bowlby, 1969) and 

parenting styles (e.g., Baumrind, 1971, 1978, 1983). 

Attachment 

John Bowlby first explicated the ethological perspective on 

attachment as applied to mother-child relationships (Bowlby, 1958). 

Mutual attachment is seen as adaptive for the species since it 

ensures that the parent will care for the child and that the child 

will allow care from and seek proximity with the parent. Other 

investigators (e.g., Ainsworth, 1972; Ainsworth & Bell, 1974; 

Bretherton & Waters, 1985; Sroufe & Waters, 1977) have extended 

Bowlby's theoretical view of attachment. Based on findings regarding 

the relationship of secure attachment to measures of cognitive and 



social competence, they propose that parent-child attachment 

functions not only to protect the infant but also to support the 

child's mastery of the physical and social environments. Recent 

attachment theory, as explicated by Bretherton (1987), defines 

attachment: 

not as an initially symbiotic relationship from which the 
child must eventually emerge as differentiated and 
separate, but rather as a relationship that, from the 
very beginning, permits optimal autonomy in the context 
of emotional support, (p. 1075) 

Early attachment. Secure attachment is thought to derive from 

an interaction between signaling behavior on the part of the infant 

and sensitive, contingent responsiveness on the part of the 

caretaker. When mothers are responsive, nurturant, and appropriately 

stimulating, their infants have been found to score higher on tests 

of cognitive and social functioning (e.g., Clark-Stewart, 1973), to 

develop secure attachments, and to be cooperative as well as skillful 

at communicating (see Ainsworth & Bell, 1974). 

Secure mother-infant attachment has been found to be 

specifically predictive of later problem-solving and competence in 

peer relationships (Easterbrooks & Lamb, 1979; LaFreniere & Sroufe, 

1985; Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979). The same pattern of findings 

holds true in the early childhood years (Arend, Gove, & Sroufe, 1979; 

Matas, Arend, & Sroufe, 1978, Sroufe, 1979). 

Various investigators (e.g.. Lamb, 1976) have suggested the 

importance of studying attachment with fathers as well as mothers. 

In the empirical literature on father-child relationships, general 

father involvement has been consistently related to positive 

socioemotional development in children (Spelke, Zelazo, Kagan, & 

Kotetlchuck, 1973) and to cognitive and motivational development 

(Belsky, 1980, 1984; Clarke-Stewart, 1978). 

Adolescent attachment. Secure attachment to either or both 

parents, then, can be viewed as providing the context for the 

development of social competence in later developmental periods (see 

Lerner, Spanier, & Belsky, 1982; Waters & Sroufe, 1983). Greenberg 



(see Greenberg, Siegel, & Leitch, 1983) has focused on adolescent 

attachment processes with parents and peers in early and middle 

adolescence. Perceived security and proximity seeking were both 

found to be related to adolescent perceived self-esteem and life 

satisfaction. In a pattern similar to infant attachment 

observations, adolescents seem to seek out parents (i.e., proximity 

seeking) even when the relationship is perceived as unsatisfying. 

Bowlby (1982) indicates that proximity-seeking is an important 

indicator of attachment, and in times of fear or stress, individuals 

seek proximity with attachment figures. 

In a study of late adolescence, Armsden & Greenberg (1985) 

found positive correlations of adolescent-parent attachment to 

several measures of family functioning (cohesiveness, expressiveness, 

organization) and negative correlations between attachment and other 

family functioning measures (conflict and control). In general, 

insecurely attached adolescents were resentful, alienated and 

emotionally distant from their parents. 

Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) also have studied adolescent 

relationships with parents and peers, finding that for boys and girls 

of all age groups (grades 5, 8 and 9), emotional autonomy from 

parents was negatively related to the ability to resist peer pressure 

to engage in antisocial behavior. Their study also provided other 

data suggesting, in general, that "the transition from childhood into 

adolescence is marked more by a trading of dependency on parents for 

dependency on peers rather than straightforward and unidimensional 

growth in autonomy" (p. 848). However, Ryan and Lynch (1989) 

completed a series of studies with persons in early adolescence 

through young adulthood, arguing that the Steinberg and Silverberg 

"Emotional Autonomy" measure (based on Blos's 1979 conceptualization 

of individuation) was, in actuality, a measure of emotional detach

ment from parents--an indication of disrupted parent-adolescent 

attachment due to perceived hostility, neglect, or inappropriate 

intrusion on the part of the parents. Instead of reflecting 

development of autonomy as infantile attachments are relinquished 



(see Douvan & Adelson, 1966), Ryan and Lynch (1989) propose the 

measure actually reflects the adolescent's loss of developmentally 

appropriate attachments. 

When used as a measure of disrupted attachment, data from the 

emotional autonomy scale present quite a different picture of 

adolescent functioning. Ryan and Lynch (1989) found that among 

seventh graders, emotional autonomy (EA) scores were negatively 

related to felt security in the parent-child relationship and in peer 

relationships. EA scores also were negatively related to the degree 

to which the child uses parents in emotionally salient situations 

(although they were unrelated to the degree to which the child uses 

peers in the same situations). In a second study of adolescents in 

grades 9-12, Ryan and Lynch (1989) found EA scores to be negatively 

associated with perceived parental acceptance versus rejection (a 

measure of the degree to which parents communicate love, acceptance, 

and appreciation of the child). In a late adolescence/early 

adulthood sample (ages 17-22), Ryan and Lynch (1989) found EA scores 

to be negatively associated with a sense of one's worthiness to be 

loved, perceived parental acceptance, perceived parental support of 

self-reliance and development of social and other skills, and family 

cohesion. Finally, EA was negatively associated with the experience 

of parental nurturance (a measure reflecting affectional bonding with 

parents). 

Ryan and Lynch (1989) interpret these as well as other findings 

in the series of studies, along with the findings of Steinberg and 

Silverberg (1986), as being supportive of the notion that healthy 

emotional and social development is facilitated by strong attachment 

bonds to parents throughout adolescence and into young adulthood, at 

least. They base their interpretations on Damon's (1983) theoretical 

position that personality development during late adolescence and 

early adulthood is characterized by the "consolidation of self." The 

developmental task at this stage is to draw on previous and current 

relationships, integrating these identifications into an autonomous 

self which can function meaningfully in relation to others. Based on 
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a symbolic interaction perspective (see Mead, 1934), this explanation 

of the development of a mature self-other system is consistent with 

Werner's (1957) Orthogenetic Principle which states that development 

proceeds through the process of differentiation and subsequent 

integration to achieve higher orders of complexity. 

Damon's (1983) view is also consistent with recent theoretical 

formulations that characterize attachment relationships as providing 

the basis for conceptual organization of all other relationships via 

a symbolic representation of attachment relationships (see 

Bretherton, 1985). Bowlby (1982) proposes that a child's 

representational modeling of an attachment figure involves 

simultaneously building a representational model of self--resulting 

in an internal working model which guides self-other interactions. 

Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy (1985) see this as an internal working 

model of relationships, which organize attention, memory, behavior, 

and emotional experience in subsequent interactions with the 

environment (physical or social). 

Thus, Ryan and Lynch (1989) argue that during late adolescence, 

parents play a facilitative role in the consolidation of self. 

Individuation is a developmental process that happens with parents, 

not apart from them. Attachment bonds allow the differentiated self-

other system to become integrated into an emotionally healthy and 

socially competent mature self-other system. Bell, Avery, Jenkins, 

Feld, and Schoenrock (1985) found that in late adolescence, closeness 

to families was associated with social competence, expressiveness and 

self-esteem. They also found negative relationships between 

perceived family closeness and problems with same-gender and 

opposite-gender peer relationships. Ryan and Lynch (1989) propose 

that when attachment is conceived in terms of both emotional bonding 

and sensitivity to developmental needs, "...then it would seem that 

it is attachment rather than detachment that optimizes individuation 

and the capacity for relatedness to self and others during 

adolescence and early adulthood" (p. 355). 



This thesis that familial attachment, especially parental 

attachment, is central to optimal emotional and social development 

during adolescence and early adulthood suggests that with close 

family relationships, the adolescent has sufficient felt-security LJ 

move away from parental proximity (physical, emotional, and 

attitudinal) in order to explore the environment. Unlike the young 

child, who moves out to explore specific, concrete physical and 

social environments, the developmental demands of adolescence 

requires a more abstract exploration of these environments. 

Indeed, the adolescent's exploration of the social environment 

involves the exploration of diverse social roles and social 

relationships if the developmental crises of identity vs. role 

confusion and intimacy vs. isolation (see Erikson, 1963, 1968) are to 

be successfully resolved. Successful resolution should result in not 

only self-confidence, but also in social competence as the 

differentiated self-other system is integrated and refined and as the 

child becomes increasingly able to experience mastery in social 

contexts (i.e., as the child is able to achieve interpersonal goals 

in contextually appropriate ways). Thus, parental sensitivity to 

both the security needs and the independent functioning needs of the 

adolescent is seen to foster the development of social competence. 

Parenting Styles 

Development of autonomy and competence also have been examined 

from a social learning perspective. These investigations have 

focused primarily on the relationships among various parenting/ 

discipline styles and child outcomes. The most fruitful body of 

research has come from Diana Baumrind (1966, 1973, 1978, 1980, 1989), 

who has consistently found parenting styles characterized by a high 

degree of acceptance/nurturance, a value on independent thought and 

action, and firm parental control/direction to be related to measures 

of autonomy and cognitive and social competence. 

In early investigations of young children, Baumrind (1967) 

identified three major clusters of maternal childrearing and 
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disciplinary behaviors. These clusters were identified as general 

parenting styles. The permissive style is nonpunitive, accepting, 

and egalitarian. Open communication is valued, and reason is used to 

gain child compliance. Overt power is not used, and ru^ns are not 

considered to be important in and of themselves. The authoritarian 

style is punitive and uses power assertion techniques for gaining 

compliance. Communication is closed, and obedience is valued for its 

own sake. The child's attitudes and behavior are shaped, controlled, 

and evaluated according to set standards and rules. The 

authoritative style uses reason to gain compliance when possible. 

The parent's will is enforced, but the child's personal uniqueness as 

well as family needs are recognized and taken into consideration when 

determining that will. Communication is open, and the child is 

affirmed while rules are held up as standards. 

Child outcomes. Baumrind (1967) found that young children with 

permissive mothers had little self-reliance and low-self control, 

whereas children of authoritarian mothers were discontent, withdrawn, 

and distrustful. However, children of authoritative mothers were 

self-reliant, self-controlled, content, and exhibited more 

exploratory behavior than the other groups of children. Baumrind 

(1967, 1978; Baumrind & Black, 1967) concluded that firm control plus 

warmth and intellectual stimulation (as found in authoritative 

parenting styles) are associated with more well-adjusted, well-

socialized, and curious children than those from high control/low 

warmth or low control/high warmth families. 

Reviewing her child outcome findings in light of instrumental 

competence (see Parsons, 1951; Parsons & Bales, 1955, for a complete 

treatment of instrumental and expressive roles), Baumrind (1978) 

found that children with highly permissive or highly authoritarian 

parents were not as instrumentally competent as children from 

authoritative families. That is, families practicing firm 

disciplinary control (rational direction as opposed to mere 

restrictiveness) in a context valuing and encouraging autonomy, open 

and verbal communication, and the individual uniqueness of the child 
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are associated with child behavior that is socially responsible, 

independent, and characterized as friendly, cooperative, achievement-

oriented, dominant, and purposive (goal-oriented). These 

instrumental behaviors, she maintains, are th^se which are valued, 

rewarded, and defined as being indicative of successful (i.e., 

competent) achievement in our society. Although the expressive 

function is important, competence in that domain, she argues, does 

not carry as much significance or power in our society. 

Baumrind (1973) proposes that permissive and authoritarian 

parenting styles do not equip children with full sets of choices 

(i.e., behavioral repertoire) in the real world. Both of these 

styles minimize dissent--by suppression (authoritarian) or diversion 

(permissive). Spirited give and take (i.e., conflict) in a context 

of warmth and respect may be important for development of the ability 

to take risks in expressing the needs of self and others. 

Baumrind (1972) proposes that the evidence indicates firm 

control coupled with high expectations of maturity increases 

assertiveness in children. Apparently, children react to parental 

power by resisting it, not by being "cowed." At least this seems to 

be the case in relationships where the controlling parent is also 

warm, supportive of autonomy, and willing to communicate openly to 

the child about the reasons behind parental actions and decisions. 

In this context of warmth and supportiveness, a firmly controlled 

child will become neither passive nor rebellious because the parent 

models assertive but cooperative behavior, reinforces the same kinds 

of behavior in the child, and has the kind of relationship with the 

child that fosters motivation to imitate the parent's behavior. 

Adolescent outcomes. Baumrind (1975, 1980) reviewed 

adolescent-family relations and found the same general styles of 

parenting in the period of adolescence that were found at earlier 

developmental levels. As Maccoby and Martin (1983) point out, most 

parents use only one of these styles, and each has been found to be 

related to predictable adolescent characteristics in terms of how 

they relate to themselves and others (i.e., the self-other system). 
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Baumrind (1975, 1980) reports authoritarian parenting of 

adolescents to be more restrictive and less flexible (although not 

necessarily more punitive) than the other parenting styles. Their 

adolescent children tend to show identity foreclosure (see Marcia, 

1980) in that they uncritically adopt their parents' traditional 

roles. They actively support social conventions (traditionalists) or 

they conform in an automatic, passive way (extreme conformists). 

Permissive/inconsistent parenting of adolescents involves 

unclear expectations due to low demands (permissive) or unclear 

expectations due to changeable standards (inconsistent). The latter 

may involve two parents with differing styles who cannot resolve 

these differences. Adolescents in either permissive or inconsistent 

family environments tend to develop similar outcomes. They 

experience consistent, long-term, and pervasive alienation, 

hopelessness, and withdrawal (Baumrind, 1975, 1980). 

Emotional and behavioral problems have been linked to 

dysfunctional peer relationships (Hartup, 1979), with girls tending 

to be identified as having emotional problems and boys as having 

behavior problems. Maccoby and Martin (1983) suggest that 

adolescents with serious emotional or behavior problems tend to have 

parents who do not show love and concern and who are permissive or 

inconsistent. Thus, unclear expectations (low control) coupled with 

lack of acceptance (low warmth) seems to be related to major 

difficulties in the development of a healthy self-other system where 

autonomous and prosocial behavior should be integrated in order to 

achieve efficacy in social relationships. 

Baumrind (1975, 1980) found authoritative parenting of 

adolescents to involve setting and holding to clear standards for 

children. However, these are flexible, and the parents are open to 

additional input, including input from their children. These parents 

tend to be very interested in their children's activities--warmly 

rewarding approved activities and strongly criticizing disapproved 

activities. Not only do these parents tend to explain their 

attitudes and actions to others, but they also encourage their 
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adolescents to do the same. Authoritative parents are likely to have 

high self-esteem, and they tend to be in a higher socioeconomic 

status than are parents with other styles. Adolescents of 

authoritative parents tcr.d to be individualistic and self-reliant, 

but they are also socially active and socially responsible. 

Baumrind (1975, 1980) identified a fourth style among parents 

of adolescents. Harmonious parenting involves the development of 

principles for resolving differences with their adolescents (rather 

than setting up specific rules or standards). These parents 

emphasize harmony, equanimity, and rationality. Adolescents of 

harmonious parents tend to be more humanistic in self-other 

orientation. They are individualistic and socially responsible, but 

they show little achievement orientation and are not likely to be 

interested in "getting ahead." 

Baumrind's (1989) recent reports of her longitudinal data also 

indicate positive outcomes for adolescents in families that were 

highly demanding as well as sensitive to and accepting of the child's 

emerging needs for autonomy. Adolescents from this type of family 

environment differed significantly from those in other types of 

family environments. They performed better on academic tests, were 

more emotionally and socially stable, and they used alcohol and drugs 

substantially less than other adolescents. Baumrind interprets these 

findings as indications that control in the context of sensitive 

responsiveness reflects a high level of parental commitment to the 

adolescent. These same positive adolescent outcomes are also found 

in single parent families with authoritative parenting styles. 

Summary of Family Environment and Competence Development 

Investigations from various theoretical bases and covering 

different developmental stages have consistently found a relationship 

between secure family relationships which support individuality and 

positive child outcomes. This relationship is found with respect to 

a variety of measures of competence. Specifically, measures of 

personal and social competence during adolescence have been found to 
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be related to close, affectionate and communicatively open parent-

child relationships characterized by direct, active parental 

involvement and parental support and facilitation of appropriate 

autonomous ac*ion on the part of the adolescent/young adult. 

Social Competence 

Competence is a developmental construct which has been applied 

to various behavioral domains (see Waters & .Sroufe, 1983). White 

(1959) viewed competence as the ability to interact effectively with 

one's environment. He proposed that the feelings of self-efficacy 

resulting from effective interactions with that environment provide 

universal motivation for humans. When applied to the domain of 

social development, competence has been defined in terms ranging from 

specific social skills and behaviors to a general sense of one's 

effectiveness in social interactions (O'Malley, 1977). Many of the 

models of social competence available focus on interpersonal 

interactions (Avery, Ridley, & Huston, 1978; Foote & Cotrell, 1955; 

Goldberg, 1977; Weinstein, 1969; Wine & Smye, 1981). 

Models of Interpersonal Competence 

In these interpersonal competence models, interpersonal 

effectiveness is seen in terms of the ability to successfully reach 

interpersonal goals. Some of the models (e.g.. Wine & Smye, 1981) 

suggest that "successfully" does not mean "at the expense of others." 

Goldberg (1977), in fact, proposes that efficacy in dyadic 

interaction depends on the provision of mutually contingent 

experiences. It is generally accepted that successful interpersonal 

goal attainment involves mutually satisfying experiences. 

According to most models of interpersonal competence, 

interpersonal goals are achieved, first, through accurately 

perceiving the thoughts and feelings of the other person or persons 

(i.e., role-taking). After taking the other into account, the person 

then chooses the most effective possible behavior in order to help 

move the interaction toward successful completion. Most models of 
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interpersonal competence incorporate these components: (a) role-

taking skills, combined with (b) a wide behavioral repertoire, and 

(c) the ability to effectively use the best line of action. 

Integrative models of social competence focus on the processes, 

rather than the components, involved in social interactions. 

Michenbaum, Butler, and Gurson (1981) suggest that during social 

interaction there is, within the individual, a continuous interaction 

of overt behaviors, cognitive processes (thoughts and expectations), 

and cognitive structures (meaning systems providing motivation for 

thoughts and behavior). Waters and Sroufe (1983) propose a 

developmental model of social competence which takes into account all 

of the previously mentioned components, but which adds an 

environmental component not addressed by other integrative models. 

The commonality in all of these integrative models is the view of 

social competence as a process. 

A Developmental Model of Social Competence 

In the Waters and Sroufe (1983) model, social competence is 

defined as the ability to coordinate one's personal and environmental 

resources in order to pursue adaptive social goals. That is, social 

competence is the ability to use these resources in interpersonal 

interactions in ways that facilitate positive developmental outcomes. 

These personal and environmental resources, then, would be used 

differentially at developmental levels as abilities and needs change. 

According to the Waters and Sroufe (1983) developmental model, 

personal resources are those within the individual. These may be 

affective resources (e.g., self-esteem), cognitive resources (e.g., 

belief systems), or behavioral resources (e.g., behavioral 

repertoire). Environmental resources are those things (and people) 

in the environment upon which the individual draws for help or 

support to coordinate personal resources in an attempt to make 

positive social adaptations. Social competence itself is seen as an 

organizational construct, not a personal trait. So, measures such as 

locus of control and self-efficacy become indications of one's 
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ability to coordinate or organize one's personal and environmental 

resources in order to reach adaptive social goals. 

Self-Monitoring as an Organizational Construct 

The ability to adjust one's behavior in response to perceptions 

of salient situational cues is another example of organization, or 

coordination, of resources in pursuit of a social goal. This 

appraisal and control process has been studied using a variety of 

constructs. Some of these include self-regulation (Flavell, 1985), 

self-control (Mischel & Patterson, 1979), social decision-making 

(Avery, Ridley, & Huston, 1978), impression management (Schenkler, 

1980), interpersonal problem-solving (Spivack & Shure, 1974), self-

presentation (Goffman, 1959), and self-monitoring of expressive 

behavior (Snyder, 1974). 

If social competence involves the ability to organize one's 

personal and environmental resources to influence positive 

developmental outcomes, then the ability to monitor (i.e., appraise 

and control) emotional expressiveness would seem to be an important 

factor in achieving competence in interpersonal relationships. 

Through the appraisal of self-presentation in a given social context, 

and the appropriate adjustment of expressive behavior, optimal 

adaptation to the interpersonal environment is facilitated. Thus, 

one not only engages in role-taking (i.e., the appraisal process), 

but also in role-making through controlling expressive behavior (see 

Turner, 1962). 

That is, a socially competent individual should be able to 

adjust expressive behavior in such a way that s/he is actually able 

to influence the way in which the context (and one's role in that 

context) is viewed by the other. This role-making process (termed 

"altercasting" by Weinstein, 1969) involves actively reshaping one's 

own roles, rather than simply passively accepting the normative role 

expectations (Turner, 1962, 1968, 1985). This two-fold process of 

role-taking and role-making would seem to be a critical way of 

organizing one's personal and environmental resources in order to 
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influence positive developmental outcomes--specifically, developing 

the ability to achieve interpersonal goals in increasingly complex 

social contexts. 

Self-Monitorino of Expressive Behavior 

Self-regulation of emotional expression is seen to involve a 

basic human goal of avoiding or minimizing negative affect (Haviland 

& Lelwica, 1987; Tomkins, 1962) and/or active impression management 

in which self-conscious, deliberate adjustments of expressive 

behavior are made following an appraisal of salient contextual cues 

(Malatesta, Culver, Tesman, & Shepard, 1989). Although the 

development of emotional self-regulatory capacities has been 

documented (see Ekman, 1982), culture and familial experience 

apparently mediate how, exactly, this self-regulatory affect-control 

process occurs and what form it takes in any one individual 

(Malatesta, et al., 1989). 

Snyder's (1974, 1975, 1979, 1983, 1987) empirically based 

theoretical model of self-monitoring of expressive behavior proposes 

that there are individual differences in the degree to which people 

tend to monitor (i.e., appraise and control) their emotional 

expressive behavior. Thus, there are differences in the extent to 

which people engage in active impression management through 

alterations of self-presentation in social contexts. 

Theoretical Bases of the Self-Monitoring Model 

The intellectual roots of the self-monitoring construct are in 

the classical pragmatic theories of self and the theories of the 

symbolic interactionists that followed. Most theories of the self in 

social interaction are based on the proposition that people exercise 

control over their self-presentations. William James (1890) observed 

that people often present different "selves" in different social 

situations and with different groups. This "situated self" is the 

most favorable self-identity that people can create for themselves in 

a given social situation. Charles Horton Cooley (1902) suggested 
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that the self develops only within social interactions and as a 

mental construct arising from perceptions of others' reactions. 

W. I. Thomas (1923) proposed that both situations and self are 

defined by the participants--that is, they are constructed realities, 

negotiated through social interactions. 

Mead's Theory of Self-Other System Development 

These ideas on the nature of the self were developed by George 

Herbert Mead (1934) into a theoretical perspective of the 

simultaneous development of mind, self and society--now known as the 

symbolic interaction paradigm. Mead proposed that there are two 

aspects to the self process. The first, which he termed the "I," 

involves the subjective, creative aspects of self-awareness. 

However, those are tempered and evaluated in terms of the 

interactions of the individual with his or her environment. The 

second, the "ME," reflects on, makes judgments about, and inhibits or 

selects the individual's actions in terms of the context of the 

situation. The ME aspect of the self process is role-sensitive and 

is the basis of the "situated self." 

This self process, termed "SELF," is an ongoing dialectic 

between the ME (self taken as object during social interaction) and 

the I (subjective self). From that dialectic arise symbolic thought 

and mental constructs (MIND), which, through social interactions, 

produce social constructs (SOCIETY). MIND and SOCIETY then feed back 

into the SELF dialectic. Through shared symbolic meanings, 

individuals in interaction actively construct their own social 

reality. Thus, self and other perceptions, along with ensuing 

behavioral expressions, can be adjusted and refined either to meet 

the needs of the social situation or to change the shared definition 

of the social reality. 

The development of the self-other system begins with the 

emergence of symbolic thought. Until this time, there are imitative 

acts, but these acts have no real application to self or to the other 

(Damon, 1977). It has, in fact, been demonstrated that self-
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awareness emerges with symbolic thought (Flavell & Ross, 1981). In 

infancy, the process of self involves only the acting "I" where the 

individual can only be a subject to self. With the advent of 

symbolic thought, the child has the capacity to take self as an 

object. The reflective "ME" is now able to take situational context 

into account, and the child practices being a member of society by 

trying out various roles in role-play. Thus, the child first begins 

to see both self and specific others as another might see them. The 

"ME" has begun to develop out of social interaction with "significant 

others" in his or her life, whose roles s/he begins to try on for 

size (Mead, 1934). 

With the emergence of concrete operations, the child has the 

cognitive capability of holding more than one dimension of a 

situation in mind at the same time, and role-taking is more 

sophisticated (Flavell, Botkin, Fry, Wright, & Jarvis, 1968; Flavell 

& Ross, 1981). The child can now take the roles, in a given 

situation, of several others simultaneously. Strategies of action 

are more effective when the child's perceptions are accurate 

representations of the perceived reality of the others. Through many 

such interactions, the child begins to internalize the expectations 

of the group, the community, and finally, society as a whole. The 

"ME" is now fully functioning in that the individual is capable of 

understanding the reciprocal role relationships in a social system. 

S/he now begins to develop a repertoire of self-other systems from 

which to draw in making decisions and evaluations in regard to 

behavioral expressions. S/he now has at his or her disposal the 

"generalized other" (Mead, 1934). 

Although all people develop the ability to take the self as 

object in social interactions and choose appropriate lines of action, 

there are times when active impression management is used. 

Impression management refers to the process of consciously 

controlling the presentation of self that one makes to others in 

social interactions by adjusting one's behaviors in order to maximize 

the favorability of those impressions (Goffman, 1959). People seem 
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to differ in regard to the extent to which they engage in active 

impression management (Snyder, 1977). Empirical studies have 

catalogued strategies of people who practice impression management 

(see Gergen, 1971, 1977), suggesting that situationally effective 

social interaction requires: 

(1) knowledge of how others interpret our acts 

(2) desire to maintain situationally appropriate 

identities 

(3) wide repertoire of self-presentational skills 

(4) willingness to use this repertoire of impression 

management strategies (Snyder, 1979, p.88). 

Goffman's Dramaturgical Analysis 
of Social Interaction 

In the development of his model of self-monitoring of 

expressive behavior, Snyder (1974) drew specifically on the work of 

Erving Goffman (1955, 1959, 1963, 1967). Goffman's dramaturgical 

analysis of self-presentation, rooted in the symbolic interaction 

perspective, explains social interaction in terms of role 

expectations and role performances. Likening social interaction to 

theatrical performance, Goffman proposes that certain situations 

require certain "scripts" and that "lines" (carefully chosen verbal 

and nonverbal acts) are acted out in each interpersonal context which 

express one's identity within that script. Before scripts can be 

played, players must define the situation. 

The theater is simply a metaphor for Goffman's real concern, 

which is the structure of social encounters. The most important 

factor in that structure is the establishment and maintenance of a 

single definition of the situation "in the face of a multitude of 

potential disruptions" (Goffman, 1959, p. 254). Thus, participants 

in social interactions seek information about each other and the 

context that helps them to define the situation. This enables them, 

through knowledge of norms governing specific situations (via the 

generalized other), to know what to expect of each other. 
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However, in most situations, much of the information is 

unknown, and they will have to infer each other's intentions, 

personality characteristics, attitudes, etc. That inference is 

usually based on the behavior of the other, through ŵ îch the self is 

expressed--intentionally or unintentionally. That inference of the 

expression of self causes the other to develop some kind of 

impression and to respond in some way. As W. I. Thomas noted: 

We live by inference. I am, let us say, your guest. You 
do not know, you cannot determine scientifically, that I 
will not steal your money or your spoons. But 
inferentially, I will not, and inferentially, you will 
have me as a guest, (quoted in Goffman, 1959, p.3) 

Regardless of the objectives or the motivation for people 

giving a certain type of self-presentation, Goffman considers it to 

be in their best interests to actively influence the definition of 

the situation, thereby leading others to voluntarily respond in the 

desired ways (and thus, achieving desired interpersonal goals). 

Usually the definitions projected by the various participants of a 

social act are more or less attuned to each other, suppressing their 

immediate feelings in order to project images believed to be at least 

temporarily acceptable by others. The suppression of expressions of 

felt emotions is considered to be so important that Goffman states, 

"Perhaps the focus of dramaturgical discipline is to be found in the 

management of one's face and voice" (1959, p. 217). 

Impressions of one's self and a projection of a definition of 

the situation will be made whether self is presented consciously or 

unconsciously. Although people who are consistently "themselves" 

allow the audience to receive valid impressions of themselves, 

Goffman (1959) concludes they may not be efficient in influencing 

desired responses from others because they are not actively involved 

in the construction of a definition of the situation. This mutual 

construction of an overall definition of the situation is not 

necessarily an agreement of what really exists, but rather a "working 

consensus" (p.10) about how interaction will proceed. 
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Snyder's Self-Monitoring Construct 

Snyder (1974) was interested in exploring individual 

differences in the extent to which people actively engage in the 

construction of definitions of the situati'^n through impression 

management techniques, particularly the self-regulation of expressive 

behavior. He labeled this construct "self-monitoring of expressive 

behavior" because it involves a joint process of appraising salient 

contextual and personal cues and adjusting one's expressive behavior. 

This monitoring of self-presentation is done in order to maximize the 

effectiveness of one's impressions in social interactions. Snyder's 

Self-Monitoring Scale (1974) was developed to discriminate individual 

differences in: 

(1) concern for appropriateness of social behavior. 

(2) sensitivity to emotional expressiveness and self-

presentation of others in order to use these cues 

to determine the appropriateness of one's own self-

presentation. 

(3) the use of these situational cues as guidelines for 

controlling one's own self-presentation and 

expressive behavior. 

At the core of the self-monitoring construct is the proposal 

that individuals in interaction with each other exercise control over 

expressive behavior, self-presentation and nonverbal affect displays. 

As individuals actively construct patterns of social behavior 

appropriate to a particular context, various sources of information 

guide their choices. The two most salient informational sources 

include: (a) external, contextual cues about the specific situation 

or interpersonal exchange, and (b) cues from one's own inner state, 

personal disposition and social attitudes (Snyder, 1979, p.93). 

Self-Monitoring Styles 

In Snyder's (1987) empirically based model, people tend to 

differ on the degree to which they utilize each of these 

informational sources in regulating their expressive behavior in 
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interpersonal contexts. Snyder (1987) has characterized these 

differences in terms of high and low degrees of self-monitoring 

(i.e., appraisal and adjustment) of expressive behavior. High and 

low self-monitors are characterized as being distinctly different in 

their styles of self presentation as a result of their tendencies to 

use one or the other informational sources in self-regulation during 

social interactions. 

High self-monitoring. People who regulate their choices of 

expressive behavior largely on the basis of external, contextual cues 

and are considerably responsive to the impact of situational and 

interpersonal cues as they try to determine effective lines of social 

action tend to score high on the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 

1987). High self-monitors search for situational cues to determine 

behavioral presentation, and they perceive these cues as normative 

pressures (Ajzen, Timko, & White, 1982). Thus, they are attentive to 

the expressive behavior and self-presentation of others in social 

situations, and they actively seek relevant social information in 

order to compare their performances to those of others sharing the 

situation (Snyder & Monson, 1975). Not only are they especially 

sensitive to cues about how appropriate their behavior is for the 

situation, but these cues are used as guidelines for monitoring 

expressive behavior in order to control self-presentation (Snyder, 

1987). 

Because of this sensitivity to contextual information, high 

self-monitors exhibit lower degrees of correspondence between their 

actions and attitudes than do low self-monitors (Snyder & Swann, 

1976). Snyder and Kendzierski (1982) found that high self-monitors 

do not show attitude-behavior correspondence unless the contextual 

cues imply that it is all right to base behavior upon attitudes. 

High self-monitors are skillful in translating their appraisals of 

the appropriate self presentation into a set of verbal and nonverbal 

expressive behaviors that are convincing in portraying the desired 

image for the purposes of controlling the definition of the situation 
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(see Snyder, 1979). Thus, they exhibit a high degree of self-

regulatory control over emotional expressiveness. 

Because their expressive behavior is adaptive and flexible in 

response to situatioril cues, high self-monitors tend to exhibit 

contextually appropriate expressive behavior, regardless of internal 

determinants such as dispositional or personality characteristics, 

beliefs, or attitudes; and, indeed, they have been found to be 

largely unresponsive to internal cues (Eichenhofer, Gerstein, 

Valutis, & Jankowski, 1987). That is, they seem to be disposed toward 

monitoring (i.e., appraising and controlling) their emotional expres

siveness to achieve interpersonal goals, in spite of conflicting 

internal emotional states. In fact, a goal of the high self-monitor 

will be to diminish the relationship between the inner experience and 

the outward expression (Snyder, 1979). 

Low self-monitoring. Low self-monitors, on the other hand, are 

less prone to alter expressive behavior in the service of self-

presentation and impression management (see Snyder, 1979). They use 

internal, dispositional and attitudinal sources of information for 

guiding behavior (Snyder, 1987). Kendzierski (1987) found that low 

self-monitors and subjects who were used to acting on their beliefs 

were not significantly affected behaviorally by positive or negative 

feedback, whereas high self-monitors were significantly affected by 

negative feedback. Compared to high self-monitors, low self-monitors 

exhibit higher congruence between attitudes and actions (Eichenhofer, 

et al., 1987; Zanna, Olson, & Fazio, 1980). This difference may be 

related to findings that, compared to high self-monitors, low self-

monitors exhibit richer and more accessible self-schemata (Snyder & 

Cantor, 1980) and take less time to access attitudes (Kardes, 

Sanbonmatsu, Voss, & Fazio, 1986). 

Perhaps because they tend to respond to situational demands in 

a manner more consistent with internal determinants (i.e., 

personality traits, social attitudes, etc.), striving to present 

themselves in a congruent fashion across situations (Eichenhofer, et 

al., 1987), low self-monitors do not seem to have developed a wide 
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repertoire of self-presentational skills, relying instead on 

affective states and internal attitudes and values to guide behavior 

(Snyder, 1979). Thus, low self-monitors pay less attention to social 

information^ about how appropriate their self-presentations are in a 

given situation, and they are less inclined to attempt to alter the 

definition of the situation through control of expressive behavior 

(Snyder, 1987). 

Implications of Snyder's Self-Monitoring Model 

In sum, high self-monitors view themselves as pragmatists who 

tailor their self-presentations to the appropriateness of the 

situation, based upon social and interpersonal cues. They are 

relatively unresponsive to internal cues but extremely responsive to 

situational cues and are, therefore, inconsistent in behavior across 

situations and between behavior and attitudes. These high self-

monitors seek out social situations that allow them to make good use 

of this pragmatic sense of self (Snyder & Gangestad, 1982). Low 

self-monitors, on the other hand, see themselves as highly principled 

people who are consistent in their behaviors, attitudes and 

dispositions, and research by Eichenhofer et al. (1987) indicates 

that this is, indeed, the case. These people seek social situations 

which enable them to act upon their principled sense of self (Snyder, 

1984; Snyder & Gangestad, 1982; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). 

Snyder (1987) views his theory of self-monitoring as motivational in 

nature. Drawing from Lewin (1951), who ascribed motivations to 

"conflicting goal states within the life space," Snyder's (1987) 

theory presents the individual as an active agent, involved through 

cognitive and perceptual processes in constructing social worlds 

conducive to maintaining his/her own identity. Not only do high and 

low self-monitors seek out different kinds of situations, but they 

also seek out different sources of information within the same 

situation to guide their self-presentations. In doing so, they 

construct a reality of themselves as well as a social reality as they 

enter into constructing a definition of the situation with others. 
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The relationship of these two self-presentational styles to 

Mead's (1934) theoretical formulation of the two aspects of SELF is 

apparent. The SELF dialectic involves both the subjective I and the 

objective ME in guiding behavior in all social interactions. 

However, Snyder's research indicates that there may be individual 

differences in the extent to which subjective and objective 

information about SELF is used in this dialectical process that 

guides self-presentational behavior during social interactions. That 

is, the emergent synthesis of the I-ME contradictions may be weighted 

more toward objective considerations for the high self-monitor and 

toward subjective considerations for the low self-monitor. 

It has been noted by Snyder (1987) that the two emerging 

descriptions of high and low self-monitoring styles closely parallel 

the different foci of personality and social psychology. Especially, 

they follow the different lines of social psychological theory and 

research in the disciplines of sociology and psychology. 

Sociological social psychology has focused on the roles people play 

and how they go about playing them, presenting a picture of social 

interaction as being largely situational and presenting a picture of 

human action as being largely determined by social context. 

Psychological social psychology, on the other hand, has focused on 

the dispositions, attitudes, and personality characteristics that 

guide social behavior. The sociological focus may well be describing 

high self-monitoring styles of interaction in which role scripts are 

the source of regularities in social behavior. Likewise, the 

psychological focus may be describing low self-monitoring styles in 

which the sources of consistency are attitudes and dispositions. 

Thus, Snyder's model can be viewed as a way to integrate the two 

social psychologies. 

Development of Self-Monitoring Styles 

Little is known about the developmental course of self-

monitoring abilities and styles. However, some of the components of 

self-monitoring such as role-taking skill, behavioral response 
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repertoire, self-regulation of emotional expressiveness, and 

motivation toward goal achievement are empirically linked to 

cognitive levels of functioning as well as socialization factors. 

Age-Related Findings 

Most of the empirical data on self-monitoring strategies 

discussed earlier comes from college samples--tapping into late 

adolescence and early adulthood. However, Snyder (1987) suggests 

that the research of Nelson (1973, 1981) on the communication styles 

of young children might be salient in understanding the developmental 

roots of self-monitoring. 

Nelson (1973, 1981) observed that as children acquire language, 

they tend to exhibit one of two styles of pragmatic communication. 

Children she termed "referential" develop large vocabularies of nouns 

and seem to use language from the outset as a way to convey 

information about events and objects in the environment. 

"Expressive" children, on the other hand, immediately begin using 

language socially--especially in commanding the attention of other 

people. These children attend more to linguistic expressions and 

seem to learn quickly how these expressions reflect the social 

context. They also pay more attention to social structure, 

especially to the roles people play in various situations, and they 

have a flair for dramatic play and imitation. 

Snyder (1987) noted that Nelson's categorizations are similar 

to the expressive communication styles of high and low self-monitors 

in that low self-monitoring adults and referential children are less 

sensitive and responsive to social context, whereas high self-

monitoring adults and expressive children are attentive to the social 

context. Dramatic performance and imitation differences also are 

consistent with the comparisons. Thus, Snyder suggests, these two 

sets of behavioral differences may reflect an underlying causal 

variable (self-monitoring) operating at different developmental 

levels to affect social behavior through self-presentation. 
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Although self-monitoring assessment instruments have been 

developed for children in both early and middle years (Eder, 1984; 

Graziano, Leone, Musser, & Lautenschlager, 1985), there is little 

empirical data available. Graziano et al. (1985) found that high 

self-monitoring grade schoolers are more prone than low self-monitors 

to actively seek out relevant sources of social comparison. Also, 

third graders scoring high on the Self-Monitoring Scale tended to 

look more often and longer at information about other children's 

opinions before offering their own (Leone, Musser, Graziano, and 

Lautenschlager, 1984). These findings are consistent with those from 

older populations (Snyder 1974). 

Using the Graziano et al. (1985) measure with early 

adolescents, Atkinson (1986) found that it correlated highly with 

measures of autonomy. However, there was no systematic follow-up to 

determine if the measure is invalid or if, at this developmental 

level, self-monitoring expresses itself in terms of autonomy-related 

characteristics. Some evidence for the latter was found by Laps ley, 

Jackson, Rice, and Shadid (1988). In a cross-sectional study of 

students in grades 5, 7, 9, 11, and in college, they found that self-

monitoring scores decreased significantly from early to late 

adolescence, as did scores measuring the Imaginary Audience and the 

Personal Fable (see Elkind, 1967, 1978). In addition, high scores on 

all three of these measures were associated with lower levels of ego 

development at all ages. 

Interested in how impression management affects identity 

formation, Hauck and Loughead (1985) studied self-monitoring in 

adolescents 16-18 years old, dividing 239 subjects into high, medium 

and low self-monitoring groups. In general, self-monitoring was 

related to social, rather than intellectual, characteristics. High 

self-monitors tended to display social competencies related to 

interpersonal adequacy, poise, and dominance. Medium self-monitoring 

levels were associated with measures of interpersonal values, 

maturity, and responsibility. Interactions among self-monitoring 

style, gender and self-esteem indicated that adolescents low in self-
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esteem and high in self-monitoring may use self-monitoring abilities 

as a defense, with males displaying high dominance and females 

displaying high social presence. 

Gender Difference<; 

Empirical data gathered primarily from late adolescent/early 

adulthood samples indicates small, but consistent gender differences 

in the direction of higher self-monitoring scores for males. 

However, in comparing eight independent samples, Rosenthal & DePaulo 

(1979) found that the median difference between male and female 

scores was only 0.25, or one quarter of a scale point difference on 

the 25 point scale. 

Gender differences also have been found in the relationship of 

self-monitoring style to the emergence of leadership. Higher levels 

of self-monitoring in females, but not males, predicted emergence of 

leadership in brainstorming trios (Garland and Beard, 1979) and long-

term discussion groups (Oddous, 1983). Anderson and McLenigan (1987) 

found high self-monitoring to predict leadership in task-oriented 

groups for females but not males. They propose that high self-

monitoring acts to enhance the ability to enact nontraditional roles. 

Studying the effects of self-monitoring on expressive displays of 

masculinity and femininity, Lippa, Valdez, and Jolly (1983) found 

that self-monitoring style does moderate expressive gender-role 

displays, with high self-monitors showing non-stereotypic expressive 

displays more often. 

Also, higher self-monitoring scores tend to be associated with 

higher scores on the masculinity scale of the Bem Sex Role Inventory 

(see Bem, 1974), indicating greater perceived instrumental 

competence (Lee & Scheurer, 1983). Williams, Leak, and Millard 

(1984) found some evidence of common variance between androgyny and 

self-monitoring, with high self-monitors scoring higher on measures 

of androgyny compared to low self-monitors. They suggest that 

androgyny may be "a special, sex-role related instance of the greater 
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behavioral variability inherent in high self-monitors" (Williams, et 

al., 1984, p.198). 

Demographic Factors 

In exploring the effects of environmental factors on the 

development of self-monitoring styles, several demographic variables 

such as social class, economic status, regional origins, religious 

affiliation, and geographical mobility have been examined. These 

variables often act as summary indexes in that they are correlated 

with many social and psychological factors such as parenting styles 

and achievement orientation. Thus, these demographic variables often 

are thought of as indicators of socialization patterns. However, 

none of these factors have been found to be related to self-

monitoring (Snyder & Tanke, 1976; Snyder & Simpson, 1984). 

Rationale 

Self-monitoring of expressive behavior is an important 

construct because of its conceptual and theoretical relationship to 

social competence. Self-monitoring serves as a way to organize 

personal and environmental resources in order to pursue adaptive 

social goals (see Waters & Sroufe, 1983). Particularly, self-

monitoring serves to organize resources in order to achieve 

interpersonal goals (see Goffman, 1959; Weinstein, 1969). 

A family environment in which individual family members are 

encouraged to pursue independent thought and action (family 

differentiation) in the context of high family involvement, 

supportiveness, and closeness (family integration) has been found 

consistently to be related to the development of social competence as 

well as to components of self-monitoring such as role-taking, 

response repertoire, and active orientation toward goal achievement. 

However, there are no direct empirical investigations of family 

correlates with self-monitoring. Therefore, this study investigated 

the relationships among self-monitoring, social competence, and the 
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variables related to family environment dimensions of integration and 

differentiation during late adolescence. (See Table 1.1.) 

Although this research project employed existing data from a 

sample of late adolescents entering college, there are viable reasons 

for focusing on this developmental level to explore the relationships 

among these variables. In early and mid-adolescence, there is 

evidence of a possible confounding of self-monitoring and autonomy. 

Since the measures are problematic, this relationship has not been 

fully explained or investigated. Whereas there still may be some of 

this confounding in later adolescence, it is proposed that these 

effects will be less problematic at that developmental level for a 

study of social competence issues. Secondly, late adolescence is a 

time of increased demands for autonomy in a context of parent-child 

separation (Moore, 1987). Not only are most children leaving the 

security (and restrictions) of home, but all are faced with increased 

demands for autonomous functioning (Sullivan & Sullivan,1980). Part 

of these demands involves increased interaction with others in 

unfamiliar social situations. 

In late adolescence, the dimensions of family integration and 

differentiation may be especially important to the differentiation 

and integration of the individual's own self-other systems. Drawing 

on previous relationships as well as current ones, the adolescent is 

required to integrate these into an autonomous self which can relate 

meaningfully and effectively with others (Damon, 1983). That is, the 

situated selves of the "ME" must be effectively differentiated 

(including those experienced in family interactions) before they can 

be integrated with the "I" into a "consolidated self." 

Thus, late adolescents must attempt to explore a variety of new 

social environments--expanding their self-other systems while 

establishing and maintaining a coherent sense of self. During this 

process, self-presentational skills may be more important for 

competent social functioning than at other times when their social 

environments are more stable. This study taps into that period, when 
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self-monitoring styles and family functioning dimensions of 

integration and differentiation are particularly salient. 

Although the reciprocal nature of family environment and 

personality development is recognized (e.g.. Bell, 1968; Bell & 

Harper, 1977; Lerner & Spanier, 1978), much of the investigation here 

is exploratory. The first step in any such investigation is simply 

to find out whether or not the theoretically indicated relationships 

between these factors of self-monitoring, social competence, and 

family environment dimensions of integration and differentiation have 

any empirical basis. Implications of established associations are 

discussed in terms of the dynamic, reciprocal interactions inherent 

in all social relationships (see Lerner, 1978). 

Hypotheses 

Theoretical formulations have provided important links between 

the self-monitoring construct and social competence (see Goffman, 

1959; Cooper et al., 1983; Waters & Sroufe, 1983; Weinstein, 1969). 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that: 

I. There will be a positive relationship between self-

monitoring scores and perceived social competence 

scores. 

Dimensions of family functioning related to family integration 

(i.e., family attachment, supportiveness, closeness, security, trust, 

cohesion, etc.) and family differentiation (i.e., family/parental 

encouragement of individuality of action and expression) have been 

shown to be related to social competence in adolescence, and these 

may be particularly important in late adolescence as issues of 

independent social functioning become more salient. Therefore, it 

was hypothesized that: 

Ila. There will be a positive relationship between self-

monitoring scores and measures of the family 

functioning dimension of integration. 
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lib. There will be a positive relationship between self-

monitoring scores and measures of the family 

functioning dimension of differentiation. 

Finally, as further evidence of the extent to which self-

monitoring can be seen as a measure of social competence, these 

family functioning dimensions were examined in relationship to the 

social competence measures. Those patterns of family functioning 

which predict social competence then were compared to the patterns of 

family functioning which predict self-monitoring. Therefore, for 

perceived social competence, it was hypothesized that: 

Ilia. Patterns of family functioning predicting self-

monitoring will be the same patterns of family 

functioning predicting perceived social competence. 

Specifically, there will be a positive relationship 

between perceived social competence scores and 

measures of the family functioning dimension of 

integration. 

Illb. Patterns of family functioning predicting self-

monitoring will be the same patterns of family 

functioning predicting perceived social competence. 

Specifically, there will be a positive relationship 

between perceived social competence scores and 

measures of the family functioning dimension of 

differentiation. 

Figure 1.1 indicates the models proposed to be tested by these 

hypotheses. 
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TABLE 1.1 
Categories of Predictor and Criterion Variables 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES CRITERION VARIABLES 

Family Integration Dimension 

Family cohesion 

Low family conflict 

Parent involvement and 
support 

Parent warmth and 
acceptance 

Parent closeness 

Family satisfaction and trust 

Family Differentiation Dimension 

Family encouragement of: 

Independence 

Expressiveness 

Low family/parent 
restrictiveness/control 

Low family intrusiveness 

Social Competence 

Perceived social 
competence 

Self-Monitoring 

Self-monitoring of 
expressive behavior 
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Hypothesis I 

SELF-MONITORING T-T > SOCIAL COMPETENCE "R 

Hypothesis ITa 

FAMILY INTEGRATION DIMENSION — — r n ^ SELF-MONITORING 

Hypothesis lib 

FAMILY DIFFERENTIATION DIMENSION rn > SELF-MONITORING 

Hypothesis Illa 

FAMILY INTEGRATION DIMENSION rn > SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

Hypothesis IIlb 

FAMILY DIFFERENTIATION DIMENSION rn ^ SOCIAL COMPETENCE 

FIGURE 1.1: Models of the Predicted Relationships Among Variables 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Procedures m d Sample 

The data were collected in a two-stage process as part of a 

larger study on family structural and functional variables related to 

competence in late adolescence. In Stage I, questionnaire packets 

were distributed at Texas Tech University and at the University of 

Arizona during freshman orientation meetings in the summer and in the 

dormitories and student union building early in the fall of 1980. At 

the freshman orientation meetings and in later mailings, both mothers 

and fathers also received parent questionnaires. Students returned 

their own questionnaires and consent forms by prepaid envelopes or in 

drop boxes placed in high-traffic locations on the campus. The 

importance of completing the questionnaire was publicized in campus 

newspapers and through meetings with various campus organizations. 

In this Stage I data collection, 2,313 freshmen responded. 

A subsample was selected for the Stage II data collection which 

involved a second questionnaire and behavioral observations. This 

sample was chosen using a stratified sampling technique based on 

family constellation groupings. These Stage II subjects were 

contacted during the spring semester of 1981 and were paid $5.00 each 

to complete the second questionnaire. A second consent form was 

obtained for this stage. (See Appendix for Stages I and II consent 

forms and questionnaires.) 

The present investigation utilizes the information obtained 

from students participating in both Stage I and Stage II data 

collection. Because 94% of this Stage II group identified themselves 

as white (with 2% black, 2% Mexican-American, and 2% other), the 

analyses in this investigation were limited to Anglo students. Thus, 

the sample for this study consisted of Anglo freshmen students (199 

males, 233 females) who entered Texas Tech University (49% of the 

sample) and the University of Arizona (51% of the sample) during the 

fall of 1980. Of these 432 students, 99% ranged in age from 17 to 
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19, whereas the other 1% were age 20 to 24, and 99.5% of the sample 

were never-married singles. 

Data about this sample suggest that it is comprised of 

adolescents from upward"":' mobile middle class families. This is 

based particularly on data pertaining to the educational and 

occupational statuses of mothers and fathers. Only 1% of the 

students' mothers and 3% of their fathers did not graduate from high 

school. In fact, the majority of both mothers (55%) and fathers 

(74%) had bachelors or advanced degrees. Seventy-two percent of the 

respondents reported their fathers to have entrepreneurial/ 

professional occupations, while only 29% reported blue/pink collar or 

service-oriented occupations for their fathers. Even 38% of their 

mothers were reported to have entrepreneurial/professional 

occupations. Mothers of the students in the sample tended to have 

careers outside the home, with only 33% reported to be homemakers. 

Another indicator of financial security is the extent to which 

students are responsible for their own educational expenses as well 

as the extent and focus of those expenses. For this sample, the 

primary source of income while in college was reported to come from 

family assistance (60% of males, 73% of females). Only 6% reported 

financial reliance on repayable loans. Likewise, 65% of the males 

and 73% of the females indicated that they would not have a job their 

freshman year. 

Along with a pattern of financial stability, there is also 

evidence of family structural stability in this sample. Eighty-five 

percent of the respondents reported their parents to be currently 

married to each other. The same percentage responded that they had 

spent their adolescence in a family with both biological parents. A 

full 92% lived in such families throughout their childhoods. 

Of 420 students who responded to a question about hometown 

size, 65% were from towns with populations over 50,000, with 29% 

reporting hometown sizes of over 400,000. (Seventy percent graduated 

with a high school class of more than 300.) Of 429 students 

responding to an item about current living arrangements, most (78%) 
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indicated the dormitory, 4% off-campus apartments, and 16% with 

parents or other relatives. Finally, of the 423 students who 

indicated that they had religious affiliations, sixty-eight percent 

were Protestant, 15% were Catholics, 7% were Jewish, and 10% 

indicated Other. 

Instruments 

The predictor variables were comprised of items from a variety 

of scales and subscales, including subscales from the Family 

Environment Scale (Moos, 1973, 1981), the Parenting Scale (Rundquist 

& Sletto, 1936), selected items from the Parent Behavior Form scored 

separately for perceptions of mother and father (Worell & Worell, 

1974), and closeness to mother and father ratings, developed for this 

research. Snyder's Self-Monitoring Scale (1974, 1987) was used to 

measure one of the criterion variables, willingness and ability to 

appraise and adjust expressive behavior in interpersonal contexts. 

Perceived social competence, the second criterion variable, was 

measured by the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich, Stapp, & 

Ervin, 1974). (See Table 2.1 for a list of measures for each 

construct and the Appendix, Table A.4, and the questionnaires, for 

individual items in each measure.) 

Predictor Variables 

Factor analyses were used to develop scales for assessing 

dimensions of integration and differentiation. Descriptions of each 

measure included in the factor analyses are presented below. 

Family Environment Scale 

The Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1973, 1981) is a 90 item 

scale composed of 90 true-false items (comprising 10 subscales of 

nine items each) evaluating the social climate of families along 

three general dimensions. The "relationship" dimension is measured 

by the subscales of Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict. 

"Personal growth" is assessed by the subscales of Independence, 
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Achievement Orientation, Moral-Religious Emphasis, Intellectual-

Cultural Orientation, and Active-Recreational Orientation. Finally, 

the subscales of Organization and Control rate the "system 

maintenance" dimension. 

Validation of the Family Environment Scale has been 

demonstrated with data from a variety of studies. Forman and Hagan 

(1984) note consistent differences between normal families and 

distressed families (with distressed families scoring lower on 

cohesion, expressiveness, and organization while also scoring higher 

on conflict). Concurrent validity has also been established in 

several studies (see Forman & Hagan, 1984) indicating that the Family 

Environment Scale discriminates between dysfunctional and functional 

families the same as do other established measures. Although 

validity studies focusing on the factor structure have found some 

evidence for a two-factor solution, the data tend to indicate that 

there is stability across samples of the scale's multidimensional 

structure (Forman & Hagan, 1984). 

The Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 was used to compute internal 

consistency for the ten subscales. These coefficients ranged from 

.64 to .78, with a mean coefficient of .73. Test-retest 

reliabilities of individual scores on each of the subscales ranged 

from .68 to .86. Intercorrelations indicate that these subscales are 

measuring different but related aspects of the family environment 

(Forman & Hagan, 1984). 

For the purposes of this study, items were chosen from 

subscales relevant to the dimensions of family differentiation and 

family integration. The family integration dimension encompasses the 

degree to which there are perceptions of family warmth, solidarity, 

trust, and support. Therefore, the subscales chosen for measures of 

this dimension were Cohesion and Conflict. The family 

differentiation dimension encompasses the degree to which subjects 

perceive the family as supportive of individual independent 

functioning, open to individual expression of ideas and feelings, and 
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non-intrusive. The subscales chosen for measures of this dimension 

were Independence, Expressiveness, and Control. 

Parent Behavior Form 

The Parent Behavior Form (Worell & Worell, 1974) is a set of 

135 statements describing parenting behaviors which asks the 

respondent to rate how descriptive the statement is of his/her 

parent. A three-point response scale is used, with 1 indicating "not 

like the parent", 2 indicating "somewhat like the parent", and 3 

indicating "like the parent". Thirteen subscales consisting of nine 

items each have been factored by Kelly and Worell (1976), yielding 

three relatively independent dimensions. These include "parental 

warmth versus rejection" (consisting of the subscales of Warmth, 

Active Involvement, Egalitarianism, Cognitive Independence, Hostile 

Control, and Rejection), "parental control" (consisting of the 

subscales of Strict Control, Punitive Control, Conformity, and Lax 

Control), and "parental cognitive involvement" (consisting of the 

subscales of Curiosity, Cognitive Competence, and Achievement 

Control). Worell and Worell (1974) report test-retest reliability 

coefficients ranging from .71 to .91 for ratings of fathers and .71 

to .86 for ratings of mothers at two-week intervals. 

For the purposes of this investigation, specific items from the 

Parent Behavior Form were selected which relate to the family 

dimensions of integration and differentiation. Of these 21 items, 6 

were from the subscale comprising the "parental warmth versus 

rejection" dimension, ten from the "parental control" dimension, and 

five from the "parental cognitive involvement" dimension. Each item 

was repeated for mothers and fathers, generating a total of 42 items 

from the Parent Behavior Form. 

Parenting Scale 

The Parenting Scale (Rundquist & Sletto, 1936) is a 21-item 

Likert-type scale in which the respondent is asked to indicate level 

of agreement or disagreement with statements concerning parents 
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and/or families. Responses range from 1, strongly agree with the 

statement, to 5, strongly disagree. In previous analyses with the 

larger data set, three factors were derived from a factor analysis of 

this scale (principal components, varimax rotation, separately for 

males and females) which were consistent for males and females. 

Items loading above .40 on the factors were averaged to form three 

subscales. These were (a) low parent intrusiveness, alpha = .78, (b) 

obligation to family, alpha = .71, and (c) family satisfaction and 

trust, alpha =.71 (Bell, et al., 1985). 

For the purposes of this investigation, low parent 

intrusiveness was chosen as a measure of family differentiation, and 

contentment at home was chosen as a measure of family integration. 

The Low Parent Intrusiveness Subscale consists of seven items such as 

"Parents too often expect their grown up children to obey them," with 

a higher score indicating less intrusive control and, thus, greater 

differentiation. The Family Satisfaction and Trust Subscale consists 

of five items such as "It is hard to keep a pleasant disposition at 

home," with a higher score indicating greater contentment. 

Parent Closeness Ratings 

Parent closeness was measured with two items asking the 

respondents to rate the closeness of their relationships with their 

father and their mother separately. The five-point rating scale 

ranges from 1 (not close) to 5 (extremely close). These closeness 

ratings were used as measures of family integration. 

Criterion Variables 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory 

Helmreich, Stapp, and Ervin (1974) developed the Texas Social 

Behavior Inventory (TSBI) as a global measure of perceived efficacy 

in social interactions. Specifically, the TSBI is designed to assess 

individual perceptions of social competence and social self-esteem. 

It is a 32-item scale consisting of declarative statements about 

interpersonal functioning such as "I am not likely to speak to people 
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until they speak to me." A five-alternative response scheme ranges 

from "not at all characteristic of me" (0) to very much 

characteristic of me" (4). 

The scale score is obtained by summing values across items, 

giving a possible range of 0 to 128. The TSBI has been normed, and 

in administrations to over 7000 subjects, those norms have been found 

to be stable, with no significant differences between sexes on the 

total scale scores. Test-retest reliability is .94 for males and .93 

for females. The scale is internally consistent and seems to display 

a high degree of construct validity, based on comparisons with other 

measures (Helmreich, et al., 1974). 

Self-Monitoring Scale 

Self-monitoring of expressive behavior typically has been 

measured using a total score from Snyder's (1974) original scale. 

However, others (e.g., Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980) have suggested 

using factor scores, and still others (e.g., Lennox and Wolfe, 1984) 

have devised entirely new scales. Snyder has also revised the 

original scale (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). Issues related to these 

differences in measurement are discussed below as a rationale for 

using the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale to measure self-monitoring of 

expressive behavior. 

Original Self-Monitoring Scale. The Self-Monitoring Scale 

(Snyder, 1974) was originally a 25-item assessment of an individual's 

ability and willingness to use self-presentational skills in 

interpersonal contexts in order to achieve desired goals. A Kuder-

Richardson 20 reliability of .66 was established (Snyder, 1974) and 

the scale found to be stable through test-retest reliability 

estimates ranging from .83 for a one month interval (Snyder, 1974) to 

.77 for a three and a half month interval (Snyder, 1987). The 

distribution of scores also has been shown to be stable over time and 

location (Snyder, 1972, 1987). Furnham and Henderson (1982) found 

the Self-Monitoring Scale scores to be rather insensitive to 

conscious efforts to give socially desirable answers. 
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Investigations of discriminant validity indicate that scores 

are independent of social desirability response sets and other 

possibly related psychological measures (see Snyder, 1987, for a 

complete discussion of all these comparisons). To establish 

construct validity, a variety of methods were used. Snyder (1974) 

established that the self-reported self-monitoring scores were 

congruent with ratings by college roommates on a variety of 

attributes thought to characterize high self-monitors. In 

determining whether the self-monitoring scale is a valid measure of 

the exercise of intentional control over nonverbal expressive 

behavior, high self-monitors were rated by naive judges as better 

able to convey directed, but unfelt emotions, in both the vocal and 

facial channels of expression (Snyder, 1974). In addition to using 

social comparison information for behavioral guidance more often than 

low self-monitors (Rarick, Soldow, & Geizer, 1976; Snyder, 1974), 

high self-monitors are more accurate in reading emotional expressions 

and deceptions of expression in others and in recounting "eyewitness" 

accounts of various situations (see Snyder, 1987). Criterion 

validity of the scale was established using several groups thought to 

have high self-monitoring tendencies, such as actors, and low self-

monitoring tendencies, such as psychiatric patients (Pilkonis, 1977; 

Snyder, 1974; Younger & Pliner, 1976). 

Revised Self-Monitoring Scale. Some investigators (e.g., 

Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Lennox & Wolfe, 

1984) have suggested that the Self-Monitoring Scale is measuring 

several relatively independent factors rather than reflecting a uni

dimensional structure that can be measured by one variable. Snyder 

proposes that there is one latent variable underlying the self-

monitoring scale structure (see Gangestad & Snyder, 1985; Snyder & 

Gangestad, 1986; Snyder, 1987). 

The Revised Self-Monitoring Scale uses 18 of the original items 

(Snyder, 1987; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). Snyder proposes that this 

revised scale better reflects the latent class variable because it 

eliminates some of the items from the full scale which do not 
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discriminate well between low and high self-monitors and which did 

not load highly on the first factor of the unrotated factor 

structure. Several of these items are related to insincerity (e.g., 

"In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what other oeoole 

expect me to be rather than anything else"). The revised scale has 

an internal consistency (coefficient alpha) of .70, compared to the 

.66 of the original scale. Replications of previous research using 

the original scale indicate that there is an average correlation of 

.93 between the original and revised measures. So although the same 

construct is being measured, Snyder (1987) proposes the revised scale 

to be somewhat more stable, less vulnerable to a confounding of 

insincerity, and a more accurate measure of the latent variable. 

Control Variables 

Several variables were considered as possible controls due to 

their theoretical and previously established empirical relationships 

to the criterion variables. Control variables originally considered 

for this study included: (a) those which indicate possible socio-

cultural differences in socialization and parenting practices, 

including occupational status of mother and father (blue/pink collar 

and service occupations vs. managerial/entrepreneurial and 

professional occupations), highest educational levels achieved by 

mother and father, size of hometown (measured on a six-point scale 

ranging from 10,000 or less to over 400,000), and racial/ethnic 

background (self-identification); (b) general family structure 

variables including rearing circumstance while growing up (with both 

biological parents vs. other arrangements) and current living 

arrangement (independently vs. with family); and (c) individual 

characteristics of gender, intellectual ability (measured by college 

entrance exam scores on the SAT or ACT, each converted to standard 

scores), and perceived physical attractiveness (self-ratings on a 

three-point scale of how others judge their appearance--slightly 

attractive to very attractive). 
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Restricted variation in responses to the item on racial/ethnic 

background led to a decision to limit the sample to Anglo students. 

Subsequent analyses (see Results section) limited the final group of 

control variables to gender, father's occupation, and perceived 

physical attractiveness. Gender was handled by performing all 

analyses separately for males and females. Father's occupation and 

perceived physical attractiveness were entered into the analyses as 

covariates. 
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TABLE 2.1 
Measures of Initial Predictor and Criterion Variables 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES CRITERION VARIABLES 

Family Integration Dimension 

Family cohesion (FES:9) 

Low family conflict (FES:9) 

Parent involvement and 
support (PBF:10)' 

Parent warmth and 

acceptance (PBF:12)' 

Parent closeness (FCR:2)' 

Family satisfaction (PS:5) 

Social Competence 

Perceived social competence 
(TSBI:32) 

Self-Monitoring 

Self-monitoring of expressive 
behavior (RSMS:18) 

Family Differentiation Dimension 

Family encouragement of: 
Independence (FES:9) 
Expressiveness (FES:9) 

Low family and parent control 
(FES:9; PBF:20)^ 

Low family intrusiveness (PS:7) 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES: 

FES = Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1973, 1981) 
PBF = Parent Behavior Form (Worell & Worell, 1974) 
PS = Parenting Scale (Rundquist & Sletto, 1936) 
FCR = Family Closeness Ratings (developed for this research) 

CRITERION VARIABLES: 

TSBI = Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich, 
Stapp, & Ervin, 1974) 

RSMS = Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) 

Note. The names of scales and the number of those scale items 
included in the factor analyses are noted in parentheses. For 
individual scale items, see Appendix. 

'These scales are repeated for mother and father separately. 

47 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Preliminarv Analyses 

Scale Development 

Principal components analyses were performed in order to 

develop measures of the predictor variables, family integration and 

family differentiation. Since some of the original items referred to 

either mothers or fathers, whereas others referred to the entire 

family, these were treated separately and are referred to below as 

"parent set" and "family set," respectively. 

With each set of variables, a principal components extraction 

routine was performed for males and females separately. The Initial 

Principal Components (unrotated factors), as well as factors from 

Varimax (orthogonal) rotation and Promax (oblique) rotation were 

compared. The interfactor correlations were relatively low (ranging 

from .02 to .33), and the Varimax rotated factor pattern seemed to 

yield more factors with items common to males and females perceptions 

of mothers and perceptions of fathers. Thus, these orthogonal 

rotations were used in all cases to develop scales in which the same 

items could be used for alT groups. The questionnaire locations of 

the initial items included in the factoring procedures are in the 

Appendix (Table A.4) as well as lists and locations of the items in 

each of the ten finalized scales which were used as predictor 

variables (Tables A.5 and A.6). 

Parent Set of Predictor Variables 

For the parent set of predictor variables, items were factored 

separately for male and female students and for mother items and 

father items. Three factors emerged with three or more items in 

common loading .4 or higher in all four group analyses (Table 3.1). 

Mother and father scales were derived from each of these common 

factors of the parent set of variables (see Appendix for all scale 
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items and questionnaire locations). Two idendical scales pertaining 

to mothers and to fathers were used in the final analyses. 

(1) Father supportiveness/mother supportiveness (a 

general integration factor, indicating attachment 

to and perceived warmth and emotional 

supportiveness from the parent in question), 

composed of five items from the Worell and Worell 

(1974) Parent Behavior Form and the two Family 

Closeness Ratings developed for this research. A 

high score on these mother and father 

supportiveness scales indicates closer parental 

relationships (i.e., greater family integration). 

(2) Low father restrictiveness/low mother restrictiveness (a 

differentiation factor, indicating less restrictive 

parental control versus establishment and maintenance of 

firm protective limits/controls by the parent in 

question), comprised of four items from the Worell and 

Worell (1974) Parent Behavior Form. A higher score is 

indicative of less restrictive control (i.e., greater 

autonomy and differentiation) by the parent. 

A third factor found consistently in all four analyses and 

labeled father autonomous thought/mother autonomous thought, was 

related to the degree of parental support of the student's autonomous 

thought. Father/mother scales from this third factor were not 

included in the final analyses due to low reliabilities of these 

scales (fathers, alpha = .45 and mothers, alpha = .42). 

Family Set of Predictor Variables 

Separate factor analyses were done on items pertaining to 

global family functioning. Principal components analyses were done 

separately for family integration and family differentiation 

variables, for females and males. These analyses of the family set 

of variables yielded three factors pertaining to integration (Table 

3.2) and three pertaining to differentiation (Table 3.3). For 
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the integration dimension, three scales were derived from those 

factors. 

(1) Family cooperation (general family closeness and perceived 

family cooperation), composed of six items from the 

Family Environment Cohesion Subscale. A high score 

indicates cohesion (i.e., greater family integration). 

(2) Family security (a scale of general satisfaction and a 

sense of security and trust with family members), 

composed of five items from Rundquist and Sletto's (1936) 

Parenting Scale. A high score indicates greater family 

integration. 

(3) Low family conflict (a scale assessing the extent of 

disagreement and argument among family members), made up 

of three items from the Family Environment Conflict 

Subscale (MoHx, 1973, 1981). A high score indicates less 

conflict among family members (i.e., greater family 

integration). 

The three factors of the differentiation dimension yielded the 

following three scales. 

(1) Low family intrusiveness (a scale concerning the 

perception of one's family as controlling and intrusive 

vs. allowing appropriate individual functioning and 

autonomy), comprised of seven items only from Rundquist 

and Sletto's (1936) Parenting Scale- A high score 

indicates less family intrusiveness and more allowance of 

appropriate autonomous functioning (i.e., greater family 

differentiation). 

(2) Low family focus on rules (a scale assessing the extent to 

which a family establishes and maintains rules and limit-

setting vs. allowing more individual, spontaneous 

behavior), composed of four items from the Family 

Environment Control Subscale (Moos, 1973, 1981). A high 

score indicates less focus on the rules and more 
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allowance of individuality (i.e., greater family 

differentiation). 

(3) Individual action (a scale of the extent to which the 

adolescent engages in activity independent of any 

involvement from other family members), comprised of 

three items from the Moos' (1973, 1981) Family 

Environment Subscales of Control, Independence, and 

Expressiveness. A high score indicates family acceptance 

of autonomous behavior (i.e., greater family 

differentiation). 

Descriptive Data 

Predictor Variables 

Reliability coefficients (Table 3.4) indicate that the alpha 

coefficients of scales from the integration dimension range from .60 

to .82, whereas those from the differentiation dimension scales range 

from .57 to .77. Mean scale scores were used in all analyses, rather 

than total scale scores, because of occasional missing data on 

individual items. 

One-way analyses of variance were used to evaluate gender 

differences on these measures (Table 3.5). Two integration measures 

were significantly related to gender. On the father supportiveness 

measure, females scored significantly higher (M = 2.54) than males (M 

= 2.42), indicating that females perceived their fathers to be closer 

and more supportive; and they scored lower on the low family conflict 

scale (i.e., they experienced more family conflict) (M = 0.44) than 

did males (M = 0.52). There were additional gender differences 

found in the differentiation dimension variables. With higher scores 

indicating low restrictiveness, males reported significantly less 

father restrictiveness (M = 2.09) than did females (M = 1.85), as 

well as less restrictive control from mothers (males, M = 2.04; 

females, M = 1.84). Finally, with higher scores signifying a 

perception of less family intrusiveness, females scored significantly 
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higher (M = 3.26) than males (M = 3.17) on the low family 

intrusiveness scale. 

Correlation coefficients among the finalized set of predictor 

variables (see Appendix) are not high, with the exception of the 

association between low mother restrictiveness and low father 

restrictiveness (males, r = +.60, e = .0001; females, r = +.70, a = 

.0001). Both of these variables are included in subsequent analyses 

since there were no differences in the outcome of regression analyses 

which included only one versus both of these variables. 

Criterion Variables 

Internal consistency (Table 3.4) for this sample on the Texas 

Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich et al., 1974), was .92. The 

Revised Self-Monitoring Scale's alpha coefficient for this sample was 

.70, the same as that reported by Snyder (1987). (The reliability 

for the original 25-item Self-Monitoring Scale was .68.) Mean scale 

scores for the criterion variables were used in all analyses. 

Univariate analyses of variance (Table 3.5) revealed significant 

gender differences in self-monitoring scores, with females scoring 

somewhat lower (M =1.53) than males (M = 1.57). Gender differences 

were not significant for the other criterion variable, perceived 

social competence. 

Control Variables 

The bases for determining a control variable's inclusion in the 

final regression model were its degree of correlation with the 

criterion variables and its distributional characteristics. (See 

Table 3.6 for correlation coefficients of all proposed control 

variables with the criterion variables.) As previously noted, the 

sample was limited to Anglo respondents due to the extremely limited 

range of the racial/ethnic background variable (94.5% of the 

respondents identified themselves as "white"). Because the 

literature has indicated a disparity in findings related to family 

functioning for males and females, particularly in relationships with 
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mothers and fathers, analyses for gender groups were done separately. 

This permitted comparisons of patterns of relationships between 

parent/family variables for males and females. 

Only two of the other originally proposed control variables 

were significantly related to either criterion variable: 

(a) father's occupation, representing an estimation of socioeconomic 

status, and (b) perceived physical attractiveness, representing a 

perception of how others view the student's appearance. 

Univariate analyses of variance indicated no significant gender 

differences for either of these two control variables (Table 3.5). 

In correlations of these control variables with the criterion 

variables (Table 3.6), father's occupation was found to be positively 

related to both social competence and self-monitoring for females 

(but not males). Perceptions of the attractiveness of one's physical 

appearance to others was significantly related to perceived social 

competence for both genders but was not significantly related to 

self-monitoring for either gender (Table 3.5). 

In sum, the factors controlled in this study were racial/ethnic 

background, gender, father's occupation, and perceived physical 

attractiveness. The last two were included as covariates in the 

multiple regression analyses. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

The first hypothesis was tested using Pearson's correlation 

coefficient. Subsequent multiple regression analyses were performed 

using standard inclusion, which tests the effects of each predictor 

variable on the criterion variable with the effects of all other 

predictor variables and covariates partialed out of the regression 

equation. Thus, these are more conservative tests, in keeping with 

the explanatory nature of the investigation. 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypothesis, predicting a positive relationship 

between self-monitoring scores and perceived social competence, was 
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supported for males (r = +.32, a = .0001, n = 199) and for females (r 

= +.34, e = .0001, n = 233). 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis Ila 

This hypothesis, predicting a positive relationship between 

self-monitoring and the family functioning dimension of integration 

for both genders, was tested with standard multiple regression, using 

self-monitoring as the criterion variable (see Table 3.7). Predictor 

variables included father supportiveness, mother supportiveness, 

family cooperation, family security, and low family conflict. The 

two control variables, father's occupation and perceived physical 

attractiveness, were entered into the regression equation as 

covariates. 

Males. For males, mother supportiveness was positively related 

to self-monitoring, as expected (b = +.10, g = .02). Low family 

conflict was significantly related to self-monitoring (b = -.08, a = 

-05), but negatively rather than positively, contrary to predictions. 

(In other words, higher levels of family conflict were associated 

with higher self-monitoring scores.) This unexpected result was 

compared to the zero-order correlations and the signs found to be 

consistent (Table 3.8). The other individual integration dimension 

variables were not related significantly to self-monitoring scores 

for males. Omitting the control variables, this integration model 

was significantly related to self-monitoring for males, F (5/192) = 

3.14, a = .01, R̂  = .08. 

Females. For females, family security was the only predictor 

variable from the integration model showing a significant 

relationship with self-monitoring, and it was not in the 

theoretically expected positive direction, (b = -.05, £ = .04). 

This negative direction of association is consistent with that found 

in the zero-order correlations (Table 3.8). With control variables 

omitted, this overall integration model was not significantly related 

to self-monitoring for females, F (5/225) = 1.53, £ = .18, R' = .03. 
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Summary. Regression of self-monitoring on this integration 

dimension model yielded different results for males and females. For 

males, higher self-monitoring scores were associated with a 

perception of greater closeness and supportiveness from mother as 

well as higher levels of family conflict. For females, higher self-

monitoring scores were associated with a lower sense of security 

within the family. However, coefficients in all cases were small. 

Hypothesis lib 

The prediction of a positive relationship between self-

monitoring scores and the family functioning dimension of 

differentiation for both genders was tested with standard multiple 

regression analysis, using self-monitoring as the criterion variable 

(see Table 3.9). The model included the predictor variables low 

father restrictiveness, low mother restrictiveness, low family 

intrusiveness, low focus on rules, and family encouragement of 

individual action. The two control variables were covariates. 

Males. For males, there were no significant relationships 

between the individual predictor variables of the family 

differentiation model and self-monitoring. Omitting the control 

variables, the overall model was not significantly related to self-

monitoring, F (5/190) = .92, e =.47, R' = .02. 

Females. Low family intrusiveness was negatively related to 

self-monitoring (b = -.04, £ = .05) for females. (This means that 

high self-monitoring females tend to view their families as more 

intrusive and can be thought of as less satisfied with the amount of 

autonomy allowed them in the family.) Although this was not the 

expected direction, a comparison with the zero-order correlations 

showed consistency in the direction of the relationship (Table 3.8). 

Omitting the control variables, this differentiation model was not 

significantly related to self-monitoring for females, F (5/221) = 

1.24, a = .29, R̂  = .03. 

Summary. For males, self-monitoring was not associated with 

any of the family differentiation variables. However, for females, 
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higher self-monitoring scores were associated with perceptions of 

greater family intrusiveness, in the direction opposite of that 

expected. Overall, the family differentiation dimension model did 

not predict self-monitoring scores in either males or females. 

Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis Ilia 

This hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between 

perceived social competence and the family functioning dimension of 

integration for both genders. Standard multiple regression analyses 

were used to test this hypothesis (Table 3.10), with predictor 

variables of father supportiveness, mother supportiveness, family 

cooperation, family security, and low family conflict. The control 

variables of father's occupation and perceived attractiveness were 

used as covariates. 

Males. There were several significant positive relationships 

of individual family integration variables with perceived social 

competence (measured by the TSBI) for males. These positive 

associations were found, as expected, for father supportiveness (b = 

+.16. fi = .03), family cooperation (b = +.35, fi = .05), and family 

security (b = +.12, g = .04). Unexpectedly, for males, perceived 

social competence scores were negatively related to low family 

conflict scores (b = -.25, Q. = .02), indicating that more socially 

competent young men tended to perceive their families to have higher 

levels of family conflict. This negative beta was consistent with 

the zero-order correlation (Table 3.8). Omitting the control 

variables, the overall family integration dimension model was 

significantly related to perceived social competence for males, £ 

(5/192) = 6.63, a = .0001, R' = .15. 

Females. For females, social competence was related to only 

two individual integration variables, but both relationships were in 

the predicted positive direction. Family security was significantly 

related to perceived social competence (b = +.13, £ = .03), as was 

low family conflict (b = +.23, £ = .02). Thus, these socially 
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competent young women tended to trust their families, and they did 

not perceive their families to be conflictual. The other predictor 

variables from the family integration dimension did not approach 

significance. Omitting the control variables, the overall 

integration model was significantly related to perceived social 

competence, F (5/230) = 2.74, a = .02, R' = .06. 

Summary. Social competence scores for both males and females 

were associated with the family integration dimension model, but this 

relationship seems to have somewhat greater importance for males than 

for females. For females, the integration model predicted only 6% of 

the variance with social competence; whereas for males, the model 

accounted for 15% of the variation in those scores. Specifically, 

analyses of family functioning factors indicated that more socially 

competent males tended to be closer to and perceive more support from 

their fathers, to report greater family cooperation and sense of 

family security, and to perceive more family conflict (i.e., they 

scored lower on the low family conflict scale than did males who 

perceived themselves to be less socially competent). For females, 

higher social competence scores were related to greater family 

security and less reported family conflict. 

Hypothesis IIlb 

The prediction of this hypothesis is for a positive 

relationship between perceived social competence scores and the 

family functioning dimension of differentiation for both genders 

(see Table 3.11). Multiple regression analyses were performed, using 

the predictor variables of low father restrictiveness, low mother 

restrictiveness, low family intrusiveness, low family focus on rules, 

and family encouragement of individual action. The two control 

variables were entered as covariates. 

Males. For males, significant positive relationships were 

found between the TSBI and low father restrictiveness (b = +.20, fi = 

.02) as well as low family intrusiveness (b = +.23, a = .0001). 

These were consistent with the hypothesis that higher TSBI scores 
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would be associated with greater family differentiation. However, 

the relationship between perceived social competence and low family 

focus on rules was unexpectedly negative (b = -.35, £ = .005), 

indicating that higher social competence scores were associated with 

a greater family emphasis on rules. The direction of effects was 

compared to the zero-order correlations and found to be consistent 

(Table 3.8). Omitting the control variables, this differentiation 

model was signficantly related to social competence, F (5/190) = 

7.81, £ = .0001, R̂  = .17. 

Females. For females, no family differentiation variables were 

significantly related to social competence scores. Omitting the 

controls, this differentiation model was not significant for females, 

F (5/221) = .83, u = .53, R̂  = .02. 

Summary. For males, the family differentiation dimension is 

positively related to higher perceived social competence, accounting 

for 17% of the variance in the TSBI scores. More socially competent 

males tended to perceive their fathers as allowing more autonomy 

(i.e., were less restrictive) and their families as less intrusive 

than did less socially competent males. However, more socially 

competent males perceived their families to set and maintain firm 

family rules more than those scoring lower on social competence. 

Female social competence was found to have no relationship to the 

family differentiation dimension model nor to any of the individual 

variables in that separate model. 

Secondary Analyses 

Combined Dimension Model 

In order to assess the relative impact of the two family 

functioning dimensions on self-monitoring and on social competence, 

all ten predictor variables from both dimensions (family integration 

and family differentiation) were combined into a single regression 

model. Again, the two criterion variables were regressed separately 

on this model, scores of males and females were analyzed separately, 

and father's occupation and perceived physical attractiveness were 
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included as covariates. Tables 3.12 - 3.15 provide detailed 

information, for males and females separately, about findings from 

analyses performed with this combined family dimensions model. 

Included in these tables are analyses for joint effects which were 

performed using the entire combined model. (These effects are 

explained more fully below.) However, the values reported for all 

main effects are from analyses completed without the joint terms 

entered into the regression equation. Tables 3.16 - 3.19 provide 

comparison summaries, for males and females separately, of the 

findings from the analyses using the separate dimension models 

compared to this combined dimensions model. 

Results were generally consistent between analyses of 

individual dimensions and the combined dimension model for each 

criterion variable within each gender group. Though a variable 

indicating significance in an individual dimension model might not 

reach significance with the addition of variables in the combined 

dimensions model, such variables were always in a consistent 

direction and had the largest effect sizes (and lowest probability 

values) of any of the other nonsignificant variables in the combined 

dimensions model. Across all analyses, in 10 cases, there were 

consistent, significant results across the separate and combined 

dimensions models. In 3 cases, the variables approach significance 

in the combined model (fi<.ll). In three cases, variables which were 

significant in the separate dimensions model analysis were not 

significant, but in all three cases, the effect size was greater than 

for other nonsignificant variables, and the direction of effects were 

consistent. 

It should be noted that in each analysis of social competence 

scores, including the combined model, the largest effect size was 

achieved by one of the control variables, perceived physical 

attractiveness. Although effects were larger for women (b = .31, £ = 

.0001, eta^ = .07), men's scores also were related to physical 

attractiveness (b = .22, g = .002, eta' = .04). No significant 

relationships were found between physical attractiveness and self-
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monitoring for either gender. In addition, for women, father's 

occupation predicted both social competence scores and self-

monitoring scores, with higher occupational status of the father 

being associated w'th higher perceived social competence (b = .18, £ 

= .03, eta^ = .02) and higher self-monitoring of expressive behavior 

(b = .06, fi = .04, eta' = .02). 

Joint Effects Model 

The effects discussed below are often labeled "interaction 

effects", but it has been suggested by Pedhazur (1982) that the term 

"joint effects" is a more accurate label since the effects are 

derived from simple multiplicative functions. Following that 

recommendation, this report uses the terms "joint effects" to 

indicate the effects of combined action of two or more variables and 

"joint terms" to indicate those terms, or variables, which are being 

investigated in combination. 

Because of the possibility of joint effects with these two 

family functioning dimensions of integration and differentiation, 

joint terms between variables in these different dimensions were 

examined for each criterion variable. These analyses were restricted 

to three first order joint effects which were chosen for their 

theoretical relevance. 

The research of Grotevant and Cooper (1985, 1986) as well as 

that of Baumrind (1983, 1989) indicates that the combination of 

integration and differentiation in families fosters the development 

of social competence and elements of self-monitoring such as role-

taking. Therefore, this study examined the joint effects of (a) 

father supportiveness and low father restrictiveness (referred to as 

father close autonomy), (b) mother supportiveness and low mother 

restrictiveness (referred to as mother close autonomy), and (c) 

family cooperation and low family intrusiveness (referred to as 

family close autonomy). These joint terms were added to the combined 

dimensions model for each analysis so that the variance accounted for 
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by the main effects of all variables was extracted prior to 

evaluating the joint effects. 

None of the three joint terms were related significantly to 

social competence for either males (Table 3.14) or females (Table 

3.15). Nor were there any associations of the joint terms to self-

monitoring for males (Table 3.12). However, Table 3.13 shows that, 

for females, there was a significant joint effect for mother close 

autonomy (the joint term of mother supportiveness and low mother 

restrictiveness). 

As a follow-up to this significant joint effect, a factorial, 

2 X 2 analysis of variance was performed with mother supportiveness 

and low mother restrictiveness divided into two discrete categories 

each. This analysis yielded a significant interaction effect, F 

(1/229) = 7.90, a = .005. The structure of this significant 

interaction is shown in Figure 3.1. 

Based upon a Tukey (1977) post-hoc test of differences, only 

the two extreme groups (nonrestrictive, less close mothers and 

nonrestrictive, extremely close mothers) were found to differ 

significantly (£<.01) from one another on self-monitoring scores 

(Figure 3.1). The nature of this effect was that, compared to the 

other three groups, the group of young women perceiving their mothers 

to be less close/supportive and less restrictive (i.e., less involved 

mothers) had significantly higher self-monitoring scores. In 

addition, the group perceiving their mothers to be extremely 

close/supportive and less restrictive had significantly lower self-

monitoring scores than the other three groups. 

It should be noted that the range of female responses to the 

mother supportiveness scale was limited. The modal mean score on 

that scale was at the top limit for females, 3.0. That is, 52% of 

the females had the highest possible mean score, indicating extreme 

supportiveness from their mothers. None had the lowest possible mean 

score, and few females had low mean scores. Therefore, the mother 

supportiveness measure was dichotomized into extreme supportiveness 

(mean scores of 3.0) and less supportiveness (mean scores of 1.4 to 
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2.8) categories. This "less supportiveness" category should probably 

be viewed as moderate or mid-range support. 

The low mother restrictiveness scale is comprised of items 

having to do with the degree of protective parental control the 

mother is perceived to exercise. This scale includes such items as 

"My mother tells me what time to be home" and "My mother keeps me 

from going places where something might happen to me." These data 

suggest that for females, rules imposed by mothers are important for 

self-monitoring, whereas rules do not play a part in male self-

monitoring. In addition, extreme supportiveness from/closeness to 

mother combined with nonrestrictive mothering may not be conducive to 

the development of self-monitoring for women. 

Overview of Findings 

Analyses of these data indicate a positive correlation between 

self-monitoring and social competence for both males and females. 

Although this supports the first hypothesis, the amount of variance 

accounted for in social competence by self-monitoring was fairly 

small (.10). 

The relationships of the family functioning dimensions (family 

integration and family differentiation) were evaluated by two 

different multiple regression models for each hypothesis, each done 

separately for males and females. The first was a model comprised of 

the variables included in only one family dimension. In the second 

model, variables from both family functioning dimensions were 

included. 

Hypotheses Ila and lib predicted a positive relationship 

between each of the family functioning dimensions (integration and 

differentiation) and self-monitoring. For males, no family 

differentiation dimension variables and only two integration 

variables were significantly related to self-monitoring. And, among 

these two variables, only mother supportiveness was positively 

related to self-monitoring, as predicted. Low family conflict was 

negatively related (i.e., self-monitoring scores were significantly 
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related to reports of higher levels of family conflict). Thus, 

neither hypothesis was supported for males. 

Neither were .these hypotheses supported for females. Only one 

family integration factor (family security) and one family 

differentiation factor (low family intrusiveness) were significantly 

related to women's self-monitoring scores in the separate dimensions 

analyses; neither reached significance in analysis of the combined 

dimensions model. More importantly, these relationships were not in 

the predicted direction (i.e., higher self-monitoring was related to 

less family security and perceptions of greater family 

intrusiveness). 

Further analyses did indicate a joint effect of mother 

supportiveness and mother low restrictiveness for females in this 

sample. For females, level of mother support does not relate to 

self-monitoring under conditions of high mother restrictiveness. 

However, under conditions of low/moderate mother restrictiveness, 

less closeness to mother is associated with significantly higher 

self-monitoring scores than is extreme closeness. 

Hypotheses Ilia and 11lb predicted that social competence 

scores would be positively related to each family functioning 

dimension (integration and differentiation) for males and females. 

The data provided moderate support for these hypotheses in the case 

of males. Perceived mother supportiveness was not related to social 

competence, and, unexpectedly, higher social competence scores were 

found in males who perceived greater levels of conflict in their 

families. Other than these, the relationships of the integration 

variables to social competence for males were significant and 

positive, as predicted. With anlyses using the combined model, these 

relationships among the integration variables and social competence 

became weaker as the differentiation variables were added to the 

model. However, except in the case of family security, the same 

integration variables continued to at least approach significance in 

the combined model. 
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Investigation of the differentiation dimension and its 

relationship to social competence for males revealed strong positive 

relationships, as predicted, to the individual variables of father 

restrictiveness and low family intrusiveness. However, contrary to 

expectations, the low family focus on rules scale was negatively 

related to social competence, and the individual action factor did 

not reach significance in either the separate or combined dimensions 

models for males. 

For females, the integration dimension analyses revealed only 

one consistent effect across models--a positive relationship of 

social competence to the low family conflict scale (i.e., socially 

competent females perceive their families to be less conflictual). 

Family security also was significantly and positively related to 

social competence in the separate integration model analysis, but it 

only approached significance in the combined model analysis. Thus, 

the data provide only minimal support for the hypothesis that the 

integration dimension is positively related to social competence for 

females. The hypothesis that differentiation factors would be 

positively related to perceived social competence received no support 

from these data in either of the women's models. 

Dimensions of family functioning (integration and 

differentiation) seem to have a somewhat greater impact on social 

competence than on self-monitoring for males (R' = .15 vs. .08 for the 

integration model; R' = .17 vs. .12 for the differentiation model). 

Tests of the beta coefficients for each family functioning variable 

(Table 3.20) yielded no significant gender differences in the case of 

self-monitoring. However, there were some significant gender 

differences in the relationship of these family functioning variables 

to perceived social competence (Table 3.21). Compared to females, 

the males in this sample reported significantly more family 

cooperation/cohesion, greater family conflict, and less father 

restrictiveness. Approaching significance were the gender 

differences of perceived father supportiveness and a family focus on 

rules, with males scores indicating higher levels of each. 
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To summarize, self-monitoring is moderately and positively 

related to perceived social competence. The hypothesized model of 

dual family dimensions seems to predict perceived social competence 

for males but not females, and it does not seem to be of great value 

in predicting self-monitoring scores for either males or females. 

Although the relationships of the criterion variables to some of the 

family functioning models might be significant, the directions of 

some of those relationships were not always positive, as originally 

hypothesized. 
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TABLE 3.1 
Principal Components Analyses Using the Parent Predictor 

Variables: Rotated Loadings'(Varimax)' 

Scale Item* 

Component A: 

Mother 

Males 

Mother/Father Supportiveness 

Closeness to M/F 
M/F gives lots of praise 
M/F makes me feel better 

when upset 
M/F encourages me to keep 

an open mind 
M/F openly shows me love 
M/F tells me I can really 

be something someday 
% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' 

Component B: 
Low Mother/Father Restrict 

M/F insists I do exactly 
as I am told (R) 

M/F keeps me from going 
where something might 
happen to me (R) 

M/F tells me what time 
to be home (R) 

M/F has few rules for me 
% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' 

CORRELATIONS OF COMPONENT 
A WITH COMPONENT B 

Note. All other items in the 

.59 

.54 

.37 

.37 

.72 

.62 

.11 

iveness 

.68 

.63 

.79 

.63 

.11 

.19 

parent 

Females 

set 

.73 

.60 

.72 

.46 

.72 

.42 

.15 

.65 

.64 

.67 

.73 

.12 

-03 

which 

Males 

.66 

.82 

.89 

.45 

.86 

.65 

.16 

.52 

.71 

.72 

.58 

.10 

.30 

were exc 

Father 

Females 

.79 

.75 

.73 

.48 

.79 

-49 
.18 

.43 

.59 

.69 

.67 

.10 

.14 

luded from the 
scales had loadings <.4 on at least one of the analyses. None of the 
items in this set loaded at >.4 on both components. 

"(R) indicates reversal of scoring before analysis. 

'Four separate analyses were done for mothers and fathers, males and 
females. Father analyses: males n = 193; females n = 226; Mother 
analyses: males n = 197; females n = 230. 

'Percentage of variance in this parent set (of 22 variables for each 
analysis) explained by the component following rotation. 
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TABLE 3.2 
Principal Components Analyses Using Family Integration 

Predictors: Rotated Loadings (Varimax)' 

Scale Item" Males Females 

Component A: Family Cooperation 

Family members help and support one another .72 .51 
There is a feeling of togetherness in family -62 .74 
Family members back each other up .58 .64 
There is very little group spirit in family (R) .70 .69 
We get along well with each other .58 .59 
There is time and attention for everyone .66 .69 

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' .13 .14 

Component B: Family Security 

It is hard to keep a pleasant disposition (R) .63 .54 
People in the family can be trusted completely .59 .63 
One becomes nervous at home (R) .73 .61 
One's parents treat him/her fairly and sensibly .73 .65 
One feels most contented at home .56 .65 

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' .11 .10 

Component C: Low Family Conflict 

Family members rarely become openly angry .82 .72 
Family members hardly ever lose their tempers .65 .71 
In our family, we believe you don't ever get 

anywhere by raising your voice .35 .67 
% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' ^^7 .10 

CORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS: 

Family Cooperation x Family Security .33 .17 
Family Security x Low Family Conflict .21 .31 
Family Cooperation x Low Family Conflict .24 .10 

Note. Items in this family set excluded from the scales loaded <.4 
on at least one of the analyses. For both males and females, no item 
in these scales loaded >.4 on the other two components. 

"(R) indicates reversal of scoring before analyses. 

'Separate analyses done for males (n = 194) and females (n = 232). 

'Percentage of variance in this family integration set (of 23 
variables) explained by the component following rotation. 
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TABLE 3.3 
Principal Components Analyses Using Family 

Differentiation Preclictors: Rotated Loadings (Varimax)' 

Scale Item* Maies Females 

Component A: Low Family Intrusiveness 

Parents expect too much from their children (R) .59 .55 
Parents too often expect their grown 

children to obey (R) 
Parents are too old fashioned in their ideas (R) 
Family members are too curious about one's 

personal affairs (R) 
Parents are too particular about the company 

one keeps (R) 
Obligations to one's family are a great 

handicap to a young person today (R) 
Parents and children live in different worlds (R) 

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' 

Component B: Low Family Rule Focus 

There are very few rules to follow 
There are set ways of doing things at home (R) 
There is a strong emphasis on following rules (R) 
You can't get away with much in our family (R) 

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED' 

Component C: Individual Action 

We say anything we want to around home (R) 
We come and go as we want to in our family (R) 
We can do whatever we want to in our family (R) 

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED^ \2 

CORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS: 
Low Family Intrusiveness x Low Family Rule Focus 
Low Family Focus on Rules x Individual Action 
Low Family Intrusiveness x Individual Action 

.63 

.70 

.68 

.62 

.67 

.66 

.10 

.53 

.59 

.81 

.55 

.03 

.77 

.45 

.69 
-06 

.02 

.24 

.08 

.63 

.69 

.71 

.66 

.55 

.61 

.09 

.46 

.42 

.73 
-40 
.06 

.38 

.70 

.75 

.05 

.07 
-.08 

.07 

Note. Items in this family set excluded from the scales loaded <.4 
on at least one of the analyses. For both males and females, no item 
in these scales loaded >-4 on the other two components. 

»(R) indicates a reversal of scoring before analysis. 

'Separate analyses done for males (n = 195) and females (n = 231). 

^Percentage of variance in this family differentiation set (of 34 
variables) explained by the component following rotation. 
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TABLE 3.4 
Reliability Coefficients 

Scale n alpha 

Criterion Variables 

Revised Self-Monitoring Scale 411 .70 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory 420 .92 

Predictor Variables: Integration Dimension 

Father Supportiveness Scale 

Mother Supportiveness Scale 

Family Cooperation Scale 

Family Security Scale 

Low Family Conflict Scale 

Predictor Variables: Differentiation Dimension 

Low Father Restrictiveness Scale 426 .65 

Low Mother Restrictiveness Scale 428 .70 

Low Family Intrusiveness Scale 429 .77 

Low Family Focus on Rules Scale 430 .57 

Individual Action Scale 431 .59 

420 

428 

430 

430 

431 

.82 

.71 

.77 

.66 

.60 

Note, Cronbach's alpha was used to compute internal consistency of 
scales. 
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TABLE 3.5 
Gender Differences: One Way of Analyses of Variance 

Dependent Variable 

CRITERION VARIABLES 

Self-Monitoring 
Social Competence 

CONTROL VARIABLES 

df 

1/430 
1/430 

F 

4.40 
0.17 

a 

.04 

.68 

Meai 

Males 

1.57 
2.61 

ns' 

Females 

1.53 
2.59 

Father's Occupation 1/423 0.17 .68 0.73 0.71 
Physically Attractive 1/425 2.93 .09 1.97 2.05 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

1/428 
1/430 
1/430 
1/429 
1/430 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

1/425 

1/427 

1/429 

1/430 
1/430 

5.19 
0.57 
0.94 
0.81 
4.21 

22.14 

13.96 

2.13 

0.35 
1.73 

.02 

.45 

.33 

.37 
-04 

.0001 

.0002 

.005 

.56 

.19 

2.42 
2.71 
0.85 
3.65 
0.52 

2.09 

2.04 

3.17 

0.48 
0.55 

2.54 
2.74 
0.88 
3.71 
0.44 

1.85 

1.84 

3.26 

0-47 
0.50 

'Range of n for males, 196-199; for females, 229-232. 
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TABLE 3.6 
Correlations of Variables Considered for Controls 

with Criterion Variables 

Variable 

Self-
Monitoring 

Males Females 

Social 
Competence 

Males Females 

Adolescent Rearing 
Circumstances 

Mother's Education 

Father's Education 

Mother's Occupational 
Status 

Father's Occupational 
Status 

Home Town Population 

Intellectual Ability 

Physically Attractive 

Current Living Arrangement 

.04 
199) 

.04 
196) 

.07 
199) 

-08 
199) 

.02 
196) 

01 
196) 

.01 
179) 

.13 
198) 

.02 
198) 

-.06 
(233) 

-07 
(233) 

-.04 
(233) 

-.05 
(232) 

.14* 
(229) 

.11 
(224) 

.01 
(213) 

.10 
(229) 

.04 
(231) 

- .04 
(199) 

- .02 
(199) 

- .03 
(199) 

- .04 
(199) 

.09 
(196) 

- .13 
(196) 

- .14 
(179) 

.23*** 
(198) 

-.02 
(198) 

.04 
(233) 

.04 
(233) 

.09 
(233) 

.04 
(232) 

.21** 
(229) 

.02 
(224) 

- .01 
(213) 

.31**** 
(229) 

--05 
(231) 

Note. Sample sizes are indicated in parenthesis. 

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 ****p<.0001 
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TABLE 3.7 
Self-Monitoring Regressed on Family Integration Model 

Source beta SS F D eta-

MALES 

Integration Dimensinn 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

.04 

.10 

.05 
- .03 
- .08 

.02 

.04 

-065 
.184 
.020 
.059 
.129 

.012 
-064 

2.00 
5.70 
0.61 
1.82 
4.01 

0.38 
1.98 

.16 

.02 

.44 

.18 

.05 

.54 

.16 

.03 

.02 

FEMALES 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security -.05 .162 4.17 .04 -02 

.04 

.02 

.11 

.05 

.01 

.07 

.03 

.045 

.006 

.089 

.162 

.004 

.197 

.055 

1.15 
0.15 
2.28 
4.17 
0.11 

5.07 
1.41 

.29 

.70 

.13 

.04 

.74 

.03 

.24 

Low Family Conflict 

Controls 
.. Father's Occupation .07 .197 5.07 .03 .02 
Physically Attractive 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
Males 

Without controls: F (5/192) = 3.14, £ = .01, R' = .08 
With controls: F (7/187) = 2.60, £ = -02, R' = .09 

Females 
Without controls: F (5/225) = 1.53, fi = .18, R' = .03 
With controls: F (7/216) = 2.18, £ = .04, R' = .07 

Note. Only positive relationships were predicted for all variables 
in the model. 
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TABLE 3.9 
Self-Monitoring Regressed on Family Differentiation Mode! 

Source 

MALES 

Differentiation Dimenfsinn 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

FEMALES 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

beta 

.02 

-.01 

.01 

.07 
-.01 

.03 

.04 

-.01 

-.01 

-.04 

-.01 
.01 

.07 

.03 

SS 

.008 

.006 

.018 

.080 

.002 

.026 

.074 

.002 

.001 

.152 

.001 

.004 

.185 

.032 

F 

0.25 

0.18 

0.53 

2.39 
0.06 

0.78 
2.22 

0.05 

0.02 

3,82 

0.04 
0.11 

4.65 
0.80 

fi 

.62 

.68 

-47 

.12 

.81 

.38 

.14 

.82 

.88 

.05 

.85 

.74 

.03 

.37 

eta' 

.01 

.01 

.02 

.02 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
Males 

Without Controls: F (5/190) = 0.92, £ = .47, R' = .02 
With Controls: F (7/185) = 1.01, £ = -42, R' = .04 

Females 
Without Controls: F (5/221) = 1.24, £ = .29, R' = .03 
With Controls: F (7/213) = 1.77, £ = .10, R' = .06 

Note. Only positive effects were predicted for all variables 
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TABLE 3.10 
Social Competence Regressed on Family Integration Model 

Source 

MALES 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

beta 

.16 
-09 
.35 
.12 

-.25 

.13 

.23 

SS 

1.17 
0.16 
1.01 
1.07 
1.36 

0.63 
2.65 

F 

4.60 
0.63 
3.97 
4.22 
5.33 

2.48 
10.41 

fi 

.03 

.43 

.05 

.05 

.02 

.12 

.001 

eta' 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.01 

.05 

FEMALES 

Integration Dimension 
Father Support -.03 
Mother Support .07 
Family Cooperation -.04 
Family Security .13 
Low Family Conflict .23 

Controls 
Father's Occupation .21 
Physically Attractive .33 

0.03 
0.14 
0.01 
1.22 
1.49 

1.89 
5.01 

0.11 
0.52 
0.04 
4.70 
5.71 

7.29 
19.27 

74 
47 
84 
03 
02 

008 
0001 

.02 

.02 

.03 

.07 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
Males 

Without controls: F (5/192) = 6.63, £ 
With controls: F (7/187) = 6.72, £ 

Females 
Without controls: F (5/225) = 2.74, £ 
With controls: £ (7/216) = 6.53, £ 

0001, R' = .15 
0001, R' = .20 

02, R' = .06 
0001, R' = .18 

Note. Only positive relationships were predicted for all variables 
in the model. 
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TABLE 3.11 
Social Competence Regressed on Family Differentiation Model 

Source 

MALES 

^̂ eta 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

FEMALES 

.20 

.04 

.23 

-.35 
-.12 

.14 

.23 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
Males 

Without Controls: 
With Controls: 

Females 
Without Controls: 
With Controls: 

-.08 

.08 

.08 

-.16 
.07 

.18 

.32 

F (5/190) 
F (7/185) 

F (5/221) 
F (7/213) 

Note. Only positive effects were i: 

SS 

1.29 

0.06 

4.65 

1.92 
0.25 

0.76 
2.50 

0.16 

0.18 

0.56 

0.36 
0.10 

1.31 
4.72 

/ 

= 7.81, £ = 
= 7.91, £ = 

= 0.83, £ = 
= 4.30, £ = 

F 

5.44 

0.25 

19.50 

8.09 
1.06 

3.21 
10.52 

0.61 

0.67 

2.07 

1.34 
0.36 

4.85 
17-48 

.0001, 

.0001, 

.53, R̂  

.0002, 

R' 
E' 

[ 

R' 

)redicted for all vari 

fi 

.02 

.62 

.0001 

.005 

.30 

.08 

.001 

.44 

.42 

.14 

.25 

.55 

.03 

.0001 

= .17 
= .23 

.02 
= .12 

ables. 

eta' 

.02 

.08 

.03 

.01 

.04 

.01 

.02 

.07 
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TABLE 3.12 
Self-Monitoring Regressed on Combined Dimensions Model: Males 

Source 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

beta 

.03 

.10 

.05 
-.03 
--07 

-03 

-.01 

.004 

.08 
-.04 

.02 

.04 

-.01 
-03 
.09 

SS 

.042 

.185 

.021 
-048 
.099 

.034 

.004 

.001 

.091 

.021 

.010 

.058 

.001 

.005 

.037 

u-l 
1.31 
5.80 
0.66 
1.49 
3.09 

1.08 

0.12 

0.03 

2.89 
0.66 

0.32 
1.81 

0.03 
0.17 
1.14 

£ 

.26 

.02 

.42 

.22 
-08 

.30 

.73 

.85 

.09 

.42 

.57 

.18 

.85 

.68 

.29 

eta' 

.03 

.02 

-01 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 

Without Controls: F (10/185) = 1.98, £ = .04, R' = .10 

With Controls: £ (12/180) = 1.70, £ = .07, R' = .10 

Note. Only positive effects were predicted for all variables. 

'The joint effects reported are from a separate analysis of all family 
functioning variables (integration variables, differentiation 
variables, controls, and joint terms), referred to as the Joint 
Effects Model. 
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TABLE 3.13 
Self-Monitoring Regressed on Combined Dimensions Model: Females 

Source 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

beta 

-.03 
-.01 
.12 

-.04 
.01 

-.01 

-.003 

-.03 

-.01 
-.03 

.06 

.03 

.001 
-.12 
.01 

SS 

.036 

.005 

.092 
-073 
.003 

.004 

.0003 

-047 

.001 

.014 

.170 

.046 

.000 

.148 

.000 

£ 

0.90 
0.11 
2.31 
1.83 
0.07 

0.10 

0.01 

1.19 

0.02 
0.35 

4-27 
1.15 

0.03 
0.17 
1.14 

a 

.34 

.74 

.13 

.18 

.80 

.76 

.93 

.28 

.88 

.55 

.04 

.28 

.98 

.05 

.91 

eta' 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.02 

.02 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 

Without Controls: £ (10/216) = 1.01, £ = .43, R' = .05 

With Controls: £ (12/208) = 1.39, £ = .17, R' = .07 

Note. Only positive effects were predicted for all variables. 

'The joint effects reported are from a separate analysis of all family 
functioning variables (integration variables, differentiation 
variables, controls, and joint terms), referred to as the Joint 
Effects Model. 
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TABLE 3.14 
Social Competence Regressed on Combined Dimensions Model: Males 

Source 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

beta 

.12 

.07 

.24 

.04 
-.25 

.23 

.03 

.16 

-.30 
-.18 

.11 

.22 

-.01 
.13 

-.06 

SS 

0.60 
0.09 
0.46 
0.10 
1.42 

1.67 

0.04 

1.61 

1.39 
0.59 

0.47 
2.30 

0.00 
0.14 
0.01 

£ 

2.64 
0.39 
2.01 
0.43 
6.25 

7.34 

0.16 

7.10 

6.12 
2.58 

1.92 
10.14 

0.01 
0.60 
0.06 

a 

.11 

.53 

.16 

.51 

.01 

.01 

.69 

.01 

.01 

.11 

.17 

.002 

. 

.93 

.44 

.81 

eta' 

.01 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.01 

.04 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 

Without Controls: £ (10/185) = 5.77, £ = .0001, R' = .24 

With Controls: £ (12/180) = 5.92, £ = .0001, R' = .28 

Note. Only positive effects were predicted for all variables. 

'The joint effects reported are from a separate analysis of all family 
functioning variables (integration variables, differentiation 
variables, controls, and joint terms), referred to as the Joint 
Effects Model. 
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TABLE 3.15 
Social Competence Regressed on Combined Dimensions Model: Females 

Source 

Integration Dimensinn 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

beta 

-.01 
.06 

-.03 
.12 
.24 

-.06 

.06 

.004 

-.13 
.002 

.18 

.31 

-.002 
-.20 
.17 

SS 

0.01 
0.08 
0.01 
0.81 
1.50 

0.07 

0.10 

0.001 

0.24 
0.001 

1.34 
4.48 

0.00 
0.38 
0.10 

£ 

0.02 
0.32 
0.02 
3.09 
5.76 

0.28 

0.40 

0.00 

0.91 
0.00 

5.12 
17.17 

0.00 
1-43 
0.38 

9. 

.88 

.57 

.89 

.08 

.02 

.60 

.53 

.95 

.34 

.99 

.03 

.0001 

.99 

.23 

.54 

eta' 

.01 

.02 

.02 
-07 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 

Without Controls: £ (10/216) = 1.59, £ = .11, R' = .07 

With Controls: £ (12/208) = 3.61, £ = .0001, R' = .17 

Note. Only positive effects were predicted for all variables. 

'The joint effects reported are from a separate analysis of all family 
functioning variables (integration variables, differentiation 
variables, controls, and joint terms), referred to as the Joint 
Effects Model. 
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TABLE 3.16 
Summary Comparisons of Self-Monitoring Models: Males 

Source 

Integration 

beta eta' 

Differentiation Combined 

beta eta' beta eta= 

Integration Dimensinn 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness .10* 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict -.08* 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

.03 

.08 

10* 03 

.07 .02' 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
WITHOUT CONTROLS 

df 
£ 

R' 

Note. Only positive 

5/192 
3.14 
.01 
.08 

relationshi ps were 

5/190 
0.92 
-47 
.02 

predicted for all 

10/185 
1.24 
.04 
.10 

variables. 

'This £ value is .08. Although not statistically significant, the 
relationship of this factor to self-monitoring approached 
significance and showed consistency of results. 

'Entries are not from the same analysis as others in the combined 
dimensions model column. This analysis of joint terms included all 
other variables--integration, differentiation and controls. 

"£<.05 •*£<.01 •**£<. 001 ****£<. 0001 
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TABLE 3.17 
Summary Comparisons of Self-Monitoring Models: Females 

Source 

Integration 

beta eta' 

Differentiation Combined 

beta eta' beta eta' 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security --05* .02 
Low Family Conflict 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Joint Terms' 
Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
WITHOUT CONTROLS 

df 5/225 
£ 1.53 
£ .18 
R' .03 

-.04 01' 

-.04* -02 .03 or 

.07* .02 .07* .02 06* .02 

12* .02 

5/190 
1.24 
.29 
.03 

10/216 
1.01 
.43 
.05 

Note. Only positive relationships were predicted for all variables. 

'The £ values range from .18 to .28. Although not statistically 
significant, these factors accounted for more variance respective to 
other variables in the model and showed consistency of results. 

'Entries are not from the same analysis as others in the combined 
dimensions model column. This analysis of joint terms included all 
other variables--integration, differentiation and controls. 

*£<.05 **£<.01 ***£<. 001 **•*£<. 0001 
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TABLE 3.18 
Summary Comparisons of Social Competence Models: Males 

Integration 

Source beta 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness .16* 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation .35* 
Family Security .12* 
Low Family Conflict -.25* 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive .23*** 

Joint Terms' 

eta' 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.05 

Differentiation 

beta eta' 

.20* .02 

.23**** -08 

-.35** .03 

.23*** .04 

Comb-

beta 

.12 

.24 

-.25** 

.23** 

.16** 

-. 30** 

.22** 

ined 

eta' 

.01' 

.01' 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.04 

Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
WITHOUT CONTROLS 

df 
F 
U 
R' 

5/192 
6.63 
.0001 
.15 

5/190 
7.81 
-0001 
.23 

10/185 
5.77 
.0001 
.24 

Note. Only positive relationships were predicted for all variables. 

'These o values range from .11 to .16. Although not statistically 
significant, these factors accounted for more variance respective to 
other variables in the model and showed consistency of results. 

'Entries are not from the same analysis as others in the combined 
dimensions model column. This analysis of joint terms included all 
other variables-'integration, differentiation and controls. 

*£<.05 **£<.01 *•*£<. 001 •*•*£<. 0001 
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TABLE 3.19 
Summary Comparisons of Social Competence Models: Females 

Integration 

Source beta eta' 

Integration Dimension 
Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security .13* .02 
Low Family Conflict .23* .02 

Differentiation Dimension 
Low Father 

Restrictiveness 
Low Mother 

Restrictiveness 
Low Family 

Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus 

on Rules 
Individual Action 

Controls 
Father's Occupation .21** .03 
Physically Attractive .33**** .07 

Joint Terms' 

Differentiation 

beta eta' 

.18** .02 

.32**** .07 

Combined 

beta eta' 

.12 -01' 

.24** .02 

.18* .02 
.31**** .07 

Father Close Autonomy 
Mother Close Autonomy 
Family Close Autonomy 

OVERALL MODEL STATISTICS 
WITHOUT CONTROLS 

df 5/225 
£ 2.74 
£ .02 
R' .06 

5/221 
0.83 
.53 
.02 

10/216 
1.59 
.11 
-07 

Note. Only positive relationships were predicted for all variables 

'This £ value is .08. Although not statistically significant, the 
relationship of this factor to social competence for females 
approached significance and showed consistency of results. 

'Entries are not from the same analysis as others in the combined 
dimensions model column. This analysis of joint terms included all 
other variables-'integration, differentiation and controls. 

*£<.05 **£<.01 *•*£<. 001 ****£<. 0001 
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TABLE 3.20 
Tests of Gender Differences of the Unstandardized 

Beta Coefficients: Self-Monitoring 

Source 

INTEGRATION' 

Father 
Supportiveness 

Mother 
Supportiveness 

Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family 

Conflict 

DIFFERENTIATION' 

Low Father 
Restrictiveness 

Low Mother 
Restrictiveness 

Low Family 
Intrusiveness 

Low Family Focus 
on Rules 

Individual Activity 

CONTROLS^ 

Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Mai 

b 

.04 

.10 

.05 
-.03 

-.08 

.02 

--01 

.01 

.07 
-.01 

.02 

.04 

es 

Z 

.04 

.1003 

.05 
-.03 

-.0802 

.02 

-.01 

.01 

.0701 
-.01 

.02 

.04 

hemal 

b 

-.04 

-.02 
.11 

-.05 

.01 

-.01 

-.01 

-.04 

-.01 
.01 

.06 

.03 

es 

z V^-

-.04 

-.02 
.1104 

-.05 

.01 

-.01 

-.01 

-.04 

-.01 
.01 

-0601 
.03 

Z. - Z. 
+ 1 

3 N,-3 

0.80 

1.20 
-0.60 
0.20 

-0.90 

0.27 

0.00 

0.46 

0.73 
-0.18 

-0.37 
0.09 

'Comparisons for this dimension are based upon statistics from 
analyses of the separate integration dimension (males, n = 188; 
females, n = 217). 

'Comparisons for this dimension are based upon statistics from 
analyses of the separate differentiation dimension (males, n = 186; 
females, n = 214). 

^Comparisons for the control variables are based upon the statistics 
from analyses of the conbined model (males, n = 181; females, n = 
209). 
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TABLE 3.21 
Tests of Gender Differences of the Unstandardized 

Beta Coefficients: Social Competence 

Source 
• 

INTEGRATION' 

Father 
Supportiveness 

Mother 
Supportiveness 

Family Cooperation' 
Family Security 
Low Family 

Conflict* 

DIFFERENTIATION' 

Low Father 
Restrictiveness* 

Low Mother 
Restrictiveness 

Low Family 
Intrusiveness 

Low Family Focus 
on Rules 

Individual Activity 

CONTROLS^ 

Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Mai 

b 

.16 

-09 
.35 
.12 

-.25 

.20 

.04 

.23 

-.35 -
-.12 -

.11 

.22 

es 

z 

.1614 

.0902 

.3654 

.1206 

-.2554 

.2027 

.04 

.2342 

-.3654 
-.1206 

.1104 

.2237 

Fema 

b 

-.03 

.07 
-.04 
.13 

.23 

-.08 

.08 

.08 

-.16 
.07 

.18 

.31 

les Z» 
1 

Z N,-3 

-.03 

.0701 
-.04 
.1307 

.2342 

-.0802 

.0802 

.0802 

-.1614 
.0701 

.1820 

.3205 

- z. 
+ 1 

N,-3 

1.91 

0.20 
4-05 
-0.10 

-4.90 

2.57 

-0.37 

1.40 

-1.86 
-1.73 

-0.65 
-0.88 

'Comparisons for this dimension are based upon statistics from 
analyses of the separate integration dimension (males, n = 188; 
females, n = 217). 
'Comparisons for this dimension are based upon statistics from 
analyses of the separate differentiation dimension (males, n = 186; 
females, n = 214). 
'Comparisons for the control variables are based upon the statistics 
from analyses of the combined model (males, n = 181; females, n -
209). 
*Significant gender differences for these variables (£<.05). 
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Figure 3.1: Joint Effects of Mother Supportiveness and Low Mother 
Restrictiveness on Self-Monitoring for Females 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

There were two basic premises of this study. The first was 

that family functioning affects the development of social competence. 

The tests of hypotheses were designed to determine how perceptions of 

family integration and differentiation impact upon perceived social 

competence in late adolescence. The second premise was that Snyder's 

(1974, 1987) self-monitoring construct could be used as a measure of 

social competence; and, therefore, self-monitoring and a general 

measure of perceived social competence should be affected similarly 

by family functioning variables. 

Family Functioning and Perceived Social Competence 

According to various theoretical formulations and empirical 

investigations (Baumrind, 1978; Grotevant & Cooper, 1983; Hartup, 

1983), both family integration (i.e., connectedness, supportive 

involvement, closeness, attachment, cooperation, felt security, 

satisfaction with relationships, etc.) and family differentiation 

(i.e., encouragement and support of autonomy, freedom of expression, 

individual activity, etc.) are dimensions which are related to the 

development of socially competent behaviors in males and females. 

It was hypothesized in this study that factors from both of 

these family functioning dimensions would be positively related to 

scores on the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI). Analyses 

yielded some significant relationships consistent with these 

predictions, but other significant associations were discovered which 

were contrary to the directions of the hypotheses. 

The results most consistent with the hypotheses were those 

derived for males from the regression of TSBI scores on the family 

functioning factors for the male sample. Perceived social competence 

for males was related to greater family integration (except in the 

case of family conflict; higher levels of perceived conflict were 
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associated with social competence). Social competence for males also 

was related to greater family differentiation (except in the case of 

low family focus on rules; more of a focus on setting and maintaining 

ru''9S was associated with increased perception of social competence). 

For females, social competence was related to only two family 

integration factors and was not related to family differentiation 

variables. The different results for males and females (see Summary 

Tables 3.18 - 3.19) suggest that the dimensions of family integration 

and family differentiation involve socialization factors which affect 

perceived social competence in systematic, albeit complex and gender-

specific, ways. (Possible reasons for the overall pattern of gender 

differences in the findings are explored below, following a 

discussion of the unexpected negative associations between social 

competence and two of the family functioning variables for males.) 

Family Conflict and Family Focus on Rules 

For males, high family conflict was unexpectedly associated 

with higher social competence scores. The items comprising this 

scale were "family members rarely become openly angry," "family 

members hardly ever lose their tempers," and "in our family, we 

believe you don't ever get anywhere by raising your voice." Since 

these items are all indicative of restrictions on expressions of 

anger, it may be that the low family conflict scale is more 

accurately a measurement of low family expressiveness (i.e., less 

family differentiation), whereas a lower score (i.e., greater 

conflict) indicates more family expressiveness--at least, of anger. 

Since greater expressiveness can be viewed as a contributor to family 

differentiation as well as to family integration, a negative 

relationship would, in this case, be expected between Low 

expressiveness (low conflict) and social competence. Unfortunately, 

there are no additional measures of expressiveness available within 

this study that can be used to provide evidence on this 

interpretation of the conflict scale. 

89 



Considering the family differentiation dimension, it was 

predicted that the factor measured by low family focus on rules would 

be positively related to social competence. For males, the results 

indicated that the relationship of these two variables was negative. 

Other findings from this analysis indicate that a perception of 

greater autonomy, especially with respect to fathers, is associated 

with greater social competence (e.g., positive relationships between 

social competence and low father restrictiveness as well as low 

family intrusiveness). However, this autonomy for males may not 

necessarily be reflected in family rules. 

A pattern of encouragement of autonomy coupled with firm 

parental control and high expectations has been found to be 

associated with the development of instrumental competence of all 

kinds, including social competence, in children and adolescents (see 

Baumrind, 1973, 1978, 1980, 1983). Thus, it may be that a focus on 

rules is not indicative so much of less encouragement of autonomy as 

it is of an organizational focus that facilitates cooperation and 

coordination of activities among family members. That is, a 

perception of family rule-orientation could be reflecting a greater 

involvement of family in the adolescent's life that is associated 

with cooperation and direction, not intrusiveness. In fact. 

Table A.l shows a significant negative association of low family 

focus on rules with family cooperation/cohesion (r = -.15, £ = .04). 

Both of these outcomes (high family anger expressiveness, if 

this more accurately describes the conflict scale, and a greater 

family focus on rules associated with social competence) are 

supported theoretically by Baumrind's (1978, 1980, 1983) model. This 

model suggests that high parental expectations (and firm control via 

consistent rules) coupled with encouragement of individual 

expression, in a context of high familial supportiveness and 

closeness, is conducive to the development of instrumental social 

competence. In fact, models combining the dimensions of support and 

control tend to be the most powerful in explaining the influence of 

parents on adolescents (see Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Peterson & 
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Rollins, 1987; Gecas & Seff, 1990). The results of this study may be 

consistent with such a model by suggesting a picture of socially 

competent young adult males who view their families as close and 

cooperative, who feel secure and satisfied with them, and who 

experience their fathers as emotionally supportive but not too 

protective or restrictive. In addition, these young men perceive a 

strong focus on rules, indicating high familial standards, but they 

do not view their families as intrusive and see them as encouraging 

autonomous action, thought, and expression, even when that expression 

is one of anger. Thus, whereas this model of social competence 

development may be consistent with these data for males, such an 

interpretation is problematic when considering this investigation's 

outcomes for females. 

Gender Differences 

In this investigation, whereas both the integration and 

differentiation variables were predictive of social competence for 

males, significant effects of family functioning for females were 

found only in the integration dimension (refer to Tables 3.14 and 

3.15). These young adult females who scored high on the social 

competence measure tended to score high on both the family security 

scale, measuring felt security and satisfaction with the family, and 

the low family conflict scale. 

Perceptions of Family Conflict 

If the low family conflict scale is a measure of restricted 

expression of anger, the question becomes one of why emotional 

expressiveness of anger in families is indicative of high social 

competence for males but low social competence for females. Shields 

(1987) suggests that anger is the one emotion considered socially 

acceptable for men to express in "out of control" ways; and, in fact, 

it facilitates their assumption of dominance in some social 

situations. Anger expression, then, becomes a socially desirable 

skill in a male's behavioral repertoire. Women in our society, on 
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the other hand, traditionally have been expected to subdue 

expressions of anger along with direct dominance displays. 

Since males in our society are ascribed more power in the 

social structure, and since persons with power are more likely in any 

society to be allowed to openly express anger and disapproval (Karp & 

Yoels, 1979), male socialization in this society would be more likely 

to include experience in openly expressing anger than would 

socialization of females. This value of anger expression as socially 

competent behavior for men and anger suppression as socially 

competent behavior for women might account for the gender differences 

regarding this family functioning factor. That is, perhaps the 

experience of expressing anger in a close, supportive, and 

cooperative environment facilitates the development of perceived 

interpersonal competence in males, whereas a family style of subdued 

anger expression in a secure, satisfying environment encourages the 

development of perceived social competence in females. 

Family Integration Differences 

Examining the other family integration factors, there were 

gender differences in which factors were important for social 

competence. Essentially, family cooperation/cohesion predicted 

social competence for males, but family security predicted social 

competence for females. The degree to which family members are 

perceived to cooperate with and support each other may be quite 

different than feeling satisfied and secure with one's family in 

terms of their relative gender impact on the development of social 

competence. Perhaps, for males, being expected to cooperate with and 

help other family members is more important toward developing 

interpersonal skills than is whether or not one is secure and 

satisfied with those family members. For females, on the other hand, 

cooperation and helpfulness may already be social expectations that 

do not require specific familial support. Rather, for females, a 

general satisfaction and felt security with the family, which 
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includes subdued anger expression, may be all that is necessary to 

support the development of a self-perception of social competence. 

Family Differentiation Difference*^ 

Thus, for both genders, family integration factors appear to be 

important for the development of social competence, but the effect of 

these factors are greater for males. However, differentiation 

factors (i.e., encouragement and support of autonomy) is important 

for the development of social competence for male adolescents only. 

For females, perceived social competence does not seem to require the 

familial fostering of autonomy that is important for males. 

In our society, autonomous behavior may be an important aspect 

of perceived social competence for males since instrumental 

(goal/action-oriented) competence is highly valued for males (Parsons 

and Bales, 1955) and, thus, autonomous thought and action generally 

is deemed to be an important characteristic for a socially competent 

male to exhibit. For females, the autonomy that is associated with 

familial differentiation may not be particularly important for 

development of a sense of interpersonal competence. Although this 

appears to be inconsistent with recent findings by Grotevant and 

Cooper (1986) on the importance of differentiation for identity and 

role-taking development, it should be kept in mind that the variable 

being measured in this investigation is perceived social competence, 

involving confidence and felt security in social situations. This 

may be somewhat different than exhibiting autonomy or specific social 

skills. (This issue is discussed below in greater detail.) 

Parent-Specific Differences 

Finally, there were gender differences in the association of 

social competence with parent-specific relationships, consistent with 

findings of other investigators (e.g., Steinberg, 1987) that same-sex 

parents bear a greater responsibility for socialization of 

adolescents and that patterns of same-sex supportiveness yield 

stronger outcomes. According to the data in this study, social 
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competence for males is fostered when the differentiation factors 

involve less protective control and restrictiveness from fathers and 

when this encouragement of autonomy takes place within a context of 

strong attachment to and supportiveness from fathers. 

This parent-specificity with social competence was not found 

for females. Perhaps the lack of variation in the generally high 

scores for mother supportiveness accounts for not finding an 

association of that variable with social competence. Of course, it 

is possible that this is why no such relationship was found for 

males, since their mother supportiveness scores also were highly 

positively skewed. It may also be the case that the realities of 

moving away from home foster an idealization of mother supportiveness 

as adolescents begin to realize the extent of their dependency on 

her. 

Conclusion 

All of these outcomes provide evidence to suggest that 

perceived social competence has somewhat different bases for males 

and females. The TSBI (see Table A.4 in the Appendix), contains 

items relating to degrees of self-confidence, leadership and 

influence, security in social situations, and a sense of equality 

with others. Perhaps such feelings in late adolescence would be 

facilitated by a family's fostering of traditional gender role 

expectations (i.e., for males, supporting autonomous behavior and 

anger expression in a cohesive, cooperative family environment; for 

females, encouraging alternatives to expressiveness of anger while 

providing a secure family climate). 

It is noteworthy that for females, in particular, the most 

important factor associated with whether they perceived themselves to 

be socially competent was one of the control variables, physical 

attractiveness. This was important for males, too, but not to the 

extent that it was for these females in late adolescence. This 

control variable accounted for more than twice the variance in social 

competence scores for females than the effect sizes of all the 
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significant family functioning variables combined (after removing the 

effects of physical attractiveness). Thus, the perception of social 

efficacy for male and female adolescence may be rooted in perceived 

physical attractiveness and fostered by more traditinnal gender role 

socialization for autonomous behavior for males and inhibition of 

conflictual (or dominance) expression for females. 

Given the relationship of family security to perceived social 

competence, perhaps young, middle-class Anglo women in our society 

feel secure and competent in family and other relationships when they 

can be stereotypically "nice" and "pretty". This may be especially 

true in the upper-middle classes, since the other control variable, 

father's occupational status, also was positively related to women's 

perceived social competence. If "knowing one's place" in the social 

structure is conducive to a sense of competence, and this is fostered 

by particular, traditional gender-stereotypic patterns of family 

functioning, then it would seem that self-monitoring would reflect 

these same family patterns. However, this was not the case. 

Relationship of Self-Monitoring to Social Competence 

The different patterns of family functioning found to relate to 

self-monitoring and social competence suggest that different 

socialization factors are important for the development of each. The 

notion that social competence and self-monitoring are different 

constructs is further supported by the patterns of gender differences 

found for the relationships of family functioning to self-monitoring 

and social competence. 

Compared to social competence, self-monitoring does not appear 

to have this same pattern of associations to family functioning 

factors. The only similarity is that, for males, high self-monitors, 

like those more socially competent, perceived more conflict (or, 

perhaps, more expressiveness of anger) in their families than did low 

self-monitors. Data for females were indicative of even a greater 

disparity between self-monitoring and social competence family 

functioning patterns. For them, whereas greater social competence 

95 



was positively related to integration dimension variables, high self-

monitoring was negatively related to both family security and low 

family intrusiveness, opposite from the expected pattern. 

Mother supportiveness and closeness were found to have a 

significant relationship with self-monitoring for both males and 

females. In the case of males, a close, supportive relationship with 

one's mother predicted higher scores (whereas male social competence 

depended on such relationships with fathers). Female self-monitoring 

was related to the joint effects of mother supportiveness and low 

mother restrictiveness. The highest self-monitoring scores were 

found among females whose mothers were perceived to be less close and 

supportive but also less restrictive. Also, the group who perceived 

their mothers to be extremely close and supportive but less 

restrictive had significantly lower self-monitoring than the other 

groups. 

Finally, the relationship found between social competence and 

perceived physical attractiveness for males and females was not found 

in the analyses of self-monitoring of expressive behavior. If the 

relationship of physical attractiveness to social competence is 

another indication of the traditional gender-role socialization 

patterns that result in perceptions of social efficacy in 

adolescence, then lack of such a relationship with self-monitoring 

provides further evidence that perceived social competence and self-

monitoring are different constructs. 

These data do not support the notion that the development of 

self-monitoring for males or females is a function of these two 

general family functioning dimensions, either separately or in 

combination. This pattern, then, indicates that self-monitoring and 

social competence are two separate and distinct constructs which have 

different family functioning correlates. 

This view is supported by the correlational data. The first 

hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between self-monitoring 

and perceived social competence for both genders. The correlation 

coefficient was significant and the relationship was positive, as 
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predicted, but the amount of variance accounted for in social 

competence by self-monitoring was fairly small (.10). Although the 

hypothesis was confirmed, self-monitoring and social competence 

cannot be viewed as essentially the same constructs; whereas high 

self-monitoring may involve elements of social competence and vice 

versa, these two measures do not appear to be assessing the same 

construct. 

Measurement Issues 

If self-monitoring is not a measure of social competence, even 

though many of their theoretical components are the same, then where, 

exactly, does it fit into an explanation of the development of 

socially competent behavior? This may be a level of measurement 

issue. Perceived social competence as measured by the TSBI is a 

global, rather general construct which includes assessment of self-

confidence, leadership, a sense of equality with others, etc. Self-

monitoring, on the other hand, is a measure of quite specific 

abilities (such as role-taking), perceptual tendencies (such as 

attention to the external environment for cues about the 

appropriateness of various lines of action), and motivation (such as 

the instrumentality needed to carry out the monitoring and altering 

of emotional expressivity in order to reach interpersonal goals). 

For instance, some people who may generally feel competent, 

attractive, confident, and equal to others may not necessarily be 

good at role-taking or at inhibiting felt emotion or at expressing 

unfelt emotion. They may not even think these abilities are 

necessary to feel socially competent. Likewise, those who have these 

specific abilities to monitor and control emotional expressiveness 

may not feel particularly confident, even though they may be able to 

act like they do. Thus, the question arises as to how family 

functioning facilitates or discourages the development of these 

abilities, perceptual tendencies, and motivations to carry out 

socially competent behavior. 
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Instrumental and Expressive Competence 

Perhaps self-monitoring of expressive behavior is a measure not 

of instrumental social competence, but of the instrumental social 

adaptation of expres«:ive competence. Just as Bem (1974) proposed 

that gender roles are not dichotomous, mutually exclusive entities, 

but two dimensions of behavioral orientations that interact in 

various ways, so social instrumental competence and social expressive 

competence may be two separate (if not orthogonal) dimensions, so 

that one could be low in both, high in both, or low in one but high 

in the other. In a sense, this is what Bem's Sex Role Inventory is 

measuring, but expressive competence implies not merely the ability 

to express emotion, but also the ability to inhibit or alter the 

behavioral expression of emotion for the purpose of defining or 

redefining the social situation. When one can and will do this in 

the service of achieving interpersonal goals, it would show 

instrumental and expressive competence. This combination is what may 

be reflected in the self-monitoring measure. 

In fact, there is a positive relationship between androgyny and 

self-monitoring for females, suggesting that high self-monitoring may 

allow a person to adopt non-traditional gender roles (Lippa et al., 

1983). This might explain the parent-specific findings for both 

males and females related to self-monitoring. For males, the closer 

and more supportive their mothers and the greater the perceived 

family conflict, the higher were the self-monitoring scores. If the 

low family conflict scale is actually measuring expressiveness of 

anger, then this pattern makes sense. Perhaps greater socialization 

of expressiveness is needed in order for males to develop the kinds 

of abilities, perceptions, and motivations necessary to assess and 

control their expressive behavior in social situations. It may be 

that, for males, closeness to and support from mothers facilitates 

the socialization of this type of instrumentally expressive 

competence, whereas father relationships are more important in the 

development of autonomous, confident, leadership (i.e., for males. 
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dominant) behavior that would lead adolescent males to perceive 

themselves as socially competent. 

For females, the relationship to mothers was somewhat more 

complex, niven the joint effects. In this case, high self-monitoring 

may be fostered by less (probably mid-levels of) supportiveness and 

low restrictiveness. When mothers are highly restrictive, self-

monitoring scores do not seem to be affected by how supportive the 

mothers are. However, when mothers are low in restrictiveness, 

extreme supportiveness results in significantly lower self-monitoring 

scores, whereas less supportiveness results in significantly higher 

self-monitoring scores than in other conditions. Although this 

complex relationship is rather difficult to explain, it appears that 

lower maternal involvement (i.e., less supportiveness and lower 

restrictiveness) is related to higher self-monitoring scores. 

If less maternal involvement fosters self-monitoring abilities 

for females, and extremely supportive but permissive mothering 

inhibits the development of those abilities, it may be that maternal 

involvement, though necessary for the development of male expressive 

competence, may not be particularly helpful for female expressive 

instrumentality. In fact, less maternal involvement may actually 

promote in adolescent girls the kind of instrumentality necessary to 

use expressiveness for interpersonal goal achievement. Perhaps when 

mothers promote autonomy through less restrictiveness and do not 

provide extremely close emotional support, and when families provide 

less security and are perceived to be more intrusive, females must 

develop the kind of skill at monitoring social behavior that enables 

them to achieve their interpersonal goals within the family system. 

Reciprocal Influences of Parents and Children 

In considering conclusions from early socialization studies, 

R. Q. Bell (1968) proposed that since the models usually employed in 

this type of research are essentially correlational in nature, it may 

be prudent to remember that correlation does not imply causation. In 

keeping with his admonition, attempting to address possible 
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reciprocal developmental effects (see Peterson & Rollins, 1987), and 

drawing on a theoretical perspective of children as active agents in 

their own development, the issue of direction of effects will be 

considered. 

For the analyses of the relationship of family functioning to 

social competence, it may be that boys who perceive themselves to be 

more socially competent may have fathers who can trust them to behave 

responsibly in the community (thus, less restrictiveness and 

intrusiveness) and who find it easier to be more supportive of their 

sons. These young men may perceive more cooperation at home because 

their social competence fosters positive interpersonal interactions. 

Higher levels of conflict may be present, but not with a lowering of 

family or father closeness, perhaps indicating the expression of 

anger is perceived by the family to be an acceptable response for a 

competent male. Likewise, females who perceive themselves to be 

socially competent may contribute to family harmony through their own 

use of social skills at home. 

In the case of self-monitoring, perhaps male adolescents who 

are high monitors of their own expressive behavior are able to 

interact with their mothers in such a way that elicits 

supportiveness. In addition, their sensitivity to contextual cues 

may allow them to perceive more conflict in the sense that they are 

able to detect finer nuances of anger expression among family 

members. Because of the social expectations related to anger 

expression in males, there may be actually more conflict in the homes 

of higher self-monitoring males since high self-monitors of both 

genders have been found to be more non-traditional in behavior, to 

have less congruence between values/attitudes and actual behavior, 

and to be more willing to seek out new experiences with different 

people, even when that means taking risks (Snyder, 1987). 

Females who are high self-monitors may tend toward being more 

dissatisfied with their families because of these same tendencies. 

Males are probably allowed more latitude in behavior in our society 

than are females. Some of the behaviors associated with high self-
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monitoring, for both males and females, include such things as a 

greater number of sex partners, a greater tendency to engage in 

behavior that is contrary to internalized family values, less 

commitment to relationships, greater susceptibility to peer pressure, 

etc. (Snyder, 1987). Certainly, adolescent females who engage in 

some of these behaviors associated with high self-monitoring may find 

themselves at odds with their families. 

Bell (1968) proposed that two types of parental controls are 

used for different types of perceived problems with children: 

(a) upper-limit parental controls, which reduce and redirect child 

behavior when it exceeds parental standards of intensity, frequency 

and competence, and (b) lower-limit parental controls, which 

stimulate child behavior when it is below parental standards of 

activity level, competence, etc. High self-monitoring females may 

feel less security and satisfaction and greater intrusiveness from 

their families because of the upper-limit controls their parents may 

feel constrained to use when they see their daughters engaging in 

greater non-traditional or risk-taking behavior which may be 

contradictory to internalized family norms and values. 

If parents tend to grant autonomy to children who conform to 

parental expectations, then the high self-monitoring female may be at 

risk for being seen as untrustworthy. Perhaps there are greater 

expectations of adolescent males straying somewhat from family norms 

and values, but this expectation of deviance may not extend to 

adolescent females--and families of those girls who do stray may put 

more constraints on them which are perceived to be intrusive and 

unsatisfactory. 

The joint effect of mother supportiveness and mother 

restrictiveness on self-monitoring for females also might be 

explained from this alternate perspective. Females high in self-

monitoring, who may exhibit more non-traditional, non-stereotypic 

gender-role behavior as well as behavior contrary to family norms or 

values also may elicit less maternal involvement. In other words, 

the mother may simply find it easier to distance herself from her 
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daughter. Likewise, low self-monitoring girls may be much more 

consistent in how they behave and how they were socialized to behave. 

This may elicit less restrictiveness from mothers as well as more 

supportiveness. 

Implications 

An intriguing explanation for the self-monitoring findings that 

supports this line of reasoning lies in the basic assumptions about 

the origin of self-monitoring. Based on extensive analyses 

(including twin studies and mathematical models), Snyder (1987; 

Gangestad & Snyder, 1985) has recently proposed that a large portion 

(approximately 50%) of the variance in self-monitoring scores is 

shared with a genetic component, and that the latent factor tapped by 

the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale is a true dichotomous, 

dispositional trait. This, he suggests, is due to a perceptual focus 

on internal versus external referents for guiding one's own behavior. 

High self-monitors focus on external referents, which both direct and 

aid them in monitoring and adjusting their expressive behavior. Low 

self-monitors focus on internal referents to guide their behavior, 

largely ignoring nuances in the social context. 

Nelson's (1983) work has suggested that children as young as a 

year and a half can be categorized into two distinct categories based 

on whether they acquire and use language systems for referential 

versus expressive functions. Referential children acquire and use 

language to convey information about events in their worlds, 

developing large vocabularies of nouns. They tend to be rather 

insensitive to social context and nondramatic in social situations. 

Expressive children acquire and use language as a way to get the 

attention of others, and they are very sensitive to social context, 

focusing on the social structure of events, especially the reciprocal 

role relationships involved. These children seem to have a flair for 

imitation and tend to be dramatic in social situations (Nelson, 

1983). These findings lend support to Snyder's contention that there 
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are dichotomous differences in perceptual focus for guiding symbolic 
interaction. 

J. J. Gibson (1963) couched this notion in terms of a 

difference in the sort of perceptual invariants one seeks in order to 

adapt effectively to the social environment. In other words, some 

people seem inherently to be more "sensitive" to certain invariants 

in the stimulus flux than others. For example, some people may be 

more sensitive to interactional invariants whereas others may be more 

sensitive to the certain types of internal or external physical 

properties in the stimulus flux. 

R.Q. Bell (1968) has suggested that strong "evidence exists for 

a congenital contribution to person orientation" (p. 2). As early 

as 1965, Scarr (1965) summarized research to conclude that findings 

which cut across age, gender, social class, and cultural differences 

indicate a strong heritability of social responsiveness or 

sociability characteristics. 

These threads might be woven together to produce a picture of 

self-monitoring as involving a biological (possibly genetic) 

predisposition for acquiring certain abilities related to self-

monitoring (such as facial transfiguration ability that allows an 

effective inhibition of felt emotion or display of unfelt emotion) 

and for using certain perceptual referent styles which determine the 

types of stimuli to which one attends (such as social interaction 

patterns, external events, or internalized attitudes or values). 

These biologically based expressive abilities and perceptual referent 

styles may interact with parenting style and family functioning 

patterns along with larger social institutional patterns such as 

gender-role expectations to determine the conditions under and degree 

to which one tends to use social referents to guide interpersonal 

behavior. In other words, these individual, family, and cultural 

factors may interact to foster or inhibit the development of self-

monitoring abilities and motivations. 

In addition, these social factors may interact with self-

monitoring to support the development of instrumental and/or 
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expressive competence in interpersonal situations. If so, this self-

monitoring construct would still conform to Waters' and Sroufe's 

(1983) model of social competence as an organizational construct. In 

this case, it is necessary to know more about how family, cultural, 

and individual factors work together to produce a particular style of 

attending to and organizing one's resources in order to secure the 

best possible adaptation with the social environment. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

These data have probably suggested more questions than they 

answered. Although these data suggest that self-monitoring is not 

the same construct as perceived social competence, they are certainly 

related in important ways. Subsequent investigations should attempt 

to delineate the exact nature and extent of that relationship. 

One line of investigation might be to use behavioral in 

addition to perceived measures of social competence, paying attention 

to possible differences in results using global versus more specific 

behavioral measures of interpersonal competence. Since perceived 

social competence may be so tied to stereotyped cultural 

expectations, especially among adolescents, perhaps behavioral 

measures of social competence would correlate more highly with self-

monitoring ability and motivation. Although there is no compelling 

reason to believe that the basic nature of the relationship between 

self-monitoring and social competence has changed since these data 

were collected, there are some questions about the relationships of 

both of these constructs to gender-role expectations. Thus, more 

recent information might be compared to this data to determine if 

there is any evidence of changing relationships. 

Another line of investigation involves whether different 

patterns of family functioning support social competence among high 

and low self-monitoring males and females. This could be studied 

with both self-report and behavioral data. Since data from this 

investigation yielded relatively low effect sizes on all of the 

family functioning variables for both social competence and self-
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monitoring, the predictive ability of family functioning variables on 

social competence might be enhanced by a model which included self-

monitoring as a predictor or as a covariate. 

Other possibilities suggested by this research includes an 

exploration of the relationship of perceived social competence to 

physical attractiveness and a further examination of the mother 

supportiveness measure, perhaps working to develop one which provides 

more variability in scores. In addition, it could be fruitful to 

pursue the relationship of self-monitoring to the dimensions of 

instrumental and expressive social competence. 
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TABLE A.3 
Means and Standard Deviations for All Variables 

Variable 

MALES 

Self-Monitoring 
Social Competence 

Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Low Father Restrictiveness 
Low Mother Restrictiveness 
Low Family Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus on Rules 
Individual Activity 

FEMALES 

Self-Monitoring 
Social Competence 

Father's Occupation 
Physically Attractive 

Father Supportiveness 
Mother Supportiveness 
Family Cooperation 
Family Security 
Low Family Conflict 

Low Father Restrictiveness 
Low Mother Restrictiveness 
Low Family Intrusiveness 
Low Family Focus on Rules 
Individual Activity 

Note. The mean scale scores. 

n 

199 
199 

196 
198 

198 
199 
199 
199 
199 

197 
198 
199 
199 
199 

233 
233 

229 
229 

232 
233 
233 
232 
233 

230 
231 
232 
233 
233 

rather than the 

Mean 

1.57 
2.61 

0.73 
1.97 

2.42 
2.71 
0.85 
3.65 
0.52 

2.09 
2.04 
3.17 
0.48 
0.55 

1.53 
2.59 

0.71 
2.05 

2.54 
2.74 
0.87 
3.71 
0.44 

1.85 
1.84 
3.26 
0.47 
0.50 

scale totals. 

SD 

0.187 
0.551 

0.445 
0.523 

0.582 
0.355 
0.241 
0.691 
0.360 

0.524 
0.558 
0.683 
0.324 
0.359 

0.200 
0.553 

0.454 
0.475 

0.530 
0.389 
0.231 
0.654 
0.384 

0.510 
0.533 
0.638 
0.322 
0.358 

, were used 
for all analyses and, thus, are used for these statistics. 
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TABLE A.4 
Questionnaire Locations of Initial Predictor and Criterion Measures 

Scales Location on Questionnaire' 

PREDICTOR VARIABLE MEASURES 

Family Environment Scale 

Cohesion 
Conflict 
Expressiveness 
Independence 
Control 

Family Closeness Ratings 

Closeness to mother 
Closeness to father 

Parenting Scale 

SQII, pp. 6-b to 8-a, items 1 - 90 

1, 11, 21, 31, 41, 51, 61, 70, 80 
3, 13, 23, 33, 43, 53, 63, 72, 82 
2, 12, 22, 32, 42, 52, 62, 71, 81 
4, 14, 24, 34, 44, 54, 64, 73, 83 
10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 69, 79, 89 

SQI, p. 2-a 

21 
22 

SQI, p. 4-a to 4-b 

Parental intrusiveness 65, 69, 80, 81, 83, 84, 85 
Satisfaction and trust 

in family 72, 73, 74, 76, 78 

Parent Behavior Form 

Father ratings 
Mother ratings 

SQII 

pp. 8-a to 8-b, items 1 - 21 
pp. 8-b to 9-a, items 1 - 21 

CRITERION VARIABLE MEASURES 

Self-Monitoring Scale SQII, pp. 5-a to 5-b, items 34 - 58 

Revised Self-Monitoring 
Scale omit item #s: 35, 36, 37, 40, 42, 43, 

44, 48, 52 

Texas Social Behavior 
Inventory SQI, pp. 5-a to 5-b, items 98 - 129 

'SQI and SQII refer to Form I or II of the Student Questionnaire. 
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TABLE A.5 
Scale Items: Family Integration Dimension 

Questionnaire 
Location Scale Item* 

page item # 

FATHER/MOTHER SUPPORTIVENESS SCALES^ 

I2a 21/22 How would you describe your relationship with 
your father/mother (f/m)? 

II8a/8b 1/1 My f/m gives me a lot of praise. 
8b/8b 8/8 My f/m makes me feel better when I'm upset. 
8b/9a 11/11 My f/m encourages me to keep an open mind about 

beliefs. 
15/15 My f/m shows openly his/her love for me. 
17/17 My f/m tells me I can really become something 

someday. 

16b 

7a 

7b 

8a 

1 

31 

51 
61 

70 
80 

FAMILY COOPERATION/COHESION SCALE' 

Family members really help and support one 
another. 

There is a feeling of togetherness in our 
family 

Family members really back each other up. 
There is very little group spirit in our 

family- (R) 
We really get along well with each other. 
There is plenty of time and attention for 

everyone in our family. 

14a 

4b 

72 

73 
74 
76 

78 

FAMILY SECURITY/SATISFACTION SCALE^ 

It is hard to keep a pleasant disposition here. 
(R) 

People in the family can be trusted completely. 
One becomes nervous at home. (R) 
One's parents usually treat him/her fairly and 

sensibly. 
One feels most contented at home. 
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TABLE A.5 (continued) 

Questionnaire 
Location Scale Item* 

page item # 

II7a 

8a 

13 
33 
82 

LOW FAMILY CONFLICT SCALE* 

Family members rarely become openly angry. 
Family members hardly ever lose their tempers 
In our family, we believe you don't ever get 

anywhere by raising your voice. 

Note. I refers to Student Questionnaire (Form I); II refers to 
Student Questionnaire (Form II). 

"(R) indicates reversals of scoring for consistency of direction. 

4tems in this scale had three-point response sets, with higher scores 
indicating greater parental supportiveness and attachment. 

'Items in this scale had true-false response sets, with higher scores 
indicating a greater sense of family cooperation and cohesion. 

^Items in this scale had five-point response sets, with higher scores 
indicating more security, trust, and satisfaction with family 
members and home life. 
*Items in this scale had true-false response sets, with high scores 
indicating a low level of family conflict. 
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TABLE A.6 
Scale Items: Family Differentiation Dimension 

Questionnaire 
Location Scale item* 

page item # 

I8a/8b 

8b/8b 

8b/9a 

2/2 

7/7 

13/13 

16/16 

LOW FATHER/MOTHER RESTRICTIVENESS SCALES^ 

My father/mother (m/f) insists that I do exactly 
as I'm told. (R) 

My f/m keeps me from going places where 
something might happen to me. (R) 

My f/m tells me what time to be home (when I am 
living at home). (R) 

My f/m has very few rules for me. 

14a 

4b 

65 
69 

80 

81 

83 

84 

85 

LOW FAMILY INTRUSIVENESS SCALE' 

Parents expect too much from their children. (R) 
Parents too often expect their grown-up children 

to obey them. (R) 
Parents are inclined to be too old fashioned in 

their ideas. (R) 
Members of the family are too curious about 

one's personal affairs. (R) 
Parents are too particular about the kind of 

company one keeps. (R) 
Obligations to one's family are a great handicap 

to a young person today. (R) 
So far as ideas are concerned, parents and 

children live in different worlds. (R) 

II7a 

7b 

8a 

20 

40 
50 

89 

LOW FAMILY FOCUS ON RULES^ 

There are very few rules to follow in our 
family. . 

There are set ways of doing things at home. [K) 
There is a strong emphasis on following rules in 

our family. (R) 
You can't get away with much in our family. (Kj 
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TABLE A.6 (continued) 

Questionnaire 
Location Scale Item" 

page item # 

INDIVIDUAL ACTION^ 

117a 12 We say anything we want to around home. 
34 We come and go as we want to in our family. 

8a 69 We can do whatever we want to in our family 

Note. I refers to Student Questionnaire (Form I); II refers to 
Student Questionnaire (Form II). 

'(R) indicates reversals of scoring for consistency of direction. 

^Items in this scale had three-point response sets, with high scores 
indicating less parental restrictiveness and protective control. 

'Items in this scale had five-point response sets, with high scores 
indicating less parental and family intrusiveness (i.e., a perception 
of appropriate levels of autonomy). 

'Items in these scales had true-false response sets, with high scores 
on the first scale indicating a low focus on setting and maintairring 
rules, and with high scores on the second scale indicating extensive 
freedom for individual family members. 
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student Questionnaire 
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FORM S-T 

FORM I 

FRESHHW* STUDEUT QUESTIONNAIRE 

THE PURPOSE OF THIS PROJECT IS TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TO IKPROVE 

UNIVERSITY SERVICES AND PROGRAMS FOR HEW STUDENTS 

VOUR ANSWERS ARE COMPLETELY COtfF IDENTIAL 

IT WILL TAKE ABOUT 45 MINUTES TO COMPLETE 

PLE;VSE HELP us MAXE THIS A BETTER UNIVERSITY BY COMPLETING THIS FORM TOCAY; 

YOU WILL BE GIVEX INSTRUCTIONS ON hOW TO RETURN THIS COKPLETF.D FORM 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE FOR A 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AND FOR DETAILED INSTRUCTIONS 
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ii-S 

This questionnaire was designed to gather information about students at 
the beginning of their college careers. It includes questions about your 
background, your family, your hone town, your attitudes and feelings, and 
your plans for the future. This information will be helpful to colleges and 
universities in plajuiing programs and activities to meet the needs of entering 
students. 

Your answers on this questionnaire are confidential. Your name will not 
be associated with your answers. Neither your parents or other students or 
anyone else will know that this is your questionnaire. 

Your parents will also be asked to complete a questionnaire. Because we 
need to match the responses of parents and students, you are asked to PRINT 
your name and the names of your parents below on this page. After you turn 
in the questionnaire, a number will be assigned to your questionnaire, and this 
page will be removed completely from the rest of the questionnaire. We wish 
to obtain information on freshmen and their parents as a group, not on 
individuals, so the procedures have been designed to insure confidentiality of 
your answers. Please do not discuss your answers with your parents or with 
anyone else. 

YOUR FULL NAME (PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY) 

PULL NAME OF YOUR MOTHER (PRINT) 

FULL- NAME OF YOUR FATHER (PRINT) 

If your mother or father are deceased, indicate that in the space above. 
If you live with a stepmother, stepfather, or other guardian, write their name 
in the appropriate space above. 

Please print your home address herei 
number 

city state zip 

Most of the questions on the questionnaire look like this: 

1. When you enter the university in September, 1980, will 
you be > 

(10) 1 Freshman 3 Junior 
2 SophoBiore 4 Senior 

You are to write the appropriate number in the space in the left margin. In 
this case, you would write the number 1 in the space. Pay no attention to the number 
in parentheses next to the space. It does not correspond to the question number and 
IS only for computer purposes. Please write all numbers clearly and carefully. 

Before proceeding to complete the questionnaire, please read the Consent Form 
on the next page. This is a standard form that is required by the university whenever 
people are asked to complete a questionnaire or participate in a project. 
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iii-T 

PLEASE READ AND SIGN BEFOPX PROCEEDING 

CCrSEKT FORX 

I hereby rive my consent for ir.y participation in the project entitled "Freshrar. Survey 
Study." I understand that the person responsible for this project is Cr. Narcy Eeli 
(•4r-2896). I understand t^at the purpose of this project is to rather inforiraticr about 
incopincj fresr.r*n students and their finlies so that the i.niversity will be atle to plan 
(rogrars nrd activities tc reet the needs of erterir.c stuaents. I urcerstand that this 
r reject involves coi.pletirc a rucsticrraire which inciuaes typical census type questions 
and questions aLcut my t'ari ly ar.d ry attitudes. 

I urderstand that icy answers or. the questionnaire are confidential. I understand that 
this project rcciuires that I write iry name on the cover sheet to the questioiuiaire m crder 
th.1t infcmation from parents and stcc'erts iray te combined, tut that a number will te 
icsirnec tc my .mr-wcrs ar.d py n.une will te coirpletely rcirovcd from the cuestionnairc. I 
unc'erstahc chat this prcjcct is cor.ccrnec with the answers of crcshmen and parents as a 
grcui', and rot with the answers of indivicuals. 

I ixdvrstanti that Cr. l<ell or her atithcrized representative aorees to answer any 
inauirits I iray have curcernmi; Lhc procedures and tliat I ra^ contact the Texa;̂  Tech 
Lnivcrsity Institutional review Lcard for the Prctectior of human Subjects ty writing 
their in care cf the Cfficc of Fesvarch Services, lexas Tech l,niversity, Li.tbocK, Texas, 
T^iO. cr b" calling 'AZ-'.Z'f. 

Alrhouah thic project cannot cause physical injury to you, the following staterent 
Is reruired by the university: "If this research project causes any physical injury to 
you, treatrcnt is not necessarily .ivailable at Texas Tech University cr the Student 
I'calth Center, or any program cf Insurance appl'^cable to the institution and its [erscrnel. 
Financial compcns.iticn for any such injury muat be provided thrcu^jh ycur own insurance 
I'lrnrar. I'urther Inlorration about these trotters may be obtained from Dr. J. Xncx Jcnea, 
•lr.. Vice Preaiuer.t for )!escarch and Graduate ftudiea, 742-:iS3, Room 119, Administration 
building, Texas Tech lnivcrsity, Lubtcck, Texas 1^*09.' 

I understand that I ray not derx'c therapeutic treatrent frri? participaticr In this 
study. ! uniierstaiid that I ray discontinue this study at any tire I chcose withcut 
perialtv 

Sign.iture o£ Farticipant: _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ ^ . ^ ^ _ ^ _ _ ^ _ ^ _ Date: 

Signature of Trojeet Dircctcr: ' '' .i^L^^j ^-/ • ^ •̂ t_̂  

i' ' 
Sianaturc of Witness: 

(Dease have corecne witness ycur sionature and sign here) 
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. 1 - . * 

SCOPE (i-4),i , 

PER L5) <s, 
SCH C4) 
FCC C7-«) 

Leave these 
spaces blank 

F i l l in spaces 
beginning here 

FrXSIUAAIl STLDENT CUESTIC^ff*IR^ 

Please write your answers in the space provided to the left 
of each question except where special instructions ate given. 
If you have both a pencil and pen available, please use the 
pencil to complete this form. Otherwise, you may use pen. 

^t% 

RACE 

RSL 

PARHAP. 

(9) 1 . 

BRTH-PM ao) 
8RTHPY „2, 

Your s e x : 
1 Male 
2 Female 

(month) 

(year ) 

( i n c h e s ) 

( l b s . ) 

(19) 

(20) 

HAR^lAT ' : i ' _ 

PHLTH ' " ' — 

CHLIH " " — 

(24) 

(2S) 

2. Your birthdate: 

3. Your height: 

4. Yoi-r weight! 

Rare/ethnic background: 
1 Wh.ite 
2 Black 
3 Mexican Amer ican 
4 O t h e r 

(Write a 1 or a 2 in the 
space to the left of the 
left of the question) 

(Examples: January, 1962 
should be written Q | 
for month and (o 2. for 
year; December, 1963 • 
/ 2 (month) and t 3 ) 

(If under 100 lbs., write 
zero in the first space. 
For example, 95 lbs. • 

(fill in other) 

6. RcJiaious affiliation: 
1 Protestant 
2 Catholic 
3 Jewish 
4 Other (fill in other) 

Marital status: 
1 Single 
2 Married 
3 Other (fill in other) 

8. Your present health: 
1 Good 
2 Fair 
3 Poor 

9. Your health during childhood: 
1 Good 
2 Fair 
J Poor 

10. Other people probably consider my physical appearance i%: 
1 Slightly attractive 
2 Moderately attractive (about average) 
3 Very attractive 

The next set of questions Is about your family 

11. Parents' current marital status: 
1 Harried 3 Mother deceased 
: Divorced or separated 4 Father deceased 
5 Other (fill m other) 
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LLHYRS .:6) _ 

/̂ -poLYRS '='> _ 

12. With whom did you spend your childhcod years (ages 1-12): 
1 Both natural parents 
2 Single parent—mother 
3 Single parent—father 
4 Mother and stepfather 
5 Father and stepmother 

Other (fill in other) 

13. With whom did you spend your adolescent years (ages 13*); 
(L'se same responses as question »12. If ycur 
answer is 6, explain in the space Lelow), 

TSPU.C 

Mocc 

For the following questions about your parents, please consider 
the mother and father with whom you have spent the most time, 
even if th.ey are not your natural parents. If either or both 
parents are deceased, please answer m terms oi when they were 
living if possible. 

HS1?U.C <"» 

(29) 

(30) 

14. 

IS. 

16. 

(32) 70CC 

512SSAT "*' 

17. 

19. 

1TEAL0 8 
IflEALOS 

l-ptALV? 
ll>tAi'Y5 

(33) 

(36) 

(37) 

(38) 

20. 

IDWUMOB (39) 

l^NUMOS ,40) 

1ONUHY0 ,41) 

19NUMY5 (42) 

Mother's education: 
1 Grade sc.̂ col 
2 Junior high 
3 High school 

(h)gheat level completed) 
4 College (undergraduate) 
5 Masters degree 
6 r .octorai degree 

Father'* education! (highest level completed) 
ILse same responses as question « 14) 

Mother'* occupation: 
01 Unskilled worker (e.g., farm worker or maid) 
C2 Semi-skilled worker (e.g., machine operator) 
C3 Service worker (e.g., barber, policeman) 
''4 Skillec worker or craftsman (e.g., carpenter) 
CS Salesman, bookkeeper, secretary, office worker 
CC Owner of email business, government official, 

military officer 
07 Profession requiring bachelor's degree 'e.g.,teacher! 
08 Owner of larce business, executive of large business 
09 Profession requiring advanced degree (e.g.. doctor) 
10 llor«maker 

Father's occupation: 
(Use sane responses as question • IE) 

IB. How satisfied are you with the slie of ycur fasulyi 
1 Not satisfied 4 Considerably satisfico 
2 Slightly satisfied S Extremely satisfied 
3 Moderately satisfied 

Please indicate in the spaces on the left whether your 
ideal family to orow up in would have more, the sa<r« 
ruBber, or fe^er of each type of brother ar.a sister 
than you have in your actual family. 

Older brothers: More 

Older sisters: 1 More 

Younger brothers! 1 More 

Younqpr sisters I 1 More 

2 Same 

2 Sam* 

2 Same 

2 Same 

3 Fewer 

3 Fewer 

3 Fewer 

3 Fewer 

If you think of an ideal family to grow up in, how mary of 
each of the following brothers and sisters would you want: 

Number of older brothers: (Write number In space to left) 

tlunber of older sisters: 

Number of younger brothers: 

Number of younger sistersi 
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ULHof^ ,43) _ 

RELfATH c"" 

Do not write here rcrTCHLpc^-4'n 
( 4 ^ 

NUM8RC4*-4^)„8) 

NaMS5C^-SrO(!o) 
gTHp05(f2-f})"' 
KuMoeR Cf^) '̂ '" — 
Y^lFOBRirr)'"' — 

CLoSRTVtS-fc)'"' 
C^08RTH t!^)'"> — 
CLoBftf^LW^fo) _ 
NiiHOSS iru, , , , 
YDIT^aSS («<') 

CL055TH «!>«' — 
CZ.0 5SPRCi3)(66) 

YDiFYBRCtr;,,,, _ 
aY8«pv GO . 

CLXB^f^ (iXJ Answer here 

NU.KY55 ( i ^ ) 

YPlT^Y ŝ (<]«'; 
CLYiSFvr (li; 

SHBEPHS crfr) 

(71) 

(74) 

(76) 

;-a 

21. How would you describe >cur relationship with your mother: 
1 hot close i Consideratly close 
: Slujhtly close 5 Txtremely close 
3 Moderately close 

22. How would you describe your relationship with your father: 
(Use same responses as question * 21) 

23. How would you describe relationships in general in your family: 
(Use same responses as question l> 21) 

24. This is a question about your brothers and sisters. Please 
include all children who grew up with you in your hcse. 
For each, write their year of birth, and then rate the 
closeness of your relationship with each during childh.ccd 
(5-12 yrs), adolescence (13-17 years), and the present. 
Rate degree of closeness at each of these times by using 
the responses (l,2,3.^cr S) that you used in question 
* 21 above. For this question. just write on the lines 
belowj do not fill m the spaces on the left of the paJe. 

Brothers: 

1 

Write here 

Year of birth. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Sisters: 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

5-12 yrs. 
Closeness Ratmn 

13-17 yrs. 

i 
' 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

Present . 

1 

i 

1 
1 

Here are some questions about your home and home town 

25. When you were in high sc.iool, how many people lived in 
your home (If less than 10, write zero in the first space) 

26. During the majority of your high school years, how many 
people shared a bedroom with you: (If none, write zero) 

27. When you were in high school, how crowded did you feel 
in your home? 
1 Not crowded 4 Considerably crowded 
2 Slightly crowded 5 Extremely crowded 
3 Moderately crowded 
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28. Trite the name of your heme town and the s; 
!>pace below. Please print. 

the 

pop 
town state 

(78) 

HOMEPIST (79) 

(leave blank) 
1 

aWDCLS ''' — 

HSfirpA (6) _ 

29. What is the approximate size cf your home tcvn: (If 
you are not sure, please estimate tiie population). 
1 IP.COC or under 4 51,000 to 100,000 
2 11,000 to 30,000 5 101,000 to 400,COC 
3 31,000 to 50,000 6 Over 400,000 

30. Hov far is ycur hore from this university? 
1 home town is same as university town 
2 Less than 100 miles 
: lCC-200 miles 
4 2C1-300 miles 
5 Mere than 300 niles away 

31. What was the approximate number of studcntf in your 
yigh school graduating class: 
1 100 students or less 4 301 to 4C0 
2 ICl tc 200 5 r«re than 4CC stuocnts 
3 201 to 300 

32. What was your grade point average curing your senior 
yciir ir high school: 
1 3.50 to 4.00 (A) 4 :.r,n to 2.49 (O 
2 3.00 to 3.49 (F./P*) 5 1.99 or less (t cr railing) 
1 2.50 to 2.99 (C*/E-) 

R l H' _ 

(LI 

R3 

R4 

(S ) 

(9) 

(10) 

R r (11) 

The following arc qutsticnr about ycur relationships with 
other pccple of the raire sex and the oppcsitr sex. 

33. How froquontly do ycu usually attend partlcr arc ether 
social events: 
1 Never 4 ^bout once a week 
2 Cr.ce a month or less 5 About twice a week 
3 About twice a ronth f More than twice a wee It 

34. What la the most serious type of relationship, if »r.y, 
you are involved in at the present tirw:: 
1 Not dating 4 tngaged 
2 Casual dating 5 Married 
3 Dating someone steadily 

35. How many clort relatlcnghlps with the opposite sox co 
you presently have: 
1 Mono 4 Three 
2 One 5 Four or more 
3 Two 

36. With regard to the nurber of your opposite sex relaticrships, 
would you like to have: 
1 Many more than at present 4 Fewer than at i<resent 
2 More than at present 5 Many fewer than present 
3 Alt<out the some as present 

37. How imcortart are your opposite sex relationships to ycu: 
1 Extremely important 4 Slightly imixjrtant 
: Considerably important 5 Not important 
3 Moderately important 
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R4 ,12, 

R 14 

38. How difficult is it for ycu to beoir relationships with 
members of the oppcsitg sex: 
1 Not difficult 4 Considerably difficult 
2 Slightly difficult 5 Extremely difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 

39. How difficult is it for you to maintain relationships 
with members of the opr-csite sex: 
1 Not difficult 4 Considerably difficult 
2 Slightly difficult 5 Extremely difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 

40. Itow d i f f i c u l t i s i t for you to end re lat ionships with 
meitbera of the opposite sex: 
1 Not difficult 4 Considerably difficult 
2 Slichtly difficult 5 Extremely difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 

41. How would you rate your ability to successfully solve 
problems or conflicts in your opposite sex relaticrshics: 
1 Extremely effective 4 Slightly effective 
2 Considerably effective 5 Not effective 
3 Moderately effective 

' 1 " 42. How many opposite sex relationships do ycu have in which 
you can be totally honest with the other person and 
know that he or she will understand your feelings: 
1 Hone 4 Three 
2 One 5 Four or more 
3 T^.o 

R 7 (13, 

R 8 (14) _ 

R 1 (151 _ 

R 10 

R II (17, 4 3. How satisfying are your cpposite sex relationships to you: 
1 Extremely satistylng 4 Slightly satisfying 
: Considerably satisfying 5 Not satisfying 
3 Kodcrately satisfying 

1̂  I X (18) 44. How many close rclJticnshit's with the sam.e sex do you 
rresrntlY have-
1 None 4 Three 
2 One 5 Four or more 
3 Two 

K 13 (15) 45. Kith regard to the nurber of your same sex relationships. 
how many would you like to have: 
1 Many more than at present 4 Fewer than at present 
2 Mere than at present 5 Many fewer than at present 
3 About the same as present 

(20) 46. How important are your saire sex relationships to you: 
1 Extremely important 4 Slightly irportant 
2 Considerably important 5 Net important 
3 Moderately important 

\i 15 (21) 47. How would ycu rate your ability to successfully solve 
problems or conflicts in your saiM! sex relationships; 
1 Extremely effective 4 Slightly effective 
2 Considerably effective 5 Not effective 
3 Moderately effective 

[i. Ml (22) 48. How difficult is it for you to begin relationships with 
members of your same sex: 
1 Not difficult 4 Considerably difficult 
2 Slightly difficult S Extremely difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 
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3-̂  

R \n 

R IS 

R »^ 

R 23 

(23) 

(24) 

(25) 

How difficult IS it for you to rramtam relaticnships 
with rerbers of ycur same sex: 
1 Not difficult 4 Considerably difficult 
2 Slightly difficult 5 Extremely difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 

50. 

51. 

R 20 (26) 

R 2 | (=-' _ 

K 22, (23) 

52. 

53. 

(:9) 

(30) 

How difficult is it for you to 
members of your same sex: 
1 Not difficult 
2 Slightly difficult 
3 Moderately difficult 

R i4 

R i r (31) 

R a^ 

R 27 

(32) 

(33) 

end relationships with 

4 Considerably difficult 
5 Extremely difficult 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

How many same sex relationships do you have in which you 
can be totally honest with the other person and 
know that he or she will understand your feelings: 
1 None 4 Three 
2 Or.e 5 I cur or more 
3 Two 

How satisfying are your same sex relationships to you: 
1 Extremely satisfying 4 Slightly satisfying 
2 Considerably satisfying 5 Not satisfying 
3 Moderately satisfying 

At the present tire do you generally have: 
1 More same sex than opposite sex relationships 
Z About the same number of each 
3 More opposite sex than saire sex relaticrships 
4 Few relationships of either type 

With regard to your satisfaction with your relationships, 
which of the following applies Lest to you: 
1 More satisfaction from same sex than opposite sex 

relationships 
2 About the same satisfaction frnm hoth types 
1 More satisfactiLn fron' opposite; sex than some 

sex relationship.t 
4 Little satisfaction from either type of relaticnship 

At about what age diu you begin datirt; mcpbcri cf 
the oppcsitc sex: 
1 Have never dated 
2 Age 17 or older 
3 Age 15 or 16 

4 Age 13 or 14 
5 Age 12 or younger 

Hov often do you date now (during the past year): 
1 Never 4 About once a week 
2 Once a month or less 5 About twice a week 
3 About twice a month C More than twice a week 

If you do date, hov irportant are your dating relationships 
to you: 
1 Extremely important 
2 Considerably important 

fTliahtly important 
Hot important 

3 Moderately important I do net date 

If you do date, how satisfying are your dating 
relationships to you: 
1 Extremely satisfying 4 Slightly satisfying 
: Considerably satisfying 5 Not satisfying 
3 Moderately satisfying 6 I do not date 

Reoardinq a steady dating partner: (If none, write 5) 
1 My steady dating partner will be at this university 
2 My steady dating partner will be in town or close by 
3 My steady dating partner will be out of town but less 

than 200 miles away 
4 My steady dating partner will be more than 200 miles away 
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R25 (34) 

R 2<] (35) _ 

R 90 '"' — 

R 31 ("' _ 

R 33" (38) 

0. How shy do you consider yourself to be in your 
Interactions with others of the opposite sex: 
1 Not Shy 4 Ccnsvlerably shy 
2 Slightly shy 5 Extremely shy 
3 Moderately shy 

61. How shy do you consider yourself to be in your 
interactions with others of the same sex: 
1 ttot shy 4 Considerably shy 
2 Slightly shy 5 Extremely sliy 
3 Moderately shy 

62. How often do you experience feelings of shyness: 
1 Never 4 Frequently 
2 Rarely S Very frequently 
3 Soretimes 

63. Compared with other people who arc the same age, sex, 
and background as you, how shy are you: 
1 Much less shy 4 More shy 
2 Less shy 5 Much more shy 
3 About as shy 

64. Is your shyness ever a personal problem for yout 
1 Never 4 Frequently 
2 Rarely S Very frequently 
3 Sometimes 

P 5CALe 

p i (39) 

P2 
F? 

P^ 

P5-

F (-

f n 

p ^ 
f 10 
f »' 

f IJ (51) 

For eacli 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

r'ark one 
left of 

of the following iters, use one of these 5 responses: 
Strongly agree with the statement 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

cf these numbers, fron 1 to 5, in the space to the 
the Item. Do not spend much tir« on any one item. 

65. Parents expect too much from their children. 

66. One ought to discuss irportant plana with members of the family. 

67. In making plans for the future, parents should he given 
first consideration. 

6E. A person should be willing to sacrifice anything for his/her 
family 

69. Parents too often expect their grown-up children to obey them. 

70. Cne cannot find as much understanding at here as elsewhere. 

71. Cne owes his greatest obligation to hiS/'her family. 

"2. It is hard to keep a pleasant disposition at heme. 

73. People in the family can be trusted completely. 

74. Cne becomes nervous at home. 

75. The joys of family life are much over-rated. 

7e. One's parents usually treat him/her fairly ar.d sensibly. 

77. Cne should confide more fully in members of his/her farily. 
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P'4 ,52) _ 

P i r _ 

P ' t _ 
? \n _ 
P \i __ 

P I'l _ 

f 20 

p a\ 

& I — 
i z — 
£ 3 _ 

B 4 • _ 

e 5- _ 

£ 4 _ 

E 7 __ 

E 8 -_ 

E ^ _ 

E 10 _ 

& n _ 

E 13. (71) _ ^ 

1 strongly agree 
2 Agree 
3 Undecided 

4-b 

4 Disagree 
5 Strongly disagree 

78. One f e e l s most contented at hoirw. 

79. Family ties are strengthened when tines are hard. 

80. Parents are inclined to he toe old-fashioned in thoir ideas. 

61. Members of the family are too curious about one's personal 
affairs. 

82. Parents keep faith in their children even though they 
cannot find work. 

83. Parents are too particular about the kird of company one 
keeps. 

84. Obligations to one's family are a great hancicap to 
a young person today. 

55. So far as ideas are concerned, parents anu children live 
m different worlds. 

86, If my friends get poor grades, that's their problem. 

07. Even when I argue with a person, I try tc iragine how 
that person feels about hi:./her views. 

8P. When som.eone wins money on a TV quiz show, I often irarme 
how I would feel if I were that person. 

09. Sometimes I'm not at all pleased when I hear about a 
person who gets top grades. 

CO. When I disagree with a person, I do not try tc feel in i-y 
own mind the reascn why he/she has a c'lffcrtnt opinicn. 

91. I must admit that there have been tires I have net been 
bothered to see a person get injured. 

92. 1 feel other pco|>le ought to take care tf their ewn 
problems themselves. 

93. Khar. I watch a movie, I often iiruigine how I would fee l 
i f I were that person. 

94. When I see a very old person, I eften vender how I 
would feci i f I were that parser,. 

95. Mien a friend becomes croaget or gets r.>arried, I am 
very happy. 

96. When I am reading an interesting story, I im&qine how 
I would feel if I were in the same situation as the 
people ir the story. 

97. (3ne should not get too involved in other people's preblens. 

For each of the following, indicate the decree to which each 
statement is characteristic of you by markma a number, frcr 
1 to 5, in the spaces to the left according tn the following: 
1 Hot at all characteristic of me 4 Fairly characteristic 
2 (;ot very characteristic of me t Very ruch charatterirtic 
3 Slightly characteristic of me c£ irc 
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5-a 

1 

3 

Not at all characteristic 
Not ver^' characteristic 
Slichtly characteristic 

4 
5 

— • 1 

Fairly characteriatic 
Vet^ much Characteristic 

<>c w _ 

ĉ u _ 
$C \3 _ 

5C 14 _ 

SC 15- _ 

5C Ife _ 
5C \n _ 
SC IS _ 
SC »<! „ 
6 C 20 _ 
5C i l _ 

6C 2Z _ 

6C i j — 
^C 24 — 
6C z r — 

ccar^" — 

I am not likely to speak tc people until they speak to re. 

I would describe myself as socially unskilled. 

I frequently find it difficult to defend ny point of view 
whan confronted with the opinions of ethers. 

I would be willlnq to describe ei>'self as a pretty strong personality. 

Whan 1 work on a comeiittee I like to take charge of things. 

I would describe myself as self-confident. 

I usually expect to succeed in the things I dc. 

I feel confident c( my appearance. 

I am a good nixer. 

I feel comfortable approaching someone m a position of 
authority over r.e. 

lOfi. I enjoy beinn around other people ar.d seek out social 
encounters frequently. 

10'.. Wlien m • group of people. I have trouble thinking of the 
right things to say. 

110. When.in a group of people, I usually do what the others wart 
rather than cake suggestions. 

111. When I am in disagreement with other people, my opinion 

usually prevails. 

112. I feel confident of oy social behavior. 

113. I feel I can confidently approach and deal with anyone I ceet. 

114. I would describe myself as one who attempts to master situations, 

lis. I would describe myself as happy. 

116. Other people look up to re. 

117. r enjoy bainq in front of large audiences. 

118. When I meet a stranger, I often think that he is better 

than I *sii. 

119. I enjoy social gatherings just to be with people. 

120. It IS hard for me to start a conversation with strangers. 

121. People seem naturally to turn to me uhen decieions have te te mace. 

12?. I make a point of looking other people in the eye. 

12 3. I feel secure in social situations. 
124. I like to exert my influence over other pecple. 
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1 Not at all characteristic 
2 Not very characteristic 
3 Slightly characteristic 

4 Fairly characteristic 
5 Very much characteristic 

SC 23 (32) _ 

$C 21 _ 

$ 6 30 __ 

5C 31 _ 
$C 3 i '"' — 

125. I cannot seer, tc get others to notice me. 

126. I would rather not have very much responsibility fcr 
ctber people. 

127. I feel comfortable being approached by someone in a 

position of authority. 

128. I would describe myself as indecisive. 

129. I have no doubts abcut my social competence. 

Following are a nurber of personality characteristics. V'c kculd 
like you to use these characteristics tc describe vc<̂ rself. That is, 
we would like ycu to indicate, on a scale fromj^to 7, hew 
true of ycu these various characteristics are. 

Mark a nur.ber, froP' 1 to 7_, in the spice to the left of each item 
according tc the follovinr: 

1 Never or almost never true of ycu 5 Often true of ycu 
2 
3 
4 

Usually not true of you 
Sometimes but infrequently true 
Occasionally true 

6 
7 

Usually true cf you 
Aivays cr almost ah jvr 
true of you 

0 1 (37) 

82 

84 
B r 

g 12 

B 13 
0 14 

B 15-
B ' t 
B i l 
B >8 
B «i 

B 2 0 (56) 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

Helpful 

02^7) Reliable 

g 2 2 Analytical 

BlJ Sympathetic 

g4l (''" "»'"' 
5 4 2 Solemn 

843 
Defends own beliefs ^ 1 ^ Jealous 

Willing '.'! tjKe a 
stand 

Cheerful 

Moody 

Independent 

Shy 

Conscientious 

Athletic 

Affectionate 

Theatrical 

Assertive 

_ Flatterable 

. Heppy 

Strong personality 

Loyal 

_ Unpredictable 

Forceful 

Feminine 

^ 25° '"* leadership abilities 
leave blanl 

(OC) 3 (1) 

9 2^ Sensitive to needs of ̂ ^^(5) Tender 
others 

g4-3 Friendly 
B 21 Truthful 

0 4 t Aggressive 
9 2S Willing to take risks ^ 

B 4 7 Gullible 
f 2" Understanding 

g 46 Inefficient 
0 Jo Secretive ^ 

t 4"! Acts as a Icacer 
0 Jl Makes decisions easily 

I 50 Childlike 
B J 2 _ ^ Compassionate 

J 33 Sincere 

B Jii Self-sufficient 

D 55" Eager to soothe hurt 

feelings 

5 3» Conceited 

0 3*] Dominant 

8 3? Soft-spoken 

i 3l Likable 

lj^^(76) Masculine 

B r i Adaptable 

Individualistic 

5 57 Does net use harsh 
language 

/stenatic B ?4 unsys 

0 y j * Competitive 

p JTo Loves chililrrr 

? 5 7 Tactful 

p 5T> Ambitious 

B 5 \ Gentle 
[IF YOU 0 0 HOT JdiOW THE MEANING OF A WOW), LEAVE I T BLANK I a I 

I P t O ( 2 1 ) Conventional 
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The last section of the quei cicr.r.aire 
college and about the future. 

contains fiUestiors atcuc 

MAI (22) 

leave blank 130. Write below your intenceti major at college if you 
have one at this time. 

5ATV (24) 

$ATa ,:7) 

PiNANCe (30) 

21) 

70 B ( 3 2 ) 

Ll>tAR$Cri (33) _ 

RELASCH ( 3 4 ) 

TTPNDSCH (36) 

AC^ASCH (38) 

pMMATS ( 4 2 ) 

EX&PA (*3) 

131. Please write in the spaces to the left the scores (both 
(verbal) verbal and quantitative) that you obtained on the 

Scholastic yptitude Test. If you do not know your 
(quant.) scores, leave the spaces blank. 

132. What is your primary source of financial support 
for attending college: 
1 Personal savinos or part-time job 
2 Family assistance 
3 Repayable loan net from, family 
4 Scholarship or grant 
5 Other (fill in other) 

133. Would you like to join a sorcrity or fraternity: 
1 Definitely vould like to 4 Prcbably do not want to 
i Probably would like to 5 CeCinitely do not want 
3 Uncertain to join 

134. Do you expect to have a job during your first sesester 
at this university: 
1 i:o 
2 Yes: Part-time job 
3 Yes: Full-time job 
4 Uncertain ot this time 

135. Where will you live while attending this university: 
1 Dormitory 
2 Apartment off caapus 
3 Home 
•I with relatives 
5 Other (fill in other) 

136. If you have any relatives attending this university, 
write the nu.-nber of relatives in the spaces to the 
left. If less than 10, write a zero in the first 
space. Answer m the saire way for questions » 137 
through 139. (Include persons entering as freshmen). 

137. If you have any coed friends (who are not relatives) 
attending this university, write the number in 
the spaces to the left. 

138. If you have acquaintances who are not relatives attending 
this university, write the number. 

139. If you have other good friends or relatives living 
1 r. this town. write the nurber. 

140. How well do you know your prospective roomirate(s) : 
/nswer for the one that you know the best: 
1 Not at all 
2 Acquaintance 
3 Good friend 
4 Will not have roosxate(s) 

141. l.'hat grade point average do you think that you will 
have at the end of your fresliman year: 
1 3.50 to 4.00 (A) 4 2.00 to 2.49 (C) 
2 3.00 to 3.49 (C/B+) 5 1.99 or less (D or failing) 
3 2.50 to 2.99 (C*/B-) 
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CONABIL ' « ' — 

I^ROpoUT <«' — 

IMPTPAR (47, _ 

5<Sr<arOR<SrF (45) 

P6r6roR^F (49) 

HARpRoS (50) 

CHPpiAM (SI) 

INfLfAR ,5j, 

1NFL51B (53) 

142. How well do you think you will do in college compared 
tc other students who are entering this university; 
1 Much better than average 4 v.'orse tlian average 
2 Better than average 5 Much worse than average 
3 About average 

143. How confident are you that you have the necessary 
ability to dc veil in college: 
1 Extremely confident 4 Slightly confident 
2 Considerably confident 5 Not confident 
3 Moderately confident 

144. How likely do you think it is that you will drop out 
of college before you finish ycur degree 
1 Very likely 4 Slightly unlikely 
2 Slightly likely 5 Very unlikely 
3 Unsure 

145. How important is it to ycur parents that ycu do well 
in college: 
1 Extremely important 4 Slightly Important 
2 Considerably irportant 5 Not important 
3 Moderately important 

146. Although you do not actually have to make this choice, 
if you had to choose cne or tlic ctl'er, which of 
the following is most im.portant to you at this time. 
1 Making good grades and doing well academically 

ir college 
2 Making good friends and being well-liked by ether 

students in college 

147. If your parents were asked to choose one or the other, 
which do you think they would feel is most important 
for you: 
1 Making good grades and doing well academically 

in college 
2 ^'aklng good friends and being well-liked by other 

students in college 

148. How likely It it that you will be married before, nr 
at the time you graduate from college: 
1 Cefinitely will be married 
2 Trobably will te rarribd 
3 Probably will not be married 
; Definitely will not be n a m e d 
5 I am married at the present time 

149. How many children, if any, do you plan to have: 

1 rone 
2 One 
3 Two 
4 Three 
5 Four or more 

150. Li.oted below are scire possible sources of influence 
over your behavior. Indicate the importance of eacti 
as it influences how you behave ir your relationships 
with others. Answer according to the following: 
1 Extremely important 4 Slightly important 
2 Considerably important 5 (•̂ot important 
3 Moderately important 

Parents or guardian 

Brothers, sisters, or other family members 
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1KFU5P ,55) 

iNfLSO (56) 

HAfPV 

^CN6AT 

AyJ 

(57) 

(58) 

(59) 

i 5AT SCALE 

5AT I 
5A-r2 
^AT3 
6A-r4 
^At r 
5A-r 6 
$AT7 
5A-r3 
$A-r^ 

(60) 

1 Extremely important 
2 C o n s i d e r a b l y important 
3 K c d e r a t e l y important 

4 S l i q h t l y i irportant 
5 Not irr.portant 

(68) 

150 . (Cont inued) 

Close friends 

Current dating partner or spouse (Write 6 if no current partner) 

Significant others (e.g., minister, counselor, etc.) 

151. Taking all things together, how would you say things are 

theue days: 
1 I am very happy 
2 I am pretty happy 
3 I am not too happy 

152. In general, how satisfying do you find the way your 
are spending your life these days: 
1 Completely satisfying 
2 Eretty satisfying 
3 Not very satisfying 

153. Characterize your present overall level of personal 
adjustment: 
1 Poor 
2 Not so good 
3 Adequate 
4 Good 
5 Extremely good 

154. Here are a list of things or activities which can give 
a person satisfaction in life. Using the following 
scale, please rate the degree of satisfaction which 
each one gives you . 

1 Highly is^ortant to my satisfaction 
2 Very important to my satisfaction 
3 Somewhat irportant to my satisfaction 
4 Not very isfiortant to my satisfaction 

5 Not at all important to ry satisfaction 

Career or occupation (now or future) 

Leisure time activities (sports, hobbies) 

Family relationships 

Activities with family meibers 

Relationships with my own age group 

Activities with my own age group 

Money and the things you can buy with it 

Being a good student 

Being part of a group 

hllANK YOU FOB COMPLETING THIS nUESTIOtlNAIBXt 
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r 
'̂ar 

OfSRCy) 
(QSCH C;; 
«)FCC(7-

TIME Cio) 

AOePER Cl2) 
INTVWR. C13; 
5PEKR CI4-) 
MToftCR Cil) 

Iaqu» these 
spaces blank 

(5) 

(13) 

(17) 

FRESHMAN STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE II 

RESPONSES 

1 T^wit44«e "Jeff Cat* ft 

SA I (21) 

OA II 

0/\ l^ (39) 

Please write your answers in the space provided to the left 
of each question. Please write clearly. Do not spend much 
tlo« on any one question, but write the answer that comes 
to mind first. It is important that you answer all questions 
and do not leave any blank spaces on this questionnaire 
except where iaitructionfj tell you to le.ive bl.mk spaces. 

The first set of statements on this questionnaire are to help 
you describe yourself as you see yourself. Please answer 
them as if you were describing yourself co yourself. Read 
each item carefully; then select one of the five responses 
below and fill in the answer space co che left of each 
question by writing a number in the space provided. 

Completely 
False 

2 
Mostly 
False 

Partly False 
and 

Partly True 

•Mostly 
True 

Completely 
True 

I have a healthy body. 

I am an attractive person 

I consider myself a sloppy person. 

I am a decent sort of person. 

I am an honest person 

6. I an a bad person. 

7. I am a cheerful person. 

3. I am a calm and easy going person. 

9. I am a nobody. 

10. I have a family that would always help me In any kind of 
trouble. 

11. I am a member of a happy family. 

12. My friends have no confidence in ne. 

13. X am a friendly person. 

\k . I am popular with men. 

15. I am not interested in what other people do. 

16. I do not always ceil the truth. 

17. I get angry sometimes. 

18. I like CO look nice and neac all clio ci-.e. 

10. X. am full of aches and pains. 
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RESPONSES 1 
Completely 

False 

2 
Mostly 
False 

3 
Partly False 

and 
ParCly True 

&A 20 (40) 

SA ?I 

aA 4\ 

l-b 

4 5 
Mostly Completely 
True True 

20. I am a sick person. 

&• t^ •̂ ' 21. I am a religious person. 

22. I am a moral failure. 

23. I am a morally weak person. 

24. I have a lot of self-control. 

25. I am a hateful person 

26. I am losing my mind. 

27. I am an important person Co my friends and family. 

28. I am not loved by my family. 

29. I feel chat my family doesn't trusc me. 

30. I am popular wich women. 

31. I am mad at the whole world. 

32. I am hard Co be friendly wich. 

33. Once in a while I Ihlnk of chinas coo bad Co calk .ibour, 

34. Somecimes when I am noc feeling; well, I am cross. 

35. I am neither coo fat nor too chin. 

36. I like my looks jusc Che way Choy are. 

37. I would like co change some pares of my bodv. 

38. I am sacisfied wich my moral behavior. 

39. I am sacisfied wich ny relacionshio Co Cod. 

40. I oughc CO go CO church more. 

41. 1 am sacisfied co be jusc uhac 1 an. 

42. I am jusc as nice as I should be. 

43. I despise myself. 

44. I am sacisfied wich my family relationships. 

45. I understand my family as well as I should. 

46. I should crust rav family more. 

47. I am as sociable as I wane co be. 

48. I Cry co please others, buc I don'c overdo ic. 

49. I am no good ac all from a social sc.indpoinc. 

Q A 5*0 (70) 50. I do noc like everyone I know. 
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2-a 

^A rl (71) 

'^rSPONSES 1 
Complecely 

False 

2 

Mostly 
False 

3 
Partly False 

and 
Paitly True 

4 
Mostly 
True 

5 
Completely 

True 

^ A ^ 

Leave these 
spaces blank 

(80) J^ 

C(?P£T2l (1) 
(i-WL 

&A4o (5) 

SA 71 

SA7T ( 2 2 ) 

51. Once in a while, I Ipughac a dirCy joke. 

52. I am neither too tall nor too short. 

53. I don't fee] as well as I should. 

54. I should have more sex appeal. 

55. I am as religious as I want to be. 

56. I wish I could be more trustworthy. 

57. I shouldn't tell so many lies. 

58. I am as smart as I want to be. 

59. I am noc the person I would like co be. 

60. I wish I didn't give up as easily as I do. 

61. I treat my parents as well as I should 

62. I am coo sensitive to things my family say. 

63. I should love my family more. 

64. I am satisfied with the way I treat other people. 

65. I should be more polite to others. 

66. I ought to get along better with other people. 

67. I gossip a little at times. 

68. Ac times I feel like swearing. 

69. I take good care of myself physically. 

70. I try CO be careful about ray appearance. 

71. I often act like I am "all thumbs." 

72. I am true to my religion in my everyday life. 

73. I try to change when I know I'm doing things chat are wrong. 

74. I sometimes do very bad chings. 

75. I can always cake care of myself in any situation. 

76. I cake che blame for things wichouc getting mad. 

77. I (to Chings without Chinking abouc chcm first. 
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RESPONSES 

£IA rj? ( 

SLA 9\ 

23) 

OA Î 

aA \oo 

Completc'y 
False 

Mostly 
False 

f 
e-8 

8-82 

INTEflpeKSoNAL TRmCT 

(-'•) 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

9-. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

Partly False 
and 

Partly True 

4 
Mostly 
True 

Complecely 
True 

Tor c 
and u 

try to play fair with my friends and family. 

take a real interest in my family. 

give in to my parents. 

try to understand the other fellow's poinc of view. 

get along well with other people. 

do not forgive others easily. 

would rather win than lose in a game. 

feel good most of the time. 

Jo poorly in sports and games. 

am a poor sleeper. 

do what is right most of the time. 

sometimes use unfair means co net ahead. 

have croublc doing the chinas Chac are rl(;hc. 

solve my problems quicc easily. 

change my mind a loc. 

cry to run away from my problems. 

do ny share of work ac homii. 

quarrel with my family. 

do not act like my family chinks I should. 

see good points in all che people I meet. 

do not feel at ease with other people. 

find it hard co calk -vich scranqers. 

nee in a while 1 puc off until tc.-^orrow whac 1 oughc co 
o codav. 

e nexc chree qjescions, c.-ioose one ot the c~o answers 
ice chat number in Che space ac che left. 

Some poople say chat most people can be crusted. Othi^rs 
say you can'c be Coo careful in you dealings wich poop!. 
ow do vou feel about it? 

Most people can be cruscod You can'c be too careful 

ould you say chat most people iro 'nore inclined co ;u>l, 
Lhcrs, or more inclined Co look ouc for themselves.' 

To help ochers To look out for themselves 

149 



9$ 3 (48) 

5JCI 

^c n 

^C 20 r6.8) 

3. If you don't wacch yourself, people will cake advantage 
of you. 

1 Agree 2 Disagree 

For che next questions, please write the number of your 
answer co the lefc of each quescion. Respond according 
to the following: 

Agree Very 
Much 

Agree A 
Little 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Disagree A 
Little 

Disagree very 
Much 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Never tell anyone why you did something unless it will help you. 

Most people are good and kind. 

The best way to get along with people is to cell tliera things 
Chat make thera happy. 

You should do something only when you are sure ic is righc. 

It is smartest Co believe that all people will be mean if 
chey have a chance. 

You should always be honest, no matter what. 

Sometimes you have co hurt other people to get whac you unnc. 

Most people won't work hard unless you make them do ic. 

It is better to be ordinary and honest than famous and 
dishonest. 

It's better to ceil someone why you w.inc him to help you 
than to make up a good story to gee him to do it. 

Successful people are mostly honest and good. 

Anyone who completely Crusts anyone else is asking for 
trouble. 

A criminal is just like other people e.\cept that he is 
stupid enough to get caught. 

Most people are brave. 

It is smart Co be nice to Inportanc people if you d.;n't 
really like Chem. 

Ic is possible co be good In every wav. 

Most people cannot be easily fooled. 

Somecimes you have to cheat a liccle co get what you i.-.inc. 

Ic is never righc to cell a lie. 

It hurts more to lose money Chan to lose a friend. 
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^V\ (69) 

Q-V l\ 

SCDPETB 

(.<»0) 

( i ) 

Leave Ch«s<2 
.spaces blank 

Q.V li (3) 

S.l?20 (13) 

For Che n«xt questions, answer as follows; 

Write I if you agree wich the statement (a YES answer; 

^''it* 2 If you disagree wicn cne scaccmenc (a wo answer) 

1. Oo you believe chac moac problems will solve themselves if 
you Jusc don'c fool wich them? 

2. Oo you believe chac you can scop yourself fron c.ntching a cold? 

3. Are some people jusc bora lucky? 

4. Mosc of che cime do you feel chac jecdng good grades meant 
a greac deal co you? 

5. Are you often blamed for things that jusc aren't your faulc? 

6. Do you believe that if somebody studies hard enough he or 
she can pass any subject? 

7. Do you feel Chat mosc of the time it doesn't pay co cry 
hard because chings never turn out right unywav' 

8. Do you feel that if chings start out well In the m.orning that 
it's going CO be a good day no matter wnat you uo.' 

9. Do you feel that mosc of the time parents listen :o what 
their children have to say? 

10. Do you believe that wishing can make good chinas hippcn? 

11. '.•.Tien you gee punished docs ic usu.illv seem ic'i lor no 
good rujson ac all? 

12. Mosc of che time Jo you find it h.ird to change a rriand's 
(mind) opinion? 

13. Do you think thac cheering more c^an luck helps a team co win' 

14. Did you feel that it was nearly Impossible co cnange your 
parent's mind about anything? 

15. Do you believe thac parents should allow children to rnake 
mosc of cheir own decisions? 

16. Do you feel chac when you do something wrong there's verv 
litcle you can do to make ic right? 

17. Do you believe that mosc people are just born jood at sports? 

18. Are mosc of the other people your ane stronger :l-.an vou are? 

19. Do you feel that one of the best .avs to handl.^ -osc prjoLe.ns 
is jusc noc to cliink about them.' 

20. D.T you feel chac you have a lot of choice m ieciding unom 
your friends are? 
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^̂ 'Pai ( i<«) 

ai? 31 

Write I if you agree with the statement ( a YES answer) 

Write 2 if you disagree with the statement ( a NO answer) 

21. If ynii find a four leaf clover, do you believe that it 
might bring you good luck? 

22. Did you often feel that whether or not you did your 
homework had much to do with what kind of grades you 
got? 

23. Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you, 
tliere's little you can do to stop him or her? 

24. Have you ever had a good luck charm? 

25. Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends 
on how you act? 

26. Did your parents usually help you if you asked chem to? 

27. Have you felc that when people were angry with you It was 
usually for no reason at all? 

28. Mosc of the time, do you feel that you can change what 
might happen tomorrow by what you do today? 

29. Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen 
they just are going co happen no matter what you try co 
do CO stop them? 

30. Do you think chat people can got ciieir own way if they 
just keep trying? 

31. Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get 
your own way ac home? 

32. Do you feel that when good things happen they happen 
because of hard work? 

33. Do you feel that when somebody your .age wants Co be vour 
enemy there's little you can do co change matters^ 

34. Do you feel that it's easy co get frlonds Co do whac you 
want them to do? 

61D4O I n) 

35. Do you usually feel that you have little to say about whflc 

you get to eat at home? 

36. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like you there's 
little you can do about it? 

37. Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to cry 
in school because nose ocher children were just plain 
smarter than you are? 

33. Are you che kind of person who believes c!iac planning ,'.r,oad 
makes things turn out better? 

39. Most of the time, do you feel Chat you l-.ave little co sjv 
abouc what your family decides Co Jo.' 

40. Do vou diink it's better to be snare ::inn to bo luckv? 
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Llsced below are a nuabec of scacemencs concerning personal 
acclcudes and cralcs. Read each icem and decide whecner the 
seacemenc Is crue or falsa as Ic percains co you. 

i 
— — ^ — It True, wrlce 1 la che space co che lefc of che qucscisr.. 
NffSP P0^ SOCIAL ApFfU/AXi 

5CAbS ^̂  Tzlam, wrlea 2 in che space eo che lefc of the quescion. 

S £ I ^̂ ^̂  ——^ ^' Before voelng, I choroughiy invescigaca che qualifications 

of all che candidaees. 

____ 2. I never hasicace co go out of my way Co help someone in crouble. 

„ ^ „ 3. Ic la soaeciiaca hard for me co go on wich my work if I am 

noc eocouraged. 

_ _ „ ^ 4. I have never InCensely disliked anyone. 

_ „ _ _ S. On occaaloa, I have had doubcs abouc ny abillcy co succeed in life. 

_____ 6. I somecimes feel resencful when I don'c gee my way. 

____ 7. I an always careful abouc my manner of dress. 8. My cable manners ac home are as good as when I eat out in 
a rescauranc. 

9. If I could gee inco a movie wichouc paying for ic and be 
sure I was noc seen, I would probably do ic. 

10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because 
I choughc coo liccle of my abillcy. 

^ £ II _̂___ 11. I like CO gossip ac dmes. 

_____ 12. There have been cimcs when I felc like rebelling agamsc 

people la auchoricy even chough I knuw chcy were riî ht. 

____ 13. No maccer who I'm ealking co, I'm always a good listener. 

______ 14. I can reaembar "playing sick" to gee ouc of sonechin;:. 

_̂_____ IS. There have been occasions when I cook advancage of someone. 

_____̂  16. I'm always willing co adnlC le when I make a miscake. 

17. I always cry co praccica whac I preach. 

_____ 18. I don'c find ic parelcularly difficulc to gee along with 

loud mouthed, obnoxious people. 

_____ 19. I somecimes cry co gee even, racher chan forgive and forgec. 

_____ 20. When I don'c know somechlng I don'c ac all mind admiccing 

ic. 

Q^^ 2,\ , 21. I an .ilways courteous, even co people who are disagreeable. 

_____ 22. .\c times I have really Insisted on having things ny own wjv. 

___^ 23. Tliece have been occasions when t felc like smashing tlimcs. 

_____ 24. I would never think of letting someone else be punisliod tor 
ny wrongdoings. 

- _ (53) 25. I never resene being asked co return a favor. 
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If True, write 1 in che space to the lefc of che quescion. 

If False, wriCe 2 in Che space to the left of the question. 

^2i> (59) 

^•£33 

ĉ P 1 

26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very 
different from my own. 

27. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of 
ray car. 

28. There have been dmes when I was quice jealous of che good 
fortune of others. 

29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. 

30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause. 

32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only 
got what they deserved. 

33. I have never deliberately said something that hurt 
someone's feelings. 

34. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. 

35. My behavior is usually an expression of my true inner 
feelings, attitudes, beliefs. 

36. At parties and social gatherings, I do noc attempt to 
do or say chings chac ochers will like. 

37. [ can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 

38. I can make imprompcu speeches even on copies abouc which 
I have almosc no information. 

39. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 

40. UTion I am uncertain how to act in a social situacion, I 
look CO che behavior of others for cues. 

41. I would probably make a good actor. 

42. I rately need the advice of my friends to choose movies, 
books, or music. 

^Fl3 

43. I sometimes appear eo others to be cxperiencini; deeper 
emocions Chan 1 aceually am. 

44. I laugh more when I watch u comedy wich ochers Chan vhen 
I am alone. 

45. In a group of people I am rarely Che cencer of acccntion. 

46. In different situations and with difforone people, I oi:on 
act like vary different persons. 

Ci-4) 

Do not write 
in this -;n.ii:e 

(80) 3_ 

( 1 ) 

iP 14 "' 47. 1 am not p a r t i c u l a r l y good a t niakini; o thor peopK- lil.L 
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If True, write 1 in the space to the left of the question. 

If False, write 2 In the space to the left of the question. 

" ^ '' ^̂ ^ . 48. Even if I am noc enjoying myself, I often oretenJ to 

&V 20 

be having a good time. 

49. I'm noc always the person I appear to be. 

50. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in 

order Co please somcunc else or win their favor. 

____ SI. I have considered being an encertalner. 

_ „ _ S2. In order to gee along and be liked, I tend to be what people 
expect me co be racher than anything else. 

_____ 53. I have never been good at games like charades or 
Improvisational acting. 

, 54. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different 

people and different situations. 

______ 55. At a party I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 

_____ 56. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite 
so well as I should. 

______ 57. I can look anyone in the eye and tell .i lie with a 
straight face ( if for a right end). 

5Lp 2 ^ 58. I may deceive people by being friendly when 1 really 
n dislike them. 
1 SOCIAL AVoivAHd i-DnTnii 

_ /.* , 59. I feel relaxed even in unfamiliar social situations. 

S.tr I 

60. I try to avoid situations which force me to be very sociable. 

61. It is not easy for me to relax when I am with strangers. 

_____ 62. I have no particular desire to avoid people. 

_____ 63. I often find social occasions upsetting. 

_____ 64. I usually feel calm and comfortable at social occasions. 

_____ 6S. I am usually at ease when talking to someone of the 
opposite sex. 

66. I try to avoid talking to people unless I know them well. 

^^___ 67. If the chance comes to meet new people, I often cake it. 

68. I often feel nervous or tense in casual get-togethers 
In which both sexes are present. 

"*"^ 69. I am usually nervous with people unless I know chem well. 

70. I usually feel relaxed when I ara wich a group of people. 

71. I often want to get away from people. 

72. i usually feel uncomfortable when I am in .i croup of people 
I don't know. 

73. I usually feel relaxed when I meet someone for the first tine. 

^ £ r it (32) 74. Ileing introduced eo people makes ne tense and nervoiis. 
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If True, write 1 in the space co che lefc of che quescion. 

If False, write 2 In Che space Co the left of che question. 

75. Even though a room is full of strangers, I may encer ic auyvay. 

76. I would avoid walking up and joining a large group of people. 

_____ 77. I'/hen my superiors want to talk with me, I calk willingly. 

78. I often feel on edge when I am with a group of people. 

79. I tend to withdraw from people. 

80. I don't mind talking to people at parties or social gatherings. 

81. I am seldom at ease in a large group of people. 

32. 1 often Chink up excuses in order eo avoid social engagemcncs. 

83. I sometimes take che responsibilicv for introducing people 

CO each other. 

34. I cry co avoid formal social occasions. 

_^___ 85. I usually go eo whacever social engagemenes 1 have. 

S-^ 2o 86. I find ic easy eo relax wieh ocher people. 

87. I rarely worry abouc seeming foolish co ochers. 61H I B/ALOATloU 
38. I worry abouc what people will think of me even when 

I know It doesn't -aKe any difference. 

39. I become tense and jiccery if I know someone is sizing me ur. 

90. I am unconcerned even if I know people are forming an 

unfavorable impression of me. 

(5.M V 91. 1 feel very upset when I commie some social error. 

^^^^ 92. The opinions chat 1-oortant people have of me cause ne liteli 
concern. 

93. I am often afraid thac I -av look ridiculous or na^e a fool 
. of mvseif. 

•''.. L reacc very liccle '.-hen ocher people: disaoprove of -.e. 

'5. [ .in trcquencl',- afraid of ocher people nocicir.:: -v shorccc-.i-;s, 

oi-'^ ^ 96. 'lit; disapproval of ochers would have liccle effecc on -ne. 

97. If someone is evaluaeing me, 1 cend co expect c!ic worst. 

98. I rarely worry abouc whac kind of impression I am r.aking or. 
someone. 

99. I ̂ T afraid thac oc.-.ers will noc arnrovo of r:io. 

100. I am afraid chac r^eople will find fault wich ne. 

101. .Icher people's opinions of me do noc bocher ne. 

C H it •''•'*"' ''̂ -̂ - -'̂  "°'- necessarilv •;-5sec if T Jo noc please sorncino. 
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JIH I^ (61) 

aH2i 

aH2r 

9 H 3o (74) 

IT 
ft^l 

5i.:i5* 
Do noc write 
in this soace 

(30) * 

^ 1 I «i) 

If True, write 1 in the space to the left of the question. 

If False, write 2 in the space to che left of the qu tion. 

103. When I am talking to someone, I worry about what 
Chey may be Chinking abouc me. 

104. I feel chac you can'c help making social errors sometimes, 
so why worry about ic. 

105. I am usually worried abouC whac kind of impression I make. 

106. I worry a loC abouc whac my superiors think of me. 

107. If I know someone is Judging me, it has little effecc on ne. 

108. I worry chac ochers will think 1 am not worthwhile. 

109. I worry very liccle abouc whac others may think of me. 

110. Sometimes I think I am too concerned with what other people 
think of me. 

111. I often worry Chac I will say or do the wrong thing. 

112. I am often indifferent to the opinions others have of ne. 

113. I an usually confident chac others will have a favorable 
Impression of me. 

114. I often worry that people who arc important to me won't tlilnk 
very much of me. 

lis. I brood about the opinions my friends have about mo. 

116. I become tense and jittery if I know I am being 
Judged by my superiors. 

Here are some questions abouc your family. 

If True, wrice 1 in che space to the loft oi tlie question. 

If False, write 2 in che space co the lefc of the question. 

1. Fanily members really help and support one another. 

2. Family members often keep their feelings to themselves 

3. We fight a lot in our family. 

4. We don't do things on our own very often in our fanily. 

5. We feel it is inporcanc to be the best at whatever you Jo. 

6. We cfcen calk aboct polltlcil ord i-ccja: problers 

7. We spend most weekends and evenings at home. 
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If True, write 1 in the space to the 'aft of the question. 

If False, write 2 in the space to the left of the question. 

/Q'T ? -
•^ ^ ' 8. Family members attend church, synagogue, or Sunday School 

fairly often. 

— 9. Activities in our family are pretty carefully planned. 

^__^ 10. Family members are rarely ordered around. 

^ ^ 1 1 11. We often seem to be killing time at home. 

12. We say anything we wane Co around home. 

13. Family members rarely become openly angry. 

14. In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be independent. 

15. Cecdng ahead in life is very imporcant in our family. 

16. We rarely go to lectures, plays, or concerts. 

17. Friends often come over for dinner or co visit. 

18. We Joii't say prayers in our family. 

19. We are generally very neat and orderly. 

20. There are very few rules co follow in our f.imily. 

(SL J 21 ^1- '̂'"̂  P"t a loc of energy into what wo do at home. 

22. It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without upsetting scneboJv 

______ 23. F.-mily members sometimes get so angry dioy throw thincs. 

______ 24. We think things out for ourselves in our family. 

______̂  25. ilow much money a person makes is not very important to us. 

26. Learning abouc new and diCferenc Chines is very imptirtant 
in our family. 

_____ 27. Nobody in our family is active In sports, Litcle League, ecc. 

28. '..e often talk abouc the religious meaning of holidays. 

29. It's often hard co find things when you need them in our house. 

30. There is one family member who makes nost of the decisions, 

i),^ 5\ 31. There is a feeling of togetherness in our family. 

32. We cell each other about our personl problems. 

33. Family members hardly ever lose cheir cempers. 

34. '..e come and go as we want to in our f.ii-̂ ily. 

35. '.e believe in competition and "may the bcsc n-.an -.in." 

36. Ve are not Ch.nt interested in cultural .iccivieies. 

_̂ ____ 37. We often go to movies, spores evcncs, camping, .;cc. 

'*'J 5 3 O ? ) 38. '.>'e Jon'c believe in heaven or holl. 
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fl.1 rl 

5-7 il 

S-J L l "'">. 

I: True, write 1 m che space to ::-.c left of die quescion. 

If False, wrice 2 in the space co che left of the quescion. 

39. Being on time is very important in our family. 

40. There are set ways or doing things at home. 

41. l.'e rarely volunteer when something has to be done at hoT.e. 

42. If we feel like doing something on the spur of the rr.omenc, 
we often Just pick up and go. 

43. Family members often criticize each other, 

44. There is very little privacy in our family. 

45. '.»« always strive to do things j'isc a liccle bc-ccer tSo nexr ci--: 

46. Ue rarely have intellectual Jiscus.si.ins. 

47. Everyone in our family has a r.rbby (,r two. 

4H. i'araly xenbers have strict i.icas abouc •-•nae is ri,;he urc '..lorj. 

49. People change their minds often i:\ our fimilv. 

50. There is a strong emph.Tsis on following ruKb in our :-r.ly. 

51. Family members really back catli lUhcr up. 

52. Someone usually gets upset if you coiiplain ir. .-ur i.-.nulv. 

53. Family members sometimes hit each, oclier. 

54. Family members almost always reiv on tliomseIvos vhon i 

problem comes up. 

55. r.imily members rarely worry .ihonc ]~\) iiromoc i :ns , sc:u-'ol 
grades, ecc. 

56. Someone in our family plays a r:̂ usic,il inscruront. 

57. F.̂ mxly members are not very involved in recreational 

activities outsiJe of work or school. 

58. We believe there are some things you just h.nve to c.î e on f..ich. 

59. Family members maKe sure their r-c-s are neat. 

60. Everyone has an equal say ia Cair.ilv Jecisi.ns. 

61. liiere is verv little ,;ruup lipiric .:•. our far-ilv. 

'>!. Mjney and paying bills is openlv talkej about n our : -:'.v. 

63. If there's i Jisacreemenc m our f.inlv, •:c crv h irJ :,-

•j.ioaeh chinas over aiu; keep die ;;->i.-i'. 

•It. i'anilv nenbors scronuly encour.T.'i! v.ii-!. orhL-r : r -t.n'..: 

for ilieir '-i.jhcs . 

1)3. [p. our family, '.'e don'c cry chac IijrJ :o succjeJ. 

iif". y nn ly nemhers soneCimes <iCtond i"ii:rsi>s or t li-.i.' lc.s:..'i'r; l^r 
•,.•;:•.(• I.(..bhy n r L [ 1 C C r c S C (nut!,iJ.j 'i ^..I'liil). 

67. 'ill our fainily eai-li perion has diffc-r.vit I !c.is i-cut •,;: t 

Ul I i/l'.c .ii:J •.•rone. 
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r(̂ PST6 
filler 

l.'o not w r i t e 
in t h i s sp.tcu 

(80) 5 

(1) 

S-lio 

5-'.< I 

^ \ C 2 . ( l b ) 

If True, write 1 in the space to che l'.::c oc che 'luesLion. 

If False, write 2 in the sp.ace to the leie of che quescion. 

68. Each person's duties are clearly defined in our family, 

69. W* can do whatever we want to in our family. 

70. We really get along well with each other. 

71. We are usually careful abouc what we say to each other. 

72. Family members often try to one-up or out-do each other. 

73. It's hard to be by yourself without hurtinv soi-eone'T 
feelings in our household. 

74. "Work before play" is the rule in our family. 

75. Watching T.V. is more important than reading in our family. 

76. Family members go out a lot. 

77. The Bible is a very important book in our liome. 

78. Money is not handled very carefully in our family. 

79. Rules are pretty inflexible inojr household. 

80. There is plenty of time and attention Cor everyone in our fanily 

81. There are a lot of spontaneous discussions in our family. 

32. In our family, we believe you don't ever get anv--here 
by raising your voice. 

83. We are not really encouraged to speak up for ourselves in 

our family. 

84. Family menbers are often compared with otliers as to how well 

chcy are doing at work or school. 

85. Family menoers reallv like music, art and literature. 

86. Our main form of entertainment is watching T.V. or liscening 

to r.adio. 

87. Family menbers believe that if you sin you will be punished. 

88. Dishes are usually done inmedidtely after eatine. 

89. Vou can't get away with much in our family. 

90. Family members often go to the library. 

Here are some questions aoout your Facher. 1'lease answer each 

according to tlie followinij: 

1 I'sually true (or was true) of my Father 
2 Sometimes true of my Father 
3 Rarely crue (or was true) of ray F.icher 

(..Ives me a lot of praise. 

Ir.sists eh.at I Jo exactly as I am cclJ. 
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1 Usually crue (or was true) of my Father 

2 Sonetines crue (or was crue) of my Father 
3 Rarely true (or was true) of mv Father 

ak II 

a<2i 

[ PAR6MT B&iA\/loK, p3ii}A 
C MOTHER) 

3. Says that teachers often expect coo litcle of me. 

4. Encourages me to criticize my own and others' ideas. 

5. Tells me I am a big problem. 

6. Lets me dress however I please. 

7. Keeps me from going places where something might happen to ~e 

8. Makes me feel better when I am upset. 

9. Tries to know where I am and what I a.-a doing. 

10. Does not encourage ne to get top grades. 

11. Encourages me to keep an open mind about beliefs. 

12. Shows his disappointment in me. 

13. Tells me what cime to be home (when I'n living ac hor.e). 

14. Finds himself becoming very involved in my life. 

15. Shows openly his love for me. 

16. Has very few rules for me. 

17. Tells me I can really become somethin'.; somodav. 

18. Encourages me not to question all kinds of dimes. 

19. Tells me he is too busy to talk right now. 

20. Encourages ne to find out answers for nyseif. 

21. Does not try to find out who phones or writes c: Te. 

Now, please answer the following questions about your >;cc!ier. 

S.M IOf43). 

1 Usually crue (or was true) of my Mother 
2 Sometimes true (or was true) of my Mother 
3 Rarely true (or was true) of my Mother 

1. Gives me a lot of praise. 

2. Ir.sists that I do exactly as I an told 

3. Savs that teachers often expect too liccle of re. 

•*. Encourages ne co criticize ray own and others' iJacs. 

5. Tills me I ;:TI a big problem. 

6. Lets me dress however I please. 

''. JCcdps r̂ e from going places where sor.eching riich: .-.av 

3. .̂'ĵ.c:. rre feel bcccer when I am ups^jc. 

•.*. T;-ies to know wiiare I am and what I .in .:jLn:;. 

10. Foes not encourage -ne to i;et cop ^r.i-cs. 
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1 Usually true (or was true) of my Mother 
2 Sometimes true (or was true) of my Mother 
3 Rarely true (or was true) of my Mother 

C^r) U «^°) 11. Encourages ne to keep an open mind about beliefs. 

12. Shows her disappointment in me. 

_ _ _ ^ 13. Tells me what time to be home (when I am living at home). 

14. Finds herself becoming very involved in my life. 

_____ 15. Shows openly her love for me. 

______ 16. Has very few rules for me. 

17. Tells me 1 can really become something someday. 

18. Encourages me not to question all kinds of things. 

19. Tells me that she is too busy to talk right new. 

20. Encourages me to find out answers for myself. 

21. Does not try to find out who phones or writes to ne. drtsi 

The lasc see of quesCions on chis quescionnaire are about ycu. 
Please answer each item as follows: 

1 Not at all characceriscic of me 
2 Noc very characteristic of me 
3 Slichtly characteristic of me 

_^_^________^____^_^^ 4 Fairly characteristic of r.e 

[ ^C^-XTMCT ^CfiL^ lT£rt$ 5 Very much characteristic of me 

$-U 1 1. have few friends. 

2. Form very close friendships with others. 

3. ,\m self-reliant and independent. 

4. Am assertive. 

5. Have leadership abilities. 

6. An sensitive to the needs of others. 

7. AT. gentle and affectionate. 

8. .Am a tender and warm person. 

9. Cat involved in other people's problens. 

10. Feel happy for the success of others. 

®"N It 11. A,-n not able to imagine how other people feel. 

12. .Am a private person. 

13. "ujoy spending a good deal of eire alo-.e. 

14. Tc'.iJ to keep certain c.'iings co nvse.f. 

15. really enjoy being wieh che i.:r?.ily. 

S'M ['o (7Z) .6. Uill do .ilmosc anyching racher 
r-1. - ' 
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J noc w r ' t. e 
-' t i l l : ; J j ^ ^ 

(1-4.) •-

6»P1 

&P2 

9-P3 

e-r^-
• SP5" 

^ri 
&r 7 
(31/' 8 

a p i o 

ap M 

&P 13. 

SP 13 

^f 15" 

&P l4 

Cp 17 

ap IJ 

9-P ! i 

5-P =3 

S-P Z2. 

fi-pzS 

t p 2 ^ <K) 

3 

5 

1 : 

18 

19 

:3 

: s 

29 

30 

-0 

' •"c ac all .b.aracterij cic 01 -cj. 
'• 't .erv c.-,araceeriiCic cr "e 
-ll2hclv characterisei: or -e 
"diriy cnaracteriscic o: -e 
"erv much characceriscic of T O 

Enjoy spending Ci.T.e with adults vc.>,cr inan .ije .-.ro'jp) 

Care Isss acouc alwavs boin:; with ~.y r-.-r .-je ;r'.-jD 
Chan do oci-ers of my age. 

Aggressive 

Indepencent 

E-iotional 

Oorainant 

Active 

.'ibie tc devote self to otners 

E:<cicable in naior crisis 

Cencle 

Helpful CO ochers 

Competitive 

•<orldlv (versus home o r i en t ed ) 

.<ind 

Indifferent to other's approval 

Feelings noc easily hure 

...are of feeimcs of ochers 

Can make Jecisions easily 

Never gives up easilv 

'. = ver cries 

?^ilf-ton: idenc 

;-"-jels 5u::ericr 

l-.iierscar.dir.;; of ochers 

ar-n in relacicns cc ochers 

•_lctle need for security 

-tanas v.- veil unoer -ressure ,.p̂  ̂ ^, _̂.̂ .̂  ^^,•^^, ,,_,̂  

13^ :_ 

163 


