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ABSTRACT 

The Cognitive Communicator Characteristic Model was reformulated 

to for.m The Identity Maintenance Model (IMM), a cognitive-affective 

model of interpersonal interaction. The XMM postulates that cognitive 

structures in the for.m of role identity goals have considerable impact 

on behavioral dispositions. However, these dispositions are moderated 

by contextual self-esteem (CSE) in moderately or highly negative 

affective conditions. The model was tested in the context of parent

adolescent conflict. Study One deter.mined the triggers of affective 

assessment and Study Two tested the hypotheses stipulated by the model. 

When applied to parent-adolescent conflict, the XMM predicted that as 

adolescents' CSE and negative affect increased, adolescents would use 

more competitive than cooperative strategies while as CSE decreased and 

negative affect increased, adolescents would display no change in use of 

cooperative relative to competitive strategies. This hypothesis was not 

supported. Rather, main effects for CSE and affect intensity obtained 

such that as CSE increased, the use of cooperative strategies increased 

and as affective intensity increased, the use of competitive strategies 

increased. It also was predicted that as contextual self-esteem 

decreased and negative affect increased, adolescents would use more 

avoidance rather than competitive approach strategies. This hypothesis 

also was not supported. Instead, a main effect for affective condition 

obtained such that as negative affect increased, the use of competitive 

approach moves also increased. Self-monitoring was added to the model 

because the LMM stipulates that high self-monitors are more likely to 

recognize identity needs and make the related adjustments in behavior. 

This stipulation was not supported. Results revealed that high CSE and 

high self-monitoring had simdlar effects on conflict strategy choice. 

That is, they both were associated with relatively competent use of 

conflict strategies, unless the conflict was highly charged. However, 

low CSE/low self~onitoring adolescents clearly showed little change in 
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behavior across minimally, moderately and highly negative affect 

conditions. ~lications and suggestions for future research are 

discussed. Most notably, the influence of self~nitoring should be 

reassessed and improvements should be made in the manipulation of affect 

condition and the operationalization of the dependent variable, conflict 

strategy choice. 



CHAP'l'ER ONE 

'l'HEORE'l'J:CAL DEVELOPMEN'l' 
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Parent-child conflict increases during adolescence (MOntemayor, 

1983; Vuchinich, 1987) due to the strain associated with renegotiating 

ambiguous role definitions (Montemayor, 1983) and the individuation 

process (Mazor & Enright, 1988). At the interaction level, however, 

parent-adolescent conflict is prompted by incompatible goals (Peterson, 

1983) or unwelcome violations of relational expectations (Galvin & 

Brommel, 1986). As such, conflictual interaction represents a state of 

relational disharmony typically associated with negative affect. 

Nonetheless, neither the potential for conflict nor even the presence of 

conflict characterize families as distressed. Rather, it is how parents 

and adolescents communicate during conflict that determines the effect 

conflict imposes on the relationship (Galvin & Brommel, 1986; 

Montemayor, 1986). 

Focusing on communication complicates the study of conflict 

because communication can be a function of (1) personality, 

psychological, and sociodemographic variables; (2) language variables 

and variations in nonverbal behavior; (3) s"ituation; (4) cognitive 

content, structures, and processes; and (5) intensity and valence of 

felt and/or perceived arousal (for a review, see Giles & Street, 1985). 

Obviously, providing a thorough, yet parsimoniOUS, explanation of how, 

why, and with what consequence people interact during conflict requires 

developing a rather intricate model of the communication process. 

'l'oward this end, Giles and Street's (1985) model of the 

communication process provides a starting pOint for constructing an 

explanation of communication during parent-adolescent conflict. 'l'heir 

Cognitive Communicator Characteristics Model (CCCM) incorporates the 

effects of individual characteristics, situational knowledge, 

communicator motivations, partner's behavior, and cognitive processes 

and biases as determinants of communication behavior. The model also 



recognizes that much communication behavior is scripted and habituates 

into behavioral dispositions. 
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However, Comstock and Buller's (1991) recent attempt to apply the 

CCCM to parent-late adolescent conflict situations, raised questions 

concerning the model's predictive utility that will be addressed before 

additional testing. Thus, the purpose of this project is to develop and 

test a revised theoretical framework capable of accurately predicting 

communicative behavior during parent-adolesc~nt conflict, specifically 

adolescents' conflict strategy use. 

The Cognitive Communicator Characteristics Model 

Giles and Street (1985) reasoned that communication behavior can be 

predicted from the reciprocal relationship between interpersonal 

communication and the cognitive characteristics of the interactants. 

Influenced by Patterson's (e.g., 1982; 1983) sequential model of 

nonverbal exchange and Tedeschi's self presentation/impression 

management work (e.g., Tedeschi & Norman, 1985), Giles and Street (1985) 

assume that (1) communication behavior is a function of the self

presentational tactics and strategies employed by interactants in 

protecting or defending their spheres of social influence: (2) language 

attitudes can function as important mediators shapin~ self

presentations: (3) communicative behavior is influenced by interactants' 

cognitive representations of their identities, situational and 

relationship definitions and goals, and levels of arousal: and (4) 

communication can be a function of monitoring own and partner's 

behavior, and the evaluations and attributions concerning these 

behaviors (Giles & Street, ,1985, p. 237). 

Definitions and Relationships Among Components 

From these assumptions, Giles and Street (1985) posit that 

communicators' routine behavior dispositions are engendered by the, 

organization of interaction features or by experiential knowledge which 

is affected by personal factors, self-identity and influence needs, and 



attribution processes. According to the description of the CCCM, 

behavior dispositions are displayed unless mediated by the interaction 

between arousal and social self-esteem. 
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Unfortunately, Giles and Street's description of the model is quite 

vague and often deviates from the pictorial representation provided (see 

Figure 1). Moreover, by their own admission, there are "many fuzzy 

edges and enormous chasms" (p. 246) in their depiction of the 

communication process. In fact, they argue that the precise 

relationships among variables in the model are less important than the 

components themselves. Nonetheless, Giles and Street provided a sketchy 

explanation of the relationships among the CCCM's most relevant 

variables and their influence on behavioral outcomes. ~he following 

description includes Giles and Street's commentary and clarifies their 

position by providing the implications of their definitions and 

assumptions. 

Personal factors. Personal factors are "objective features of 

oneself and one's socialization, such as physical states and 

sociodemographic characteristics" (Giles & Street, 1985, p. 237). ~hese 

variables (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) affect both behavioral 

repertoires (communication skills) and experiential knowledge (memory). 

Unlike Patterson's (1983) definition, this term does not include aspects 

of the personality. Instead, Giles and Street describe relevant aspects 

of personality (i.e., social self-esteem) and self-perception (i.e., 

self-monitoring) as moderator variables which appear elsewhere in the 

model. However, the CCCM does not picture these important predictor 

variables. 

Experiential knowledge. Experiential knowledge refers to four major 

interrelated components of communicators' cognitive content: (1) the 

cultural content of appropriate behaviors suited to specific social 

contexts; (2) the content invoiving social stereotypes for various 
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social groupings considered hierarchically in te~ of 

superordinatecategories (for example,: adolescents) and basic categories 

(teenage daughter) and their prototypes; (3) the linguistic and 

communicative expectancies of these social categories; and, (4) 

communicators' knowledge of their own communicative capabilities and 

social skills (i.e., a subjective behavior repertoire) (Giles & Street, 

1985) . 

Figure 1 indicates that experiential knowledge affects and is 

affected by evaluative and attributional outcomes. This relationship is 

never described in text. However, it appears that, like any other 

experiential outcome, evaluative and attributional outcomes simply are· 

incorporated into ~eriential knowledge which, in turn, affects 

subsequent evaluations and attributions. 

The CCCM proposes that experiential knowledge is accessed according 

to the communicators' functional needs (goals), with self-identity and 

social influence needs as the primary guide to accessing this cognitive 



content. Once accessed, experiential knowledge creates behavioral 

dispositions. 
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Self-identity and social influence needs. Giles and Street describe 

identity needs as cognitive representations in the fo~ of 8el£

presentational immediate goals (e.g.# to avoid disapproval) (Arkin # 

1981) and self-constructive presentational goals (e.g.# to garner 

approval) (Baumeister, 1982) which are activated perpetually during 

social interaction. Giles and Street reason that identity goals vary 

according to communicators' social self-esteem. Bovever# they do not 

illustrate this relationship in Figure 1. 

Experiential knowledge indirectly effects self-identity and social 

influence needs because it shapes communicators' real and ideal self

concepts, which are not pictured in the model (Giles & Street, 1985). 

The discrepancy between real and ideal self-conceptions serves as the 

motivation behind an individual's need for social power and influence 

(Tedeschi, 1981; Tedeschi & No~, 1985). 

Giles and Street also posit that communicators monitoring their own 

behavior and their partner's reactions are better able to recogniEe 

these self-identity needs. This means that high self~nitors, who are 

known to rely on situational and interpersonal cues to guide behavior 

(Snyder, 1979), are more likely to recogniEe identity needs than low 

self-monitors, who guide their behavior from inner states (Snyder, 

1979). Unfortunately, the relationship between self~nitoring and 

identity needs also is not depicted in Figure 1. 

The CCCM proposes that these self-identity and social influence 

needs affect the ongoing cognitive organiEation of interactional 

features. The implication here is that those with different self

identity and influence needs will interpret interaction differently and 

behave differently in s~lar situations. 
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Cognitive organization of interactional features. Giles and 

Street (1985) equate interactional features with experiential knowledge~ 

explaining that the organization of interactional features (experiential 

knowledge) is an ongoing, dynamic process which produces various 

cognitive representations. Cognitive representations, which are more 

typically labeled cognitive structures, include interaction functions 

(e.g., Patterson~s functions of providing i.nfo~tion, regulating, 

expressing intimacy, exercising social control, and faCilitating 

service-task goals), personal and situational features, and goals. 

Giles and Street contend that the human udnd is capable of, and 

often engages in, multilevel, simultaneous "parallel" processing of 

multiple cognitive structures (rather than sequential processing) 

(Johnson-Laird, 1983). In other words, the CCCM allows for the 

activation of multiple cognitive structures which can be independent, 

compatible with one another, or interfere with one another. However, 

Giles and Street d~ not mention how this interplay will affect 

communication behavior. Instead, they simply state that, when 

activated, cognitive structures produce behavioral dispositions. 

Behavioral repertoire and dispositions. ~avioral dispositions, 

represent rather stable (habitual) patterns of behavior associated with 

various cognitive structures mentioned above. Because these cognitive 

structures influence behavioral dispositions, "the less ambiguous they 

are, the stronger the behavioral tendency will ben (Giles & Street, 

1985, p. 241). 

In the CCCM, behavioral dispositions are affected by experiential 

knowledge in two ways. First, experiential knowledge shapes behavioral 

dispOSitions. Second, experiential knowledge affects the likelihood 

that a behavioral disposition will be activated. 

Although not clearly stated, Giles and Street (1985) imply that 

behavioral dispositions also are moderated by feelings of self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1977, 1982) grounded in experiential knowledge. They maintain 
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that, despite behavioral dispositions, only those behaviors people feel 

capable of displaying effectively become part of their behavioral 

repertoire and manifest during interaction. 

Figure 1 shows that Giles and Street separated behavioral 

dispositions and behavioral repertoire, placing behavior repertoire 

after arousal change and attributions and prior to actual behavior in 

the processual model. ~s insinuates that arousal change and 

attributions also influence feelings of self-efficacy and the ensuing 

behavioral repertoires. However, the relationships among these 

variables is not explained by Giles and Street. 

Effects of arousal. Giles and Street explain that the cognitive 

structures (which are produced by the organization of interaction 

features) and the behavioral dispositions they generate are associated 

with particular affective states. Moreover, activation of these 

structures prior to or during interaction can (1) stimulate evaluative 

and attributional analyses, which are cognitive processes, or (2) lead 

directly to arousal change which is then evaluated. These evaluations 

could result in additional changes in both the intensity and valence of 

arousal. Unlike Cappella and Greene's (1982) Discrepancy-Arousal Hodel, 

the CCCM does not assume that arousal valence is inhe~tly associated 

with arousal intensity. Rather, like in Burgoon's Nonverbal Ezpectancy 

Violations Model (Burgoon & Hale, 1988), arousal change may be 

positively or negatively valenced, with varying levels of arousal 

intensity and valence producing different behavioral outcomes. 

Giles and Street (1985) postulate that people enact rather automatic 

behavioral dispositions when" (1) no Or only moderate arousal change 

occurs, and the arousal is not perceived by the individual and (2) 

moderate to high arousal is perceived and labeled positively (e.g., 

happiness or pride)" (p.243). 

To clarify this prediction, Giles and Street reasoned in striving 

for ideal self-concepts, behavioral dispositions are created in the fo~ 



18 

of "assertive se~f-presentations" (Arkin, 1981) designed to estab~ish 

those identities. When assertive attempts fai~ (cue from other) or are 

expected to fai~ (know~edge of ~ack of ski~l or power), a real or 

potentia~ threat to se~f-identity is perceived. Identity threats create 

negatively valenced arousa~ which, in turn, induces behavior 

modifications that va~y as a function of social self-esteem. 

Specifica~~y, those with high se~f-esteem display self-protective 

behaviors aimed at avoiding socia~ disapprova~ (Arkin, 1981). These 

self-protective behaviors represent attempts to foster "a wholly 

defensib~e or entirely innocuous impression among others, an impression 

that is un~ike~y to be disapproved, or even perhaps ~ike~y to be 

noticed by them (Arkin, 1981, p. 316). In contrast, those with ~ow 

self-esteem display self-defensive behaviors such as accounts and 

disclaimers (Tedeschi & Norman, 1985) which, when habituated, may become 

dysfunctional behavior patterns such as ~earned help~essness. Although 

centra~ to their thesis, these predictions are not presented in the 

pictoria~ representation of the model (see Figure 1). 

Self-monitorinq and attributions. Gi~es and Street consider se~f

monitoring a trait rather than a state variable. They reason that 

communicators' tendencies to monitor their own and their partner's 

behavior (behavior associated with trait aspects of high self

monitoring) vary depending on arousal ~evel and the perceived cause of 

that arousal. First, if no arousal is perceived, then monitoring of 

se~f and other will be moderately high, which is relative~y norma~ 

(Snyder, 1979). In ~uch cases, attributional processes are not ~ike~y 

to be activated and behavioral disposition continue without modification 

due to arousal (Giles & Street, 1985). Second, when communicators 

perceive arousal (positive or negative) due to their own dispositions or 

attributes, monitoring of their own messages wi~~ be especially h~gh. 

Giles and Street stipulate that under these conditions, attributions of 

responsibility for poor self-presentation are made to the se~f. Third, 



19 

when communicators perceive arousal (positive or negative) due to 

stimuli external to the self (e.g., formal situation, unexpected 

behavior from other), monitoring of other's behavior will be especially 

high. On these occasions, perception of the other's behavior serves as 

a barometer measuring the degree of self~resentat~onal success. Once 

again, these important predictions are not delineated in Figure 1. 

In summary, according to the CCCM personal factors influence 

behavioral repertoires and experiential knowledge (cognitive content) . 

Experiential knowledge is accessed according to communicators' 

functional needs, with self-identity and social influence needs 

determining what specific cognitive content is accessed. The 

organization of the interactional features (experiential knowledge) 

produces cognitive representations (structures) which may be activated 

and processed simultaneously. Once accessed, these representations of 

experiential knowledge create behavioral dispositions which can be 

moderated by communicators' attributions and feelings of self-efficacy. 

Giles and Street reason that people will display behavioral 

dispositions unless the experience (1) arousal change that is not 

perceived, but is actually high or (2) moderate to high arousal is 

perceived and labeled negatively. In these circumstances, they claim 

that behavioral dispositions are modified by self-identity and social 

influence needs which vary according to social self-esteem (Giles & 

Street, 1985). In an effort to maintain or establish a favorable 

identity those with high social self-esteem will display self-protective 

behaviors (e.g., yield to partner) while those with low social self

esteem will display self-defensive behaviors (e.g., provide account). 

In addition, communicators' tendencies to monitor their own and their 

partner's behavior vary across situations. Bowever, when monitoring is 

high, it allows communicators to recognize their identity needs and 

adjust their behavior accordingly. 
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Reformulation and Explication of the XMM 

The CCCM provides a heuristically valuable cognitive-affective 

explanation of the communication process. However, the model suffers 

from a lack of parsimony and is tainted by conceptual problems that 

circumscribe its predictive utility. Some of these liabilities are 

minor and can be resolved through eliminating unnecessary components, 

clarifying ambiguities, providing more precise definitions, and 

including all important variables in the pictorial representation of the 

model. Some are major concerns which require radical revisions 

resulting in a distinctly different model labeled the Xdentity 

Maintenance Model (~). 

First, to promote parsimony, the model will include only those 

components integral to the predictive explanation. Second, to allow 

falsification, the new model will specify which cognitive structures and 

associated behavioral dispositions are likely to be activated and which 

are likely to be the predominant influence on behavior. Without such a 

stipulation, the CCCM was not falsifiable. Third, to increase 

precision, the ~ differentiates between moderately and highly negative 

affective assessment conditions, rather than predicting the same 

behavior regardless of differences in affective intensity. Fourth, the 

IMM clarifies the role of personality variables and the relationship 

between self-esteem, self-monitoring and attributions. 

S;mplifyinq the Model 

Personal factors. The CCCM begins by suggesting that personal 

factors influence communication behavior because they directly affect 

communicators' behavioral repertoires and experiential knowledge. This 

conceptualization is incomplete because it does not explain that 

behaviors associated with personal factors become experiential knowledge 

stored in the form of cognitive structures (e.g., gender role 

definitions) which generate behavioral dispositions. 
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The ~ recognizes that personal factors affect the communication 

process in three important ways. First, they are inherently associated 

with communication competencies. Second, they circumscribe social 

experience and thereby limit the expansion of the behavioral repertoire. 

And, third, they prescribe role definitions which engender behavioral 

dispositions and influence how individuals interpret interaction. 

Nonetheless, the ~ does not include personal factors as a separate 

component in the explanatory framework because their impact is captured 

by reference to cognitive structures. That is, once behaviors 

correlated with personal factors are enacted they generate ezperiential . 

knowledge stored in cognitive structures which prescribe appropriate 

behavior (Rumelhart, 1984). For example, the "adolescent daughter" role 

identity includes gender and age factors associated with interactional 

and cultural constraints on speaking rights and obligations (Haslett, 

1987). Although personal factors are essential ingredients in cognitive 

structures, including them as a separate component in the model would be 

redundant. Therefore, in the ~, personal factors are subsumed within 

cognitive structures. 

Self-identity and influence needs. There is considerable 

theoretical (e.g., Jones, 1973; Maslow, 1971; Rogers, 1959; Tedeschi, 

1981) and empirical support (e.g., Graham, Argyle, & Furnham, 1980) for 

considering self-esteem and social acceptance as superordinate goals 

that operate at some level during all situations. As such, the ~ 

defines self-identity and social influence needs as cognitive structures 

in the for.m of self-presentational identity goals which are activated 

perpetually during social interaction. This conceptualization of 

identity goals differs slightly from the CCCM. Specifically, the ~ 

houses identity goals along with all other cognitive structures while 

the CCCM isolates identity and influence needs from other goals ~r 

functions. 
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Giles and Street (1985) fail to justify why they considered identity 

goals apart from other cognitive structures that also may be activated 

during a given situation. In fact, their own reasoning suggests it is 

inappropriate to do so. By Giles and Street's own definition, identity 

goals constitute an impression management function. They make a point 

/ of merging interaction functions, with all other cognitive structures, 

affording them "no autonomous status" (p. 239). As justification, they 

explain that the human mind is capable of and often engages in 

multilevel simultaneous, parallel processing of cognitive structures. 

Like Clark and Delia (1979) and Graham et al. (1980), Giles and Street 

allow for the presence of multiple motives or goals which may be 

independent and compatible with one another or may interfere with one 

another. Therefore, even if identity goals are the primary influence on 

behavior, they are not likely to be the only cognitive structures 

activated during interaction. As such, it seems inappropriate to afford 

autonomous status to them. Rather, the XMM houses identity goals under 

the rubric of cognitive structures. 

Behavioral repertoire and dispositions. Giles and Street 

differentiate between behavioral repertoire and behavioral dispositions. 

Yet, the logical extension of their arguments regarding the distinction 

between these components leads to the conclusion that only those 

behaviors that are part of a person's behavioral repertoire can be 

routinized into a behavioral disposition. Given this, the behavioral 

repertoire component should be consolidated with behavioral dispositions 

and the definition of behavioral dispositions should simply clarify that 

only those behaviors that people feel capable of displaying effectively 

manifest in behavioral dispositions. 

Experiential knowledge and organization of interactional features. 

Giles and Street claim that (1) experiential knowledge may affect 

behavioral dispositions directly and/or (2) these effects could be 

mediated by the organization of interactional features and the ensuing 
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cognitive structures. These propositions confuse the reader by blurring 

the distinctions between cognitive content, structures and processes. 

Moreover, they contain assumptions concerning the connection between 

experiential knowledge and behavior that a~e not consistent with current 

conceptualizations of the relationships between elements within the 

cognitive system (Greene, 1988). ~n fact, experiential knowledge and 

cognitive organization of interaction features are tangential to the 

explanation of communication behavior. 

Cognitive structures are the organizational frameworks which store 

experiential information; cognitive cpntent is the information itself; 

and cognitive processes are the mental operations by which information 

is acquired, transformed, organized, stored and utilized (Greene, 1988). 

In the CCCM, experiential knowledge represents cognitive content rather 

than organized cognitive structures or schemata such as scripts, roles, 

rules, and norms. The organization of interactional features component 

of the CCCM is a cognitive process that organizes and stores 

experiential knowledge in the fo~ of cognitive structures. According 

to schema theorists, all knowledge is packaged into units or structures 

(Rumelhart, 1984), so unorganized experiential knowledge (content) is 

not likely to lead directly to behavioral dispositions, bypassing the 

cognitive conduit which processes it and provides its structure. Thus, 

a model of the communication process must distinguish between cognitive 

structure, content and process and recognize the sequential path this 

clarification necessitates: content (input)--organization--structure 

(storage)--behavioral dispositions (output). 

This entire sequence, however, need not be included in a predictive 

model. Cognitive structures, rather than content and organizational 

processes, actually produce behavioral dispositions. Therefore, the 

content and organizational processes are tangential to a predictive 

explanation. The ~ begins with the assumption that communicators hold 

cognitive representations of their experiential knowledge in the for.m of 



various cognitive structures including goals, functions, roles, rules, 

norms, and scripts. These structures produce behavioral dispositions. 
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Saying that cognitive structures guide behavior does not mandate 

that the activation of cognitive structures and their related behavioral 

dispositions is necessarily a highly conscious activity. As Patterson 

(1982) and others (e.g., Langer, 1978) suggest, behavioral dispositions 

typically are automatic and operate outside the individual's level of 

awareness. Recognizing that cognitive structures engender behavior 

dispositions does imply that behavior often is more than a simple 

contingent response to a partner's behavior. Indeed, much behavior is 

scripted and/or associated with dispositions created by ezperiential 

knowledge and impression management concerns. 

Influential Cognitive Structures 

Giles and Street's treatment of cognitive structures is'flawed 

beyond failing to make the conceptual clarifications between cognitive 

structure, content, and processes. First, they do not provide a 

concise, mutually exclusive list of categories which classify relevant 

cognitive structures. Second, and more important, aside from 

recognizing that identity goals are perpetually active, Giles and Street 

fail to specify when particular structures and their associated 

behavioral dispositions are likely to be activated or dominant. without 

the ability to predict a priori which behavioral dispositions are likely 

to be enacted during a given situation, explanations involving cognitive 

structures are not falsifiable (Greene, 1984). 

To their credit, Giles and Street provide a sundry list of 27 

cognitive structures expe~ted to produce behavioral dispositions. 1 

Unfortunately, considerable overlap exists among the items. For 

example, the list includes personal identity, social identity, and 

relational identity and role requirements. Giles and Street's 27 

cognitive structures can easily be synthesized into the following 

prototypes: (1) role identity (includes personal, social and relational 



identities and role requirements which encompass personal factors and 

identity needs); (2) situational definitions; (3) situational goals 

(which includes interaction functions); (4) scripts; and (5) social 

rules and norms. These categories resemble what Argyle and his 

colleagues refer to as basic features of situations (Argyle, 1981; 

Argyle, Furnham & Graham, 1981; Graham et al., 1980).2 Unfortunately, 

this typology does not depict how and with what effect the cognitive 

structures are likely to be activated. 
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Street and Cappella (1985) argue that cognitive structures are 

"hierarchically organized and activated in sequential and parallel 

fashion" (p. 255). Graham et al. (1980) report that general identity 

goals are among the first structures activated during interaction. 

Therefore, in the current framework, identity goals constitute the apex 

of the cognitive structure hierarchy. 

The role of identity goals requires clarification because the self 

is comprised of hierarchically ordered, multiple identities (Stryker, 

1972) associated with different goals (Callero, 1985). For example, an 

adolescent girl could see herself as daughter, older sister, student, 

friend, or some combination of these identities during any given 

1 Giles and Street list personal identity, social identity, self
presentational immediate goals, self-constructive presentational goals, 
social network, sociostructural forces, prior experiences, temporal 
constraints, situational construals, situational norms of language, 
social norms, rules of communication, relational identity, relationship 
rules/norms, relationship construals, relationship/other knowledge, 
expectations about other(s), anticipation of other's expectations of 
self, topic construals, information exchange function, interactional 
regulation function, intimacy function, service-task function, control 
function, cognitive planning/behavioral rehearsal, and role 
requirements. 

2 Argyle et al. (1981) actually list eight universal components of 
all social situations. They are (1) goals/purposes, (2) rules, (3) 
roles, (4) repertoire of acceptable behaviors, (5) sequence of behavior 
(scripts), (6) situational concepts/definitions, (7) environmental 
setting, and (8) skills and techniques needed to function effectively. 
Argyle (1981) later admits that items four and eight are subdivisions of 
the others. Likewise, objects in the environment (item seven) 
contribute to situational definitions. Therefore, it seems unnecessary 
to include items four, seven and eight as cognitive structures. 



situation. Given this, the XMM must predict which identity will be 

operative in a given situation. 
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Situated Identity Theory (Alexander , Rudd, 1981) predicts that the 

identity most highly valued by the others in the situation will be 

considered the most salient and have the greatest impact on behavior. 

For example, when interacting with a son or daughter, a person's 

parenting role identity will be salient and specific parenting behaviors 

will manifest (e.g., care giving, prescribing behavior, administering 

discipline). When interacting with a friend, the friend role is 

salient, and behaviors typically associated with parenting are not 

present. Instead, the status differential is likely to diminish and 

friendship behaviors prevail. 

Because the content of role definitions depends on experiential 

knowledge, the content of salient role identities may vary across 

individuals while the type of cognitive structure remains the same 

(Callero, 1985; Greene, 1988; Stryker, 1972). For example, the 

parenting role could be defined as authoritarian, authoritative or 

per.missive (Baumrind, 1971). Regardless of the subjective content, 

however, role identities serve as ideal self-conceptions to which 

individuals try to aspire (Rosenberg, 1965). Thereby, these cognitive 

structures inculcate goal directed behavioral dispositions consistent 

with the content of idealized role definitions (Schlenker, 1980). 

Role identities and the need to effectively fulfill subjectively 

defined role requirements represent a clarification of Giles and 

Street's "identity needs" and incorporate an impression management 

function. The assumption here is that these structures are perpetually 

active and serve as the predominant influence on behavioral dispositions 

beyond the rudimentary influence of general social rules and no~ which 

provide coherence and a limited level of predictability to all social 

interactions (e.g., turn-taking, politeness). 
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Simply put, the role that is the most salient is the strongest 

influence on behavior because it sets the stage for interaction in two 

ways. First, role identities signal the appropriate deference or power 

in relationships (Schlenker, 1980). Khen an individual adopts a role in 

a given situation, he/she in turn defines the role of the other and thus 

invokes expectations with respect to the other's behavior. These 

expectations narrow the range of behaviors likely to be effective with 

the other and thereby influence behavioral dispositions. Second, 

salient role identities also provide the motivation for behavior and are 

closely associated with specific situational definitions and goals 

(Callero, 1985). other less salient, yet still activated, role 

identities actually fo~ part of the definition of the situation. 

For example, when a mother (role identity) engages in conflict 

(situation defined) with an older-adolescent daughter, certain role

related rights and duties frame the interaction. Recognition of that 

daughter as a "friend" activates the "friend" role identity (secondary 

identity) that provides the mother with info~tion which further 

defines the situation and influences behavioral dispositions. These and 

other situational definitions (e.g., dealing with a salient issue, 

assigning blame to self or other, labeling the situation as cooperative 

or competitive) should constitute the second most powerful influence on 

behavior. Once ensconced, situational definitions activate specific 

situational goals -- what Giles and Street (1985) and Patterson (1982) 

refer to as cognitive representations of interaction functions which, 

of course, may also influence behavior (Argyle et al., 1981). In 

addition, if the situation and related goal commonly co-occur, matching 

them with the prototype should activate a script or routinized sequence 

of actions associated with that type of situation. 

In sum, the XMM contains a hierarchical framework of cognitive 

structures and recognizes that multiple structures are likely to be 

activated during most situations. Primary emphasis is placed on salient 
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role identity goals and an impression management function because they 

deter.mine the other structures and related behavioral dispositions that 

are engaged. Secondary emphasis is placed on situational definitions 

because they activate situation specific goals. 

Differentiating Between Affective Conditions 

DiSmissing arousal. Consistent with the Arousal-Labeling (Andersen, 

1984), Discrepancy-Arousal (cappella' Greene, 1982), and Sequential 

Functional (Patterson, 1982) models, Giles and Street assume that the 

effects of arousal depend on the affective assessment of arousal. 

However, like Patterson (1982), Giles and Street do not depict arousal 

as prerequisite for affective assessment. Although they recognize that 

activated cognitive structures may stimulate arousal and cause affective 

assessment of that arousal, they also acknowledge that activation of 

cognitive structures can stimulate this affective assessment process 

directly. Because arousal does not necessarily mediate affective 

interpretations, it is an unnecessary component in the explanation of 

communication behavior (Ellsworth, 1978). In other words, the XMM 

simply acknowledges arousal as one of several possible triggers of 

affective assessment. 

Affective assessment. Affect Control ~heory (Heise , Smith-Lovin, 

1989) describes affect as the emotion experienced when sensing the 

social structures of relationships and when situational identities are 

either validated or invalidated. The affective assessment process may 

be triggered by (1) the simple presence of a particular other, (2) novel 

communication stimuli or situations, (3) other's increased immediacy, 

and (4) violations of expectations (Burgoon, Kelley, Newton, , Keely

Dyreson, 1989). In addition, communicators' perceptions of the 

situation or of their own anticipated or enacted behavior can stimulate 

these evaluative processes (Giles & Street, 1985). Within the current 

framework, affective assessments relating to identity goals are 

particularly important. 



29 

Affective assessment is integral to the communicntion processes 

because various combinations of the intensity and valence of affective 

assessments produce different behavioral outcomes (Burgoon at al., 1989; 

Heise' Smith-Lovin, 1989). Affective valence varies depending on the 

how the trigger of the assessment process affect communicators' goals. 

For example, feedback that reflects identity qoal achievement is 

positively evaluated while feedback that tmpedes identity goal 

achievement is negatively evaluated. On the other hand, intensity 

varies in relationship to the goal itself. Specifically, the greater 

the importance of the goal or risk to identity attainment, the greater 

the intensity of affective assessment. 

Models which include arousal as the stimulus for behavior change 

actually make predictions based on the valence and intensity assessments 

of that arousal. As such, the effects of affective assessment on 

cognition and behavior in the XMK should be isomorphic to those 

associated with varying degrees and intensity of arousal in other 

models. 

The CCCM postulates that people display behavioral dispositions if 

they experienced (1) unperceived low or only moderate levels of affect 

or (2) perceived moderate to highly positive affect. However, the CCCM 

also stipulates that moderate to highly negative affective assessments 

stimulate cognitive representational reactivity and/or affective

attributional processing which mediate the display of behavioral 

dispositions.) These predictions are imprecise because they do not 

distinguish between moderate and high affective assessment. Moreover, 

) Giles and Street also hypothesize that behavioral dispositions will 
not manifest during high arousal which is not perceived yet is actually 
high. However, they provide no support for this rather novel cla~. 
Nor do they discuss the likelihood of high arousal going unnoticed or 
how such arousal would interrupt behavioral dispositions.In the absence 
of such support, this speculative hypothesis was dropped from the XMN. 
The assumption here is that all positive arousal leads to the display of 
behavioral dispositions. 



the latter prediction implies that Giles and Street see no need to 

distinguish between the cognitive processes, referred to here as 

cognitive representational reactivity and attributional processes. 
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Giles and Street's prediction regarding minimal (positive or 

negative) and moderate to highly positive affective assessments should 

be left intact. Xndeed, it is generally accepted that minimal changes 

in affective intensity or minimal violations of expectations do not 

stimulate the affective assessment process or alter the display of 

behavioral dispositions (e.g., Burgoon & Bale, 1988). In addition, 

Baucom (1987) maintains that positive affect rarely disrupts routinized 

behavior and thought. Given this, it is reasonable to assume that 

moderately and highly positive affect will cause little cognitive 

disruption or alteration in behavioral dispositions. 

Giles and Street suggest that perceived moderate to highly negative 

affective intensity will stimulate either cognitive representational 

reactivity or attributional processes. The suggestion that highly 

negative affect will lead to ~dful attributional processes is 

inconsistent with previous reports that highly negative 

affect results in automatic approach or avoidance responses (Andersen, 

1985; Cappella & Greene, 1982; Mehrabian, 1976). Therefore, in the 

current framework, highly negative affective assessments are expected to 

st~ulate reactive approach or avoidance responses. 

Tendencies to approach or avoid are associated with individual 

differences in automatic processing caused by differences in self

esteem. Bargh (1988) ezplains that social constructs, like role 

identities or self-evaluations, frequently are used to interpret 

situational elements. As a result, they are more likely than other 

relevant constructs (such as situational definitions) to be used during 

automatic processing to assess environmental information. 

Because those who have high contextual self-esteem garnered their 

self-evaluation through successful contextual self-presentations, it is 
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reasonable to assume that when situations trigger the automatic 

approach-avoidftnce response, those with high contextual self-esteam are 

likely to automatically perceive the situation as one th6Y are competent 

to handle. ~is perception should produce an approach response. :In 

contrast, those with low contextual self-esteam acquired their self

evaluation through frequent failed self-presentations. !rherefore, they 

are likely to automatically perceive similar situations as prObable 

failure events and respond by avoiding the situation. 

For example, if an adolescent uses an aggressive, competitive 

strategy during highly charged conflict with her friend, the friend is 

likely to feel quite capable of competing with her peer (high contextual 

self-esteem) and respond with a competitive strategy (approach). ~n 

contrast, when a mother uses aggressive conflict strategies during 

highly charged conflict with her daughter, the daughter will not feel 

she could effectively compete with mother (low contextual self-esteam) 

and thereby will retreat from the situation in a huff or tears. 

~n contrast with highly negative affective assessments, moderately 

negative affective assessments are ezpected to activate relatively 

mindful cognition such as attributional processes (Baucom, 1987). ~n 

parent-adolescent conflict, attributions are inferences family members 

make when assigning responsibility for the conflict (who or what caused 

the conflict), assessing their partner's intentions 

(cooperative/positive or competitive/negative), and deteJ:mi.ning the 

stability of the conflict (Doherty, 1981a, 1981b). 

Causal attributions are particularly important during conflict 

(Baucom, 1987; Doherty, 1981a). Causal attributions often are motivated 

by a general desire for positive public self-presentations (Bradley, 

1978). However, individual differences in se1f-esteam affect this 

general motivation (Harsh, Cairns, Relich, Barnes, & Debus, 1984) and 

engender different behavioral ~sponses. Specifically, those with high 

self-esteem attribute negative outcomes to external causes, which is 
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referred to as a se~f-protective bias, whi~e those with ~ow se~f-esteem 

typica~~y accept responsibi~ity for negative outcomes, an act which 

maintains the consistency of their se~f-eva~uation (Bradley, 1978). 

Although high se~f-esteem individua~s typica~~y make ezterna~ causa~ 

attributions, they are motivated by • desire for a positive pub~ic, 

se~f-presentation. Out of this concern, these inclividua~s are ~iJtely to 

display what Arkin (1981) refers to as se~f-protective behaviors, i.e., 

behaviors fostering a nwho~~y defensible or entire~y innocuous 

impression among others, an impression that is unlikely to be 

disapproved, or even perhaps un~ikely to be noticedn by the re~ational 

partner, such as nconfoJ:mity and compliancen (p. 316). Individuals with 

~ow se~f-esteem, who typica~~y make internal causa~ attributions for 

negative outcomes, also attempt to promote a positive pub~ic self

presentation. Therefore, they are ~ikely to defend the behaviors which 

~ead to the negative outcome through the use of what ~schi and No~ 

(1985) refer to as self-defensive behaviors, i.e., accounts and 

disclaimers. 

For example, during moderately negative conflict with their parents, 

adolescents with high se~f-esteem are ~ikely to attribute the cause of 

the conflict to their parents, but engage in self-protective behaviors 

such as yielding to parental demand, to eliminate the c~uflict, min~ze 

negative affect, and maintain a positive public se~f-presentation or 

role identity. In contrast, ado~escents with ~ow self-esteem, are 

~ikely to accept responsibility for the conflict and engage in self

defensive behaviors designed to explain the cause of their transgression 

and escape reprobation. 

In s~ry, moderately negative affective assessments activate 

attributional process, and hence, behavioral dispositions associated 

with est~related attributional biases. Specifical~y, those with high 

self-esteem will display self-protective behaviors aimed at avoiding 

disapproval while those with low self-esteem will display self-defensive 



33 

behaviors such as accounts or disclaimers. In contrast, highly negative 

affective assessments bring approach-avoidance reactions guided by 

perceptions of self-efficacy. Specifically, those with high self-esteem 

will display approach moves a~ at confronting the situation or their 

conversational partner while those with low self-esteem will display 

avoidance moves such as fleeing the situation or yielding to their 

partner. 

Personality Variables and Attributions 

Conceptualizing self-esteem. ~he INK incorporates contextual self

esteem as a personality variable integral to the communication process .. 

This represents a slight departure from Giles and Street's model which 

includes social rather than contextual self-esteem. Giles and Street 

(1985) argue that when assertive attempts to establish a favorable 

identity fail (cue from other) or are expected to fail (knowledge of 

lack of skill or power), a perceived threat to self-esteem induces 

modifications in behavior that vary as a function of social self-esteem. 

In other words, under these negative affective conditions, behavioral 

dispositions associated with social self-esteem may override other 

behavioral dispositions. 

Comstock and Buller's (1991) initial test of the CCCM did not 

support this reasoning. ~hey found that during moderately negative 

affect conditions, adolescents displayed behaviors indicative of role

related dispositions. During highly negative affect conditions, 

adolescents displayed out-of-role behaviors. Social self-esteem had no 

significant impact on the manifestation of these behaviors. 

Comstock and Buller suggest that their failure to support the CCCM's 

esteem related predictions may be due to the focus on global social 

self-esteem. They claimed that it is more appropriate to conceptualize 

self-esteem as multifaceted and isolate the facet of self-esteem most 

relevant in the situation under study (Marsh, Smith, & Barnes, 1983). 

When investigating the effects of self-esteem on adolescents' behavior 
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during conflict with their parents, the adolescents' self-esteem within 

their parent-adolescent relationship should be more relevant than global 

social self-esteem which taps self-evaluations across social 

relationship and situations (Comstock' Buller, 1991). Therefore, the 

XMM conceptualizes self-esteem as multifaceted, claiming that the facet 

most relevant to context will influence reactions to moderately and 

highly negative affective assessments. 

Self-Monitoring. In 1ine with the CCCM, the XMM specifies self

monitoring as a second personality variable important to the 

communication process, assuming that self-monitoring allows 

communicators to recognize their identity needs. Specifically, 10w 

self-monitors are not likely to notice when their self-presentation is 

inconsistent with their ideal identity whereas the more active monitor 

is likely to notice the cues reflecting a need to modify their behavior. 

Given this, self-esteem effects on behavioral dispositions are likely to 

be more pronounced for those people who are relatively high self

monitors. After all, perceptions of the need to modify behavior 

activate the affective assessments associated with self-esteem effects. 

Low monitors are not likely to have such perceptions (Giles , Street, 

1985) . 

Giles and Street offered three postulates which integrate self

monitoring, affective assessment, and the attribution process. First, 

if no (and they probably mean low) affect is felt, then self-other 

monitoring will be moderately high, which is relatively no~l (Snyder, 

1979). In such cases, attributional processes are not likely to be 

activated and behavioral dispositions should continue without 

modification due to affective assessments. As such, this proposition is 

consistent with the XMM's explanatory framework. 

Second, when communicators experience positive or negative affect 

due to their own behavior, monitoring of their own messages will be 

especially high. Tangential support for this speculation is provided by 
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Buller, Comstock, Aune, and Strzyzewski's (1989) suggestion that 

deceivers, who should have experienced increased arousal due to their 

deceptive behavior, monitor and control their behavior to avoid leaking 

cues to deception (see also Buller, Strzyzewski, & Comstock, 1991). 

Giles and Street further suggest that under these conditions 

attributions of blame are likely to be made to the self. However, they 

do not directly mention that attributions of responsibility for positive 

self-presentations also will be made to the self. Nonetheless, the 

implication is there. Ostensibly then, they maintain that when 

communicators perceive that their own behavior or disposition caused the 

affect (positive or negative), attributions of responsibility are made 

to the self, and behavior should be guided by internal states related to 

identity needs. 

This proposition contains two major flaws. First, and most basic, 

unless the affective assessments are moderately high and negatively 

valenced, mindful attributional processes are not likely to be engaged, 

so blame will not be assigned during the interaction. Second, Giles and 

Street's reasoning does not take into account the varying influences of 

self-esteem on attributional bias and their relationship to positive and 

negative affective conditions (Marsh, 1986, Marsh, Cairns, Relich, 

Barnes, & Debus, 1984; Marsh, Smith, & Barnes, 1983; Marsh, Relich, & 

Smith, 1983). As reasoned earlier, they report that those with high 

self-esteem are likely to attribute successful (positive) self

presentations to internal causes and make external attribution for 

failed (negative) attempts at self-presentations. In contrast, those 

with low self-esteem are likely to attribute positive events to external 

causes and accept responsibility for negative events. 

These conclusions question the validity of Giles and Street's cla~ 

that both positive and negative affect associated with one's own 

behaviors will be attributed to the self. A more reasonable proposition 

is that (1) those with high contextual self-esteem will attribute 
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positive affect to the self and negative affect to external causes, acts 

which are likely to further enhance self-esteem (Weary , Arkin, 1981) 

and activate the behavioral dispositions associated with the self

serving biases and self-protective presentational tactics aimed at 

avoiding disapproval and (2) people with low contextual self-esteem are 

likely to attribute negative outcomes to the self and positive outcomes 

to external causes, acts which are likely to decrease self-esteem (Weary 

& Arkin, 1981) and activate a self-defensive presentational tactics such 

.as accounts and disclaimers. 

Giles and Street's (1985) third postulate regarding the relationship 

between arousal and self-monitoring proposes that when arousal change 

(positive or negative) is perceived to be due to external sources (e.g., 

situation, unexpected behavior from other), monitoring of others' 

behavior will be especially high and will generate cues regarding self

presentational success. Therefore, communicators attributing affect to 

external causes should act in accordance with the impact of their 

partner's behavior on their own identity needs. In other words, this 

reasoning suggest that regardless of the arousal valence, communicators' 

subsequent behavior will be guided by internal states associated with 

esteem-related identity needs. Clearly, this hypothesis is inconsistent 

with the LMM rational stipulating that esteem-related identity needs 

will modify the display of behavioral dispositions when moderate to high 

affect is perceived and labeled negatively but ~ if perceived affect 

is labeled positively. Given this, Giles and Street's third postulate 

will not be embraced within the current framework. 

Summary 

The Identity Maintenance Model (see Figure 2) assumes that 

communication is a goal-directed activity with role identity goals 

serving as the predominant influences on communication behavior. Within 

the model, cognitive structures are organized cognitive representations 

of experiential knowledge. Once activated by either arousal cues or 
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thought processes, these structures engender habituated patterns of 

behavior referred to here as behavioral dispositions. Only those 

behaviors which are part of the behavioral repertoire manifest in 

behavioral dispositions. 
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Cognitive structures have an affective component, are hierarchically 

organized, and are activated in sequential and parallel manner. Role 

identity goals constitute the apex of this hierarchy. When activated, 

cognitive structures are affectively assessed. positive affective 

assessments and minimally low negative affective assessments will not 

alter the enactment of behavioral dispositions. Moderately negative 

affective assessments stimulate attributional processes and biases which 

manifest in self-presentational styles moderated by communicator's 

contextual self-esteem. ~hose with high self-esteem adopt self

protective behavioral dispositions (e.g., yielding to parental 

authority) while those with low self-esteem display self-defensive 

behavior patterns (e.g.,. provide accounts for their actions). Highly 

negative affective assessments automatically produces behavioral 

dispositions indicative of contextual self-esteem. ~hose with high 

contextual self-esteem will engage in competitive approach moves while 

those with low contextual self-esteem will engage in avoidance moves. 

High self-monitors are more likely to recognize identity needs and 

therefore are more likely to make these behavioral adjustments than low 

self~onitors. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

APPLICATION TO PARENT-OLDER ADOLESCENT CONFLICT 

Adolescence includes the time between the onset of puberty until the 

child assumes adult status (Boxer & Petersen, 1986). The late 

adolescence years (16-20) are particularly relevant to the study of 

parent-adolescent conflict. Although parent-adolescent conflict 

regarding moral and conventional issues decreases by late adolescence, 

conflict over personal, day-to-day issues prevails (Smetana, 1988a; 

1988b). Older adolescents define issues such as spending money, the 

condition of their rooms, and choosing their friends as personal issues 

while parents typically view them as falling within parental 

jurisdiction and control (Smetana, 1988a). Conflict regarding these 

issues represents the final stages of role negotiation and compromise 

between adolescents and their parents (Laursen & Collins, 1988). 

Because adolescents desire near symmetry in their relationships with 

their parents, perceptions of parental interference with adolescents' 

personal goals (conflict) impedes their identity goal attainment and, 

according to the LMM, is negatively valenced. The more important the 

goal is to the adolescents' identity, the greater the intensity of that 

negative assessment. The LMM suggests that adolescents' role identities 

and esteem-related impression management concerns inculcate conflict 

~ehavioral dispositions which change as the intensity of negative 

evaluations increases, i.e., across minimal, to moderate, to highly 

negative conflict conditions. The purpose of this project is to test 

that prediction by considering adolescents' role identities, their 

esteem-related impression ~nagement behaviors associated with these 

identities, likely triggers of various levels of affective assessments, 

and the effects of contextual self-esteem on cognition and behavioral 

dispositions. Before addressing these issues, however, the conflict 

strategies and patterns of interaction relevant to parent-adolescent 

conflict will be described. 
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Conflict Strategies and Patterns of Interaction 

Sillars and his colleagues (1980; Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 

1982) developed a useful verbal conflict strategy schema which has been 

used extensively in the study of roommate conflict, marital conflict and 

parent-adolescent conflict. The schema includes 27 tactics which can be 

classified simply as integrative, distributive, and avoidance 

strategies. 

Integrative strategies. Integrative strategies illustrate 

cooperation and a willingness to disclose (Sillars, 1980; Sillars et 

al., 1982). They promote relational growth and maintenance (Roloff, 

1976) and a neutral or positive climate (Sillars, 1980). Integrative 

strategies include providing descriptive accounts; disclosing and 

eliciting information regarding feelings, intentions, and causes of 

behavior; emphasizing commonalities; accepting responsibility; 

initiating problem solving; and showing support (Sillars et al., 1982). 

Sillars (1981) reports that integrative strategies typically are 

employed when communicators expect their partners to be cooperative or 

when conflict is attributed to self, not when conflict is attributed to 

stable causes. However, these are general tendencies that do not 

incorporate the effects of affective,assessment or contextual self

esteem. 

Distributive strategies. Distributive strategies entail competition 

rather than cooperation (Sillars et al., 1982) and reflect the primacy 

of personal over relational goals when seeking concessions (Canary & 

Cupach, 1988). Distributive strategies assign blame, communicate 

negative evaluations of one's partner, and seek unilateral behavioral 

change from the partner (Roloff, 1976; Sillars, 1980). Examples include 

denying responsibility for the conflict, hostile questioning, personal 

criticism, rejection, and hostile imperatives (e.g., threats, demands). 

Competitive strategies often are employed by communicators who blame 

their partners for the conflict and those who believe their partner has 
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competitive intentions (S~llars, 1981). Again, these general-tendencies 

do not incorporate the effects of affective assessments or contextual 

self-esteem. 

Avoidance strategies. Avoidance strategies take two general fo~: 

(1) passive-indirect strategies which minimize discussion of the 

conflict issue and (2) active-avoidance strategies which avoid the 

person/situation. Passive-indirect strategies ~imize discussion of 

the conflict by dismissing the problem as unimportant, denying the 

existence of a conflict, ignoring the conflict completely, addressing 

the conflictual ~ssue indirectly or ambiguously (Sillars et al., 1982), 

or simply eliminating the conflict through submission to the partner 

(Sillars, 1980). Active avoidance strategies constitutes a more extreme 

fo~ of avoidance involving social withdrawal. When employing active

avoidance strategies, people cope with the negative affective climate by 

minimizing the amount of time spent with the partner or removing 

themselves from the situations. 

On balance, people employing avoidance strategies often desire 

conflict resolution but do not directly attempt to resolve the conflict 

because of perceived futility or fear of negative reactions (Sillars, 

1980). Avoidance strategies are generally used when conflicts are 

attributed to stable rather than unstable factors (Sillars, 1980). 

~hese discrete strategies array along two continua. First, as 

Sillars et ale (1982) suggest, the strategies represent a cooperative

competitive continuum with integrative strategies being the most 

cooperative, distributive strategies being the most competitive, and 

avoidance strategies neither cooperative nor competitive. Within the 

current experiment, the strategies will be conceptualized along an 

approach-avoidance continuum with distributive strategies representing 

approach, avoidance strategies naturally representing avoidance, and 

integrative strategies representing neither approach nor avoidance. 

Sillars (1980) recognizes that as the opposing parties change, so may 
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the conflict tactics. Therefore, per his suggestion, this second 

continuum was created to reflect behaviors likely to manifest in parent

adolescent context. Strategy descriptions also have been modified to 

reflect tactics common to parent-adolescent conflict. 

Role Identities. Esteem. and Impression Management Concerns 

Adolescents' role identities and esteem-related behavioral 

dispositions vary as a function of parental role definition or 

"parenting style" (For reviews see Maccoby , Martin, 1983 and Rohner, 

.1986). Although parenting style labels vary across specific research 

efforts, clear patterns of parental behaviors and their associated 

psychological and behavioral outcomes for children have emerged. These 

patterns represent varying degrees of parental control and acceptance 

(wa~h) which dramatically affect children's self-evaluations (Maccoby 

& Martin, 1983; Rohner, 1986). Despite influences outside the family, 

The relationship between parenting style and children's self-esteem 

remains strong even through adulthood (Rohner, 1986). Therefore, the 

content of older adolescents' role identity can be captured by focusing 

on the adolescents' contextual self-esteem. 

Accepting parents-high self-esteem children. Rohner (1986) reports 

that children who perceive parental wa~h and acceptance have positive 

self-evaluations (i.e., high self-esteem) and feelings of self-efficacy 

which are reflected in their behavior. They are likely to be 

emotionally responsive, stable and relatively unaggressive. These 

outcomes parallel the outcomes of what Baumrind (1971) refers to as 

authoritative (democratic) parenting, which involves wa~h tempered by 

age-appropriate degrees of control (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Child.reil 

of these wa~, accepting parents are socially competent, responsible, 

independent, and able to control aggression (Baumrind, 1971; Maccoby & 

Martin, 1983). As a result, these high self-esteem children are 

expected to do what is socially appropriate and cooperate with their 
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parents (i.e., use integrative strategies) unless they feel the cost of 

cooperating is too high, as in highly negative conflict. 

The LMM suggests that highly negative affective conditions represent 

a strong threat to identity goals and trigger automatic approach or 

avoidance responses. Tendencies to approach or avoid are dete~ed by 

individual differences in automatic processing. Repeated successful 

self-presentations in similar situations lead to high contextual self

esteem that serves as a perceptive filter when automatic processing is 

activated (Bargh, 1988). Those with high contextual self-esteem, who 

find themselves in highly negative conditions, are likely to 

automatically perceive the situation as one in which they can be 

successful. In other words, they are motivated to compete with their 

parents and feel competent to do so and therefore use competitive 

(distributive) strategies. Thus, adolescents with high self-esteem are 

expected to move from cooperative to competitive behaviors across 

minimal to moderate to highly negative conflict 

conditions. 

H1: There will be an interaction between contextual self-esteem and 

affective assessment condition on adolescent conflict strategy use 

such that (a) as contextual self-esteem and negative affect 

increase, adolescents will use more competitive rather than 

cooperative conflict strategies and (b) as contextual self-esteem 

decreases and negative affect increases, adolescents will display no 

change in use of cooperative relative to competitive strategies. 

Rejecting parents-low self-esteem children. Generally, children who 

perceive parental rejection represent the antithesis of those who 

perceive parental acceptance, i.e., they have a deflated self-esteem and 

self-efficacy. As a result, rejected children tend to be hostile, 

emotionally unstable and unresponsive (Rohner, 1984). 

Hostile/aggressive rejecting parents are perpetually thoughtless, 

unkind, cruel, or sarcastic toward their children. In extreme cases, 



they may even become physical.l.y abusive (Rohner, l.986). Bffects of 

aggressive rejection coincide with what Baumrind (l.97l.) refers to as 

authoritarian parenting, which invol.ves rejection, power assertion, and 

l.ittl.e waxmth (Maccoby , Martin, l.983). Young ch5.l.dren of rejecting 

parents l.ack social. competence, tend not to take social. initiative and 

tend to withdraw from their parents, yet displ.ay passive-aggression 

toward them. 

Rejection may al.so take the foxm of negl.ect (Rohner (l.986). 

Although negl.ecting parents may not be overtl.y unkind to their ch5.l.dren, 

the fact that they are physical.l.y and/or psychol.ogical.l.y unavail.abl.e 

bel.ies whatever waxmth keeps them from being hostil.e. Motivated by 

indifference, anger, or resentment, these parents ignore chil.dren' s 

needs, concerns, wishes, and interests and are inattentive to chil.dren's 

requests for hel.p. :In short, even if they are physical.l.y present, these 

parents are psychol.ogical.l.y unavail.abl.e to their chil.dren. Negl.ecting 

parenting behavior resembl.es what Maccoby and Martin (l.983) refer to as 

the indifferent-uninvol.ved pattern of parenting. Children who 

experience this type of rejection are unable to control. aggressive 

behavior, have poor negotiation skil.l.s, no tol.erance for frustration, 

and a l.ack of emotional control.. 

The impact of prolonged parental. rejection, regardl.ess of whether it 

takes the foxm of hostil.ity or indifference, changes during l.ate 

adolescence when independence is a central. concern (Enright, Lapsl.ey, 

Drivas , Fehr, 1980). These l.ow sel.f-esteem ol.der adol.escents are more 

l.ikel.y to displ.ay overt, rather than passive, aggression toward their 

parents. Many have the ability to cope with rejection and chall.enge 

their parents' position (or l.ack of one), thereby ~ldl.y dil.uting the 

impact of parental. rejection on their sel.f-esteem. 

This happens because older adol.escents have the social.-cognitive 

capabilities to make more complex attributions regarding confl.ict 

(Selman, 1980) and a differentiated sense of sel.f affected by a variety 
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of extra-familial influences (e.g., peers, teachers, or coaches) whose 

feedback could provide the contradictory information needed to re

evaluate their parents' hostile or neglecting attitude (Gegas & 

Schvalbe, 1986). As a result, even though rejected older-adolescents 

have relatively lov self-esteem in the contezt of their relationship 

with their parents, they are expected to risk fighting vith their 

parents (i.e., use distributive strategies in an approach move) when the 

costs of losing are minimal. When the cost of losing are high, as they 

would be in highly negative conflict, lov self-esteem adolescents are 

not expected to risk fighting vith their parents (i.e., use avoidance 

strategies in an avoidance move). 

Adolescents vith lov self-esteem, then, are expected to move from. 

approach to avoidance behaviors across minimal to moderate to highly 

negative conflict conditions. 

H2: There vill be an interaction between conteztual self-esteem and 

affective assessment condition on adolescent conflict strategy use 

such that (a) as contextual self-esteem decreases and negative 

affect increases, adolescents vill use more avoidance rather than 

approach conflict strategies and (b) as contextual self-esteem 

increases and negative affect increases, adolescents vill display no 

change in use of avoidance relative to approach strategies. 

Esteem and causal attributions. Hypotheses one and tvo are 

predicated on the assertion that moderately negative assessments are 

strong enough to activate mindful attribution processes and biases, yet 

not so strong that they trigger the automatic approach-avoidance 

responses. Xn general, these attributional biases are rooted in a 

desire to maintain a positive public self-presentation (Bradley, 1978). 

According to the DMM, individuals with high contextual self-esteem 

attribute moderately negative affect to external causes, (i.e., blame 

their partner) vhile people with lov self-esteem usually attribute 



moderately negative affective to internal causes (i.e, blame self). 

This reasoning was tested in a third hypothesis. 

H3: During moderately negative conflict conditions, adolescents with 

high contextual self-esteem are more likely to attribute tha cause 

of the conflict to their parents while those with low contextual 

self-esteem are more likely to accept responsibility for the 

conflict. In minimally and highly negative conflict, there will be 

no relationship bet~gen contextual self-esteem and causal 

attributions. 

46 



Overview 

CHAPTER THREE 

STUDY ONE 
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Data for this project was gathered in two phases. Study One was 

designed to ascertain the situational conditions which conjure 

ndnimally, moderately, and highly negative affective assessments for 

older adolescents during conflict with their parents. Using the results 

from Study One to create stimulus conditions, Study Two tests the 

hypotheses stipulated by this application of the XMN. 

Dete~ninq the Triggers of Affective Assessment 

To test the hypotheses, it is necessary to explicate the situational 

elements which trigger ~imally negative, moderately negative, and 

highly negative affective assessments for older adolescents. The 

relationship between affective assessments and conflict issues was 

substantiated by Comstock and Buller (1991). Because their sample 

involved college students, the ndnimally, moderately, and highly 

negative issues they employed may not be appropriate for high school 

students who still reside with their parents. 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study of parent-older adolescent conflict included 

16-19 year olds still pursuing their education. Voluntary participation 

was solicited from older adolescents enrolled in the laboratory high 

school of a large southeastern university, resulting in a sample of 234. 

Of these, 50% (117) were male and 50% (117) female; 67.9% (159) were 

white, 20.6% (48) black, 6.4% (15) Hispanic, 3.0% (7) Asian, and the 

remaining 2.1% (5) represented some other ethnic groups. Subjects were 

spread rather evenly across grade levels: 30.8% (72) were sophomores, 

36.3% (85) juniors, and 32.9% (77) seniors. 
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Procedures 

Subjects were contacted in their English classes and asked to 

complete a questionnaire packet which included (1) an assessment of 

their affective responses to a series of parent-adolescent conflict 

scripts representing 12 conflict issues expected to vary in degree of 

saliency, (2) a 10-item measure of Contextual Self-Esteem (CSE), used to 

test the hypotheses in Study Two, (3) the Parental Acceptance-Rejection 

Questionnaire (PARQ) and Snyder's (1974) Self-Monitoring scale, and (4) 

a questionnaire measuring demographic characteristics (e.g., age, 

gender, family configuration) . 

Instruments 

Affective J\ssessment of Issues. The Affective Assessment Measure 

(see Appendix A) initially asked subjects to indicate the parental 

figure with whom they have the most conflict. Slightly more than half 

(56.8%, n=133) of the adol.escents reported "Mom" while 30.8% (n=72) 

reported "Dad", 5.6% (n=13) reported "Step-Dad", 3.4% (n=8) reported 

"Step-Mom", and 3.4% (n=8) reported some "other" parental figure (e.g., 

aunt, grandmother, brother) as the one with whom they had the most 

conflict. Subjects were directed to read the conflict scripts, imagine 

that the conversation took place between them and the parental figure 

they indicated, and answer the questions as if they referred to that . 

parent. 

The conflict scripts depicted 12 issues which emerged as the most 

frequently occurring minimally, moderately, and highly negative parent

older adolescent conflicts in Comstock and Buller's (1991) study (four 

issues for each of the three levels of affective intensity). The short 

conflict scripts begdn with a description of the conflict situation and 

included one turn at talk for both the adolescent and the parent, with 

the adolescent beginning the conversation. To avoid confounding 

parental strategy use with affective assessment, the parental strategy 

remained standard across scripts, with parents using a distributive 



strategy in each script. ~he scripts contained parental use of one 

conflict strategy only. Presentation of conflict issu~s was 

counterbalanced to avoid ordering effects. 
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~o assure that the scripted dialogue was believable, language used 

by both parent and adolescent was taken from written accounts of parent

older adolescent conflict obtained by Comstock and Buller (1991). ~o 

assure that the scripted parental strategies represented distributive 

strategies, four graduate students familiar with the Sillars et al. 

(1982) coding scheme independently identified the strategies presented 

in each of the conflict scripts (see canary' Spitzberg, 1987, for a 

s~lar method of induction validation). Scripts were modified until 

100% agreement obtained. 

The Affective Assessment Questionnaire assessed two variables using 

five-point Likert-type subscales. The affective assessment measure 

included four items which read (1) "Losing this argument with my parent 

would be a major problem for mei" (2) ":I wouldn't like it if my parent 

and :I had this conversationi" (3) ":If my parent won this argument, it 

wouldn't bother me that muchi" and (4) a statement reflecting the 

importance of the particular issue, e.g., "Being able to set my own 

hours is important to me." ~hese items were used to scale the conflict 

scripts on a continuum from least negative to most negative. 

A Predictive Expectation measure included three items that tapped 

whether the conflict is typical of parent-adolescent conflict and 

camouflaged the interest in affective assessment: (1) "~his kind of 

conversation is common at my housei" (2) ":If my parent acted like this, 

:I would be surprisedi" and. (3) "~his is how my parent usually acts 

toward me". 

Affective-assessment scores were summed and reliabilities computed 

using Cronbach's alpha and were acceptable, ranging from .60 to .86 (see 

Table 1). 
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Contextual Self-Esteem. The CSE scale consisted of 10 items 

developed by Marsh and O'Neill (1984) to measure late adolescents' self

esteem within their parent-child relationships (e.g., "~parents 

treated me fairly when I was young"; "My parents have never had much 

respect for me"; I still have many unresolved confJ..icts with my 

parents"). The 10 items constitute the "Relationship with Parents" 

factor taken from the 13-factor Self Description Questionnaire III (SDQ) 

designed specifically for late adolescents (see Appendix B). 

Table 1 

Reliability Coefficients for Affective Assessment by Issue 

ISSUES 

l. Turning out the lights .79 

2. Watching too much T.V. .61 

3. Helping around the house .67 

4. Talking on the phone' .70 

5. Homework .63 

6. Time child gets home .60 

7. How child spends money .65 

8. Spending time with family .63 

9. Clothes child wears .64 

10. Child's drinking .62 

1l. Dating/Sex .67 

12. Parent doesn't like .64 
child's friend 

Minimally Negative Issue = #1 "Turning off lights" 
Moderately Negative Issue = #3 "Help around house" 
Highly Negative Issue = #12 "Parent doesn't like child's friend" 
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The SDQ is based upon Shavelson's model which describes the self

concept as a multifaceted, hierarchically-ordered cognitive structure 

(Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, .1976). Marsh and O'Neill (1984) reported 

that the correlation between the Relationship with Parents factor and 

the General Self factor was 0.15, indicating that these factors are 

operationally distinct. Cronbach's alpha for CSB was .89, which is 

consistent past with reliability estimates (Marsh & O'Neill, 1984; Marsh 

& Shavelson, 1985). CSB scores ranged from 10-50, with a mean of 32.47 

and a median of 32. 

Parental Acceptance-Reiection Questionnaire (PARO). The PARQ 

(Rohner, 1984, 1986) consists of 60 Likert-type items which determine 

perceptions of parental acceptance. It includes four subs cales 

measuring perceptions of (1) parental war.mth/affection (20 items), (2) 

hostility/aggression (15 items), (3) neglect/indifference (15 items) and 

(4) undifferentiated rejection (10 items). Adolescents were asked to 

complete the PARQ as it pertained to the parent with whom they have the 

most conflict (see Appendix C). In this study, Cronbach's alpha was .96 

for the war.m/affection scale, .90 for the hostility/aggression scale, 

.89 for the neglect/indifference scale, and .77 for the undifferentiated 

rejection scale. Reliability for the entire PARQ was .92 and consistent 

with Rohner (1986). Scores ranged from 104 to 241, with a mean of 

1"85.90, and a median of 188. 

As Rohner's (1986) previous work suggests, perceptions of parental 

acceptance measured by the entire PARQ were directly and substantially 

related to older adolescents' contextual self-esteem: £(222)=.75, 2 < 

.05. This correlation supports the assumption that adolescent role 

identity can be captured by CSE. 

Self-monitorinq. A revised version of Snyder's (1974) 2s-item 

Self-Monitoring Scale was used to assess self-monitoring. Wording was 

slightly altered to accommodate adolescent subjects, as recommended by 

Snyder (1987). Items were keyed such that high scores represented high 
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monitoring. The Ruder-Richardson-20 reliability coefficient was .72, 

which is similar to that obtained by Snyder (1974). Scores ranged from 

1 to 23, with a mean of 12.70 and & median of 13. 

Study One: Results 

Study One was designed to ascertain which conflict issues produced 

the minimally, moderately, and highly negative affective assessments 

needed to test the hypotheses. The scripts were rank-ordered by means 

on the Affective Assessment scale. In this ranking, "turning out the 

lights" had the lowest mean U!=10 .20) and was selected as the minimally 

negative issue; "helping around the house" had the mid-range mean 

(H=13.28) and was selected as the moderately negative issue; and 

"parents don't like adolescent's friend" received the highest mean 

ranking (H=16.~S), making it the highly negative issue (see Table 2). 

Pairwise ~-tests indicated that the mean Affective Assessment 

rating of the minimally negative issue was significantly different from 

the mean rating of the moderately negative issue, ~(234)=12.40, e < .05. 

Also, the mean rating of the moderately negative issue was significantly 

different from the mean rating of the highly negative issue, 

~(234)=12.11, e < .05. 



Table 2 

Conflict Issue Affective Assessment Means and Standard Deviations 

ISSUES 

1. Turning out the lights* 

2. Watching too much T.V. 

3. Helping around the house* 

4. Talking on the phone 

5. Homework 

6. Time child gets home 

7. How child spends money 

8. Spending more time with 
family 

9. Clothes child wears 

10. Child's drinking money 

11. Dating/Sex 

12. Parent doesn't like 
child's friend* 

10.21 

12.63 

13.28 

13.36 

13.58 

13.61 

13.86 

14.34 

14.40 

14.41 

15.00 

16.14 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

3.01 

2.81 

2.76 

3.16 

2.91 

2.86 

2.84 

2.80 

2.90 

3.01 

3.35 

2.82 

* Indicates those issues selected for use in Study Two. 
Minimally Negative Issue = #1 "Turning off lights" 
Moderately Negative Issue = #3 "Help around house" 
Highly Negative Issue = #12 "Parent doesn't like child's friend. 
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CHAP~ER FOUR 

STUDY TWO: ME~HODS 
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Students who participated in Study One were asked to participate in 

Study ~wo. Forty-six (20%) of those subjects were randomly assigned to 

one of three groups used to test hypothesis three, the attribution 

hypothesis. ~he remaining 189 were assigned to one of three groups used 

to test hypotheses one and two, the conflict behavior hypotheses. 

Sixteen sets of response were rendered unusable due to student absences 

for Study ~wo or failure to complete the task, leaving 173 subjects for 

the tests of hypotheses one and two. ~his number exceeds the 155 needed 

to obtain a power rating of .80 at the 5% level for a one-tailed test 

using a regression procedure, expecting a moderate effect size of 

delta=.20 (S2=.04) (Kraemer & ~hiemann, 1987). 

Chi-square analysis revealed no significant differences between the 

two sets of groups due to gender, ~2(1,li= 220)=2.14, ~ > .05: race, 

~2(5, li=220)=l.93, ~ > .05: or grade in school, ~2(2, li=220)=.73, ~ > 

.05). In addition, the attribution groups' overall mean for contextual 

self-esteem (M=31.93) was not significantly different from the conflict 

behavior groups' overall mean (M=32.70), ~(218)=1.17, ~ > .05. 

Procedures 

Subjects were recontacted in their English classes and randomly 

assigned to one of six groups: (1) minimally negative conflict group 

(n=56): (2) moderately negative conflict group (n=5S): (3) highly 

negative conflict group (n=60): (4) minimally negative attribution group 

(n=l7): (5) moderately negative attribution group (n=13): and (6) highly 

negative attribution group (n=16). Subjects in conflict groups 

completed a Conflict Strategy Report (CSR) which assessed responses to 

conflict considered minimally negative, moderately negative and highly 

negative. ~he attribution groups completed an Attributions 

Questionnaire. 
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Instruments 

Conflict strategy report. Three versions of the'Conflict Strategy 

Report (CSa) were constructed representing the three levels of negative 

affect. Respondents were randomly assigned to an affective assessment 

condition and completed only the esa representing that condition. The 

esa contained a brief description of the situation and the first two 

turns of the conflictual interaction. In all three conditions, parents' 

turns represented the use of a distributive strategy. Subjects were 

asked to read the script carefully and then think about how they would 

feel if the conversation took place between them and the parent with 

whom they have the most conflict. The name of the parent selected in 

Study One was provided for each subject. Subjects were asked to think 

about how the conversation would continue, to construct the conversation 

in their minds, and then diagram how the conversation would be played 

out (see Appendix D) . 

These procedures were selected for three major reasons. First, the 

types of conflict being studied here typically involve few turns at talk 

and usually arise spontaneously. They are not likely to involve lengthy 

discussions between parent and child. In fact, some of the predictions 

involved avoidance strategies that were not likely to manifest in a 

laboratory situation. Second, this method allowed for the 

standardization of parental conflict strategies to avoid confounding 

affective assessment and parental strategy in the design. It is 

unlikely that parents could adequately manipulate their conflict 

strategy use in the lab without considerable training and practice and 

without forcing parents to act during laboratory situations. In that 

case, the adolescents' behaviors might be responses to their parents' 

variable acting ability rather than the affective assessment of the 

conflict strategy used. Third, parent-adolescent conflict in the lab 

was likely to be tainted by social desirability effects that might 



inhibit the use of avoidance strategies or the antisocial distributive 

strategies. 

56 

Attributions Ouestionnaire. The attribution groups were formed to 

test the predicted relationship between self---esteem and attributional 
• 

style (B3), while avoiding confounding attribution~ with responses on 

the CSR. Within each group, subjects were asked to read either the 

minimally, moderately, or highly negative conflict script and complete 

the Attributions Questionnaire. Subjects were instructed to read the 

conflict and answer the attribution items as if the conflict took place 

between them and the parental figure with whom they have the most 

conflict. The name of the parental figure selected in Study One was 

provided for each subject. 

The nine-item Attributions Questionnaire (see Appendiz E) measured 

attributions of causality, stability, and intent. According to the XMM 

adolescents' assign blame to themselves (an internal attribution) or to 

their parents (an extern~l attribution). Attributions of stability and 

intent also were measured because they represented situational 

definitions, the second most powerful influence on behavior according to 

the XMM. Attributions of stability are perceptions about whether the 

cause, and therefore the conflict, will recur. Attributions of intent 

are perceptions about whether relational partners will cooperate or 

compete when solving the conflict. 

Attributions of causality were measured by four Likert-type items: 

(1) "1:f this conflict were to occur between my parent and me, 1: would 

blame my parent;" (2) "If this conflict were to occur between my parent 

and me, it would be my own fault;" (3) "Talking about this issue would 

go much smoother with some adult other than my parent;" and (4) "This 

would probably be a problem no matter what adult I was dealing with." 

Two additional items measured attributions of stability: (1) "I am 

likely to repeatedly experience this or a similar problem with my 

parent" and (2) "1: am not likely to experience this or a similar problem 
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with my parent. tt (Cronbach's alpha = .74). ~o items also measured 

attributions of intent: (1) nMy parent would be willing to cooperate to 

solve this problemn and (2) nMy parent would not back down on this 

issuen (Cronbach's alpha = .78) (see Sillars, 1980, for similar 

assessment procedures). One item assessing the importance of the issue 

to the adolescent was included as a manipulation check. 

Reliability analysis on the attributions of causality measure 

indicated that its reliability could be enhanced by deleting the fourth 

item. With this item deleted from the measure, reliability increased 

from .52 to .75. 

Coding conflict strategies. The conflict strategy coding scheme 

developed by Sillars (1980; Sillars et al., 1982) was used as·the coding 

system for this analysis. The unit of analysis was one turn. Strategy

level, rather than tactic-level, coding was conducted because the 

current hypotheses involved strategy-level predictions. 

Two graduate students were trained to apply the coding scheme, 

using similar data from a previous study (Comstock & Buller, 1991). 

Following procedures established by Sillars (1980), if the turn could 

not be classified as either an integrative, distributive or avoidance 

strategy, it was coded as a non-strategy. After coding each strategy, 

coders recorded the frequency with which each type of strategy was used. 

£bel's intraclass correlations measured interrater reliability, which 

was quite high for all strategy types: .90 for integrative strategies, 

.95 for distributive strategies, and .96 for avoidance strategies. The 

average number of turns at talk depicted in the CSR's was 2.38, with 93% 

involving 4 or less turns. 

To create the cooperative-competitive variable, the number of 

distributive strategies was subtracted from the number of integrative 

strategies and divided by the total number of strategies depicted, i.e., 

(# of integrative - # of distributive)/total number of strategies. 

Higher scores on the cooperative-competitive variable reflected 
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cooperation while lower scores reflected competition. To create the 

approach-avoidance variable, the number of avoidance strategies was 

subtracted from the number of distributive strategies and divided by the 

total number of strategies depicted, i.e., (I of distributive - I of 

avoidance)/total number of strategies. Distributive strategies were 

considered approach moves because they are ~gqressive strategies that 

entail confrontation rather than conflict avoidance. Xn this case, high 

scores on the approach-avoidance variable reflected approach tendencies 

while low scores reflected avoidance. 
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'1'0 check the saliency manipulation, the attribution groups' 

responses to the "importance of the conflict" item was used as the 

dependent variable in a one-way analysis of variance that compared the 

three levels of negative affect. Results indicated that the saliency 

manipulation was successful, £(2,45)=3.47, ~ < .05. A Student-He.man

Reuls range test showed that the Ddnimally negative group was 

significantly different from the moderately and highly negative group 

and that the moderately negative group was significantly different from 

the highly negative group, all at the .05 level. The means were in the 

expected order: 2.59, 4.92 and 6.19 for the minimally, moderately, and 

highly negative groups, respectively. 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one predicted that as CSE and negative affect increased, 

adolescents would use more competitive rather than cooperative 

strategies. However, as CSE decreased and negative affect increased, no 

change was expected in use of competitive relative to cooperative 

strategies. '1'0 test this hypothesis, the cooperative-competitive 

variable was regressed on CSE and affect assessment of conflict issue. 

CSE was considered a continuous independent variable while affective 

assessment was considered a categorical independent variable (i.e., 

minimally, moderately, and highly negative affect) and coded for both 

linear and quadratic trends following procedures described by Pedhazur 

(1982). In this analysis, a block containing the main effects was 

entered first, followed by a block containing the two-way interactions 

of CSE with both the linear and quadratic affect vectors. 

Hypothesis one was not supported. Results at the second step 

indicated that the predicted interaction was not significant, R2 chq=.01, 

Fchq(5,167)=.93, ~ > .05, revealing that the regression coefficient was 
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similar across affect conditions, (see Table 3 for overall regression 

equation). Given this, the main effect for CSE was eTamined in a second 

an.alysis where the affect vectors were entered into the equati.on fi.rst, 

followed by CSE. A S,-test of the a associ.ated with CSE revealed a 

significant main effect for CSE, b=.01, S,(171)=2.64, ~ < .05, R lI cha=.04, 

Fchg(3,169)=8.48, ~< .05. These results shoveclthat, regardless of 

affect, as CSE increased, the tendency to use cooperati.ve confli.ct 

strategies i.ncreased. 

Table 3 

Regression Equations: Hypotheses One and Two 

overall equation 
main effect 
~. neg. affect 
mod. neg. affect 
high neg. affect 

overall equation 
main effect 
~. neg. affect 
mod. neg. affect 
high neg. affect 

Dependent Variable = Cooperati.ve-Competiti.ve 

y= 
y= 
y= 
y= 
y= 

- .53 
- .53 
-2.75 
- .60 
1.69 

+ .01C + .04L + -.020 + 2.22CL + -.OlOQ 
+ .01C + -.21L + -.010 
+ .01C 
+ .01C 
+ .01C 

Dependent Variable = Approach-Avoidance 

y= 
y= 
y= 
y= 
y= 

.11 + .OOC + 

.04 + .22L + 

.28 

.00 

.16 

.28L + 

.020 
.190 + .OOCL + .OOCO 

C=CSE, L=linear vector for affect assessment, Q=quadrati.c vector for 
affective assessment. Separate regression equations calculat.ed following 
procedures outlined by Pedhazur (1982). The cooperative-competitive 
continuum is coded such that high scores reflect cooperation. The 
approach-avoidance continuum i.s coded such that high scores reflect 
approach. 

The main effect for affective assessment was tested by first 

entering CSE into a third regression equation, followed by the affect 

vectors. The test for the increment in the proporti.on of vari.ance 

accounted for by the coded vectors for affective assessment indicated 

that the ~imally, moderately, and highly negative conditi.ons had 

different effects on strategy use, RlI chg=.09, Fchq(2,170)=8.49, ~ < .05 

(see Table 3 for regressi.on equations). The main effect model 

containing the main effect for CSE and the affect vectors accounted for 
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12% of the variance in strategy use and was significant, S(173)=.36, 

E(3;169)=8.74, ~ < .05 (see ~able 4). 

Table 4 

Predictors of Adolescents' RePOrted Strateav Use 

coope rat ive
c()!!!Pf>:titive 
predictor 

CSE .01 .21 2.89 < .01 

Affective Assessment 
linear .04 .05 
quadratic -.02 -.06 

CSE X 
Affective Assessment 

.19 
.23 

.85 
.82 

linear -.01 -.37 1.35 .17 
quadratic 2.22 . 02 .07 .94 

E(5,167) = 5.61, ~ < .01 
adjusted S2 = .12 

approach
avoidance 
predictor 

CSE .00 

Affective Assessment 
linear .28 
quadratic .19 

CSE X 
Affective Assessment 

linear .00 
quadratic .00 

-.06 .777 

.31 1.11 

.37 1.41 

-.07 .25 
-.34 1.31 

.44 

.27 

.16 

.80 

.19 

E(5,167) = 2.80, ~ < .05 
adjusted SJ = .05 

.01 .21 2.91 < .01 

-.21 -.31 4.28 < .01 
-.01 -.04 .52 .60 

E(3,169) = 8.74, ~ < .01 
adjusted S2= .12 

.00 -.06 .80 .35 

.22 

.02 
.25 3.37 < .01 
.04 .54 .59 

~(3,169) = 4.08, ~ < .01 
adjusted S2 = .05 
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Contrasts reflecting the linear and quadratic trends for affective 

assessment were computed using ANCOVA to adjust means for the effects of 

CSE. The contrast for the quadratic trend was not significant, 

E(1,169)=.27, a > .05. However, the linear contrast was significant, 

E(1,169)=18.37, a < .05. Examination of the adjusted means showed that 

adolescents became more competitive as negative affect increased from 

minimum (!!=.10, !'!.=s6), to moderate (!!=-.16, !'!.=s8), to high (!!=.-31, 

!'!.=60). 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis predicted that as CSE decreased and negative 

affect increased, adolescents will use more avoidance rather than 

approach strategies. However, as CSE increased and negative affect 

increased, no change was expected in use of avoidance relative to 

approach strategies. To test this hypothesis, the approach-avoidance 

variable was regressed on CSE and affective assessment of conflict 

issue, following procedures used to test hypothesis one. 

Hypothesis two was not supported. Results indicated that the 

predicted interaction was not significant, R2 chq=.01, Fchq(S,167)=.88, a 
> .05 (see Table 3 for overall regression equation). The minimally, 

moderately, and highly negative affective assessment groups shared a 

common regression coefficient. Therefore, the main effect for CSE was 

examined in a second regression equation by removing the product vectors 

and entering the affect vectors into the equation first, followed by 

CSE. A s-test of the h associated with CSE was not Significant, meaning 

that CSE had no effect on the use of approach-avoidance strategies and 

there is no slope to the regression lines for the affect groups, ~-.OO, 

S(171)=.80, a > .05, R2 chq=.00, Fchq(3,169)=.87, a > .05. As such, a 

third regression equation was computed to test the main effect for 

affective assessment by entering CSE into the equation first, followed 

by the coded vectors for affect condition (see Table 3 for regression 

equations). The increment in the proportion of variance accounted for 
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by the coded vectors indicated that the affect conditions had different 

effect on strategy use, R2 chq=.06, Fchq(3,169)=S.79, ~ < .05 (see Table 

4) • 

Contrasts reflecting the linear and quadratic trends for affective 

assessment were computed using ANCOVA to adjust means for the effects of 

CSE. The contrast for the quadratic trend was not significant, 

£(1,169)=.30, ~ > .05. However, the linear contrast was significant, 

£(1,169)=11.33, ~ < .05. Examination of the adjusted means showed that, 

regardless of CSE, adolescents were more likely to approach as. negative 

affect increased from minimum (!!=-.28, !!=S6), to moderate (!!=.OO, !!=S8), 

to high (!!=.16, !!=60). 

Effects of self-monitorinq. Results from the regression analyses 

seriously question the validity of the LMM. A re-examination of the LMM 

suggested that these disconfirming results may be due to the omission of 

self-monitoring as a variable moderating strategy use. The XMM states 

that high self-monitors "are more likely to recognize identity needs and 

therefore are more likely to make behavioral adjustments than low self

monitors. So, it seemed sensible to re-run the analyses including self

monitoring as a third independent variable. Thus the regression 

equations were recomputed by first entering a block containing the main 

effects for CSE, linear and quadratic affective assessment, and self

monitoring, followed by a block containing all two-way interactions 

between these independent variables, and a third block containing the 

three-way interaction. 

The regression involving the cooperative-competitive dependent 

variable produced a significant three-way interaction, indicating the 

effects of CSE and issue saliency were moderated by self-monitoring, 

R2 chq=.04, Fchq(ll,161)=3.83, ~ < .05 (see Table 5 for regression 

equations). The overall model accounted for 13% of the variance in 

strategy use (see Table 6). 
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Table S 

CSE X Xssue Saliency X Self-Monitoring Regression Equations 

overall equation 

separate equations 
min. neg. affect 
mod. neg. affect 
high neg. affect 

overall equation 

separate equations 
min. neg. affect 
mod. neg. affect 
high neg. affect 

Dependent Variable = Cooperative-Competitive 

Y = -.87 + .02C + 2.1SL + .16Q + .03SM + -.07CL 
+ -.OlQC + -.18LSM + -.02QSM + -7.40eSM + 
.OOLCSM + S.OSQCSM 

Y = -.70 + .02e + .01SM 
Y = -.66 + .Ole + .OOSM 
Y = -.30 + .ooe + -.OlSM 

Dependent Variable = Approach-Avoidance 

Y = -.87 + .ooe + - 2.48L + -.69Q + -.02SM + 
.07LC + .02QC + .23LSM + .07QSM + 1.67CSM + 
.OlLCSM + .OOCSMQ 

Y = .07 + .ooe + -.04SM 
Y = .77 + .01e + -.02SM 
Y = -.10 + -3.96e + .02SM 

e=eSE, L=linear vector for affective assessment, Q=quadratic vector for 
affective assessment, SM=self monitoring. Separate regression equations 
calculated following procedures outlined by Pedhazur (1982). The 
cooperative-competitive continuum is coded such that high scores reflect 
cooperation. The approach-avoidance continuum is coded such that high 
scores reflect approach. 

Due to the complexity of using regression equations to plot and 

interpret three-way interactions involving two continuous variables and 

a three-level categorical variable, the interaction was examined by 

dichotomizing both eSE and self-monitoring at their medians and creating 

four groups (high CSE/low SM, high eSE/high SM, low eSE/low SM, low 

eSE/high SM). Cells means were obtained and residuals calculated 

according to procedures described by Rosenthal and Rosnow (1984). 

Figure 3 reveals that the three-way interaction was disordinal and 

overrode lower-order interactions and main effects (Pedhazur, 1982). 
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Table 6 

Three-Way Interaction: Predictors of Adolescents' Reported Strategy Use 

COOPERATIVE-COMPETITIVE 
!! ~ j:. Ja 

CSE .02 

Affective Assessment 
linear 2.15 
quadratic .16 

Self-Monitoring 
(SM) 

CSE X 
Affective Assessment 

.03 

.34 1.17 .24 

3.12 2.81 < .01 
.14 .40 .69 

.19 .64 .52 

linear -.07 -3.27 2.95 < .01 
.46 .64 quadratic .00 -.47 

CSE X SM -7.41 - .21 .52 .60 

SM X 
Af.fective Assessment 

linear - .18 -3.34 2.85 < .01 
quadratic - .02 - .56 .52 .60 

CSE X SM 
Affective Assessment 

linear .00 
quadratic 5.05 

3.20 2.70 < .01 
.57 .54 .59 

E(11,161)=3.39, Ja < .01 
adjusted ,B2=.13 

APPROACR-AVOmANCE 
.!! ~ j:. Ja 

.00 - .05 .15 .87 

-2.47 -2.78 2.44 < .05 
- .69 -1.35 1.24 .20 

- .02 - .11 .37 .71 

.07 

.02 

1.66 

.23 

.07 

2.66 2.34 < .05 
1.52 1.46 .15 

.04 .09 .92 

3.41 2.80 < .01 
1.87 1.72 .08 

.00 -3.01 2.48 < .05 

.00 -2.00 1.85 .07 

£(11,161)=2.51, Ja < .01 
adjusted ,B2=.08 

The results did not support the self-monitoring predictions. As 

expected, both high and low self-monitoring adolescents with high CSE 

became more competitive as negative affect increased. In addition, high 

self-monitors with low CSE followed a pattern s~lar to their high CSE 

counterparts. This surprising finding indicated that high self-esteem 

and high self-monitoring, individually, are associated with aimilar 

behavior patterns. In contrast, the combination of low CSE/low aelf

monitoring produced a relatively competitive pattern with little 

variation across affective conditions. This pattern matched the 

expectation that those with low CSE would display no change on the 

cooperative-competitive continuum as negative affect increased. 
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Figure 3 

Cooperative-Competitive Means for the CSE X Affective Assessment X Self
Monitoring Interaction 
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Note: ~he cooperative-competitive variable was computed such that high 
scores indicate cooperative strategies while low scores signify 
competitive strategies. 

~aken together, these results indicate that adolescents with hig~ 

CSE move from cooperative to competitive behaviors as negative affect 

increases, as hypothesis one predicted. However, contrary to the XMM, 

self-monitoring did not magnify this tendency. Instead, the effects of 

self-monitoring on the use of cooperative relative to competitive 

behaviors were most pronounced for adolescents with low self-esteem. 

Specifically, adolescents with low CSE who also were high self-monitors 

behaved like their high CSE counterparts, while those who were low self-



monitors did not adjust their strategy use in relation to their 

affective assessments of the conflict situations (see Table 7) . 

Table 7 

CSE X Affective Assessment 
Coo~rative-Comcetitive 

X Self-Monitoring Means and Residuals 
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LOW SELF-MONITORS HIGH SELF-MONITORS 
Minimal Moderate High Minimal Moderate High 

MEANS 
low CSE -.31 -.44 -.35 .20 -.18 -.38 

high CSE .38 -.13 -.29 .16 .00 -.22 

"RESIDUALS 
low CSE -.10 -.01 .09 .15 -.03 -.16 

high CSE .14 -.03 -.07 -.13 .06 .00 

~eroach-Avoidance 
LOW SELF-MONITORS HIGH SELF-MONITORS 

Minimal Moderate High Minimal Moderate High 

MEANS 
Low eSE -.02 .26 .11 -.68 .06 .26 

High CSE -.29 -.06 .21 -.17 -.16 .04 

RESIDUALS 
Low CSE .15 .05 -.11 -.21 -.01 .09 

High CSE -.17 .00 .09 .20 .00 -.07 

Residuals calculated following procedures outlined by Rosenthal and 
Rosnow (1985). 

The regression involving the approach-avoidance dependent variab~e 

also produced a significant three-way interaction, R2 chq=.05, 

Fchq(11,161)=4.93, ~ < .05. The overall model accounted for 8% of the 

variance in strategy use (see Table 6). This three-way interaction also 

was inspected by examining group means. Figure 4 shows that the 

interaction was disordinal and overrode the lower order interactions and 

main effects (Pedhazur, 1982) (see Figure 4) . 
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Approach-Avoidance Means for the CSE X Affective Assessment X Self
Monitoring Interaction 
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Note: The approach-avoidance variable was computed such that high scores 
indicate approach strategies while low scores indicate avoidance 
strategies. 

Results of this analysis also did not support the self~nitoring 

predictions. First, adolescents with low self-esteem did not move from 

approach to avoidance behaviors as negative affect increased. Instead, 

all but the low eSE/low SM group engaged in approach (rather than 

avoidance) moves as negative affect increased. Once again, results 

indicate that high self-esteem and high 8elf~nitoring were each linked 

to similar patterns in behavior. Second, the unezpected movement from 

avoidance to approach behaviors was quite pronounced for low CSE/high 

self-monitoring adolescents who displayed 8trong avoidance tendencies in 
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minjmally negative conflict (See Figure 4 and Table 7). Despite the 

unexpected movement from avoidance to approach strategies which counters 

hypothesis two, this pattern found among low eSB adolescents is 

consistent with the XMM prediction that esteem-related effects would be 

stronger for high self-monitors than low self-monitors (see Table 7 and 

Figure 5). Low eSB/low self-monitors did not move from avoidance to 

approach moves as negative affect increased, the linear pattern 

characteristic of the low eSB/high self-monitors and all high eSB 

adolescents in this sample. Instead, 10weSE/low.self-monitors 

displayed a curvilinear pattern of strategy use, using more approach 

moves in moderately negative affective conditions than in either 

minimally or highly negative conditions (see Table 7 and Figure 4) . 

These results also indicated that the rationale for hypothesis two, 

which characterized the behavioral disposition for low eSE adolescents 

as "competitive", was not supported in this analysis. Low self-esteem 

adolescents did not display more competitive approach moves than 

avoidance moves in minimally negative conditions. In fact, they did the 

opposite. 

Hypothesis Three 

The XMM postulates that attributions of causality are stimulated 

during moderately negative affective conditions and mediated by self

esteem biases. Specifically, hypothesis three predicted that during 

moderately negative conflict with their parents, the higher the 

adolescents' self-esteem the greater would be their tendency to make 

external casual attributions, i.e., blame their parents for the 

conflict. In minimally and highly negative conflict, no relationship 

between eSE and issue saliency was projected. 

To test this assertion, data from the attribution groups were used 

to regress casual attributions on eSB and affective assessment following 

procedures used to test hypotheses one and two. Once again, a block 

containing the main effects was entered, followed by a block containing 



the product vectors. The predicted interaction was significant, 

R2 chq=.37, Fchg(5,40)=16.32, ~ < .05 (see Table 8 for regression 

equations). Because the ~-test for the ~ associated with CSB vas not 

significant, the main effect for CSE was dropped from the model. The 

reduced model accounted for 50% of the variance in causal attributions 

(see Table 9). 

Table 8 

Regression Equations for Causal Attributions 

overall equation y= 6.43 + .08C + 4.35L + -6.S2Q + -.09LC + .20QC 

reduced model y= 8.98 + 4.82L + -5.60Q + -.lOLC + 17QC 

min. neg. affect y= 6.81 + -.t)3C 
mod. neg. affect y= -6.60 + .47C 
high neg. affect y= 17.29 + -.21C 
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C=CSE, L=linear vector for affect, Q=quadratic vector for affect. 
Separate regression equations calculated following procedures outlined 
by Pedhazur (1982). Attributions of causality vere measured such that 
high scores reflections attribution of blame to parent while low scores 
reflect attributions of blame to self. 

The two-way interaction was disordinal (see Figure 5). Inspection 

of Figure 5 shows that, as expected, adolescents with higher self-esteem 

were more likely to make external attributions of causality for 

moderately negative conflict (i.e. blame their parents), ~.47, 

~(12)=4.70, ~ < .05. In minimally negative conflict, self-esteem made 

little difference in causal attributions, ~-.03, ~(16)=.45, £ > .05. 

These results provide limited support for hypothesis three. 

However, contrary to predictions, in highly negative confH.ct, those 

with higher CSE tended to accept responsibility for the highly negative 

conflict, ~-.21, ~(15)=4.43, ~ < .05. 
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Predictors of Adolescents' Attributions 

Causal 
Attributions 

CSE 

INITIAL MODEL 
~ ~ 1:. 

.08 .22 1.82 .08 

Affective Assessment 
linear 4.34 1.21 3.06 < .01 
quadratic -6.51 -2.90 5.51 < .01 

CSE X 
Affective Assessment 

linear 
quadratic 

Stability 
Attributions 

CSE 

- . 08 -.82 2.09 < .05 
.20 2.91 5.51 < .01 

E(5,40) = 9.49, e < .01 
adjusted Sa = .48 

INITIAL MODEL 
~ ~ 1:. ~ 

- .08 -.42 2.78 < .01 

Affective Assessment 
linear 2.69 1.31 2.69 < .01 
quadratic - .46 - .36 .56 .58 

CSE X 
Affective Assessment 

linear - .07 -1.13 2.31 < .05 
quadratic .01 .47 .73 .47 

E(3,42) = 3.45, e < .05 
adjusted Sa = .21 

4.82 1.34 3.36 < .01 
-5.60 -2.50 5.09 < .01 

71 

-.10 -.96 2.39 < .05 . 
.17 2.49 5.10 < .01 

E(4,41) = 10.44, e < .01 
adjusted Sa= .46 

- .07 - .37 2.69 = .01 

E(1,44) = 7.26, ~ = .01 
adjusted Sa= .12 
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Figure 5 
Attributions of causa1itv Reqressed on the ~nteraction between CSE and 
Affective Assessment 
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Points of intersection vere calculated using procedures outlined by 
Pedhazur (1982). The regression line representing the minimally 
negative conflict group intersects with the line representing the 
moderately negative affect group at 26.82. The regression line 
representing the moderately negative affect group intersects with the 
line representing the highly negative conflict group at 35.13. The 
regression line for the minima11y negative affective group intersects 
with the line representing the highly negative affective group at 58.20, 
which is outside the range of interest for this study; the highest 
possible CSE score is 50. 

Subsequent ana1yses were conducted for the attributions of intent 

and stability measures because they helped assess rival attribution

based exp1anations for reported strategy use. The regression involving 

attributions of intent revea1ed that intent attributions were not 

significantly influenced by the interaction between CSE and affective 

assessment, R2 chq=.04, Fchq(S,40)=.61, E > .05. A second equation with 

CSE entered after the affect vectors revealed no main effects for CSE, 

~.05, ~(44)=1.01, E > .05. A third equation with the affect vectors 

entered after CSE indicated that attributions of intent did not vary 

between affect conditions, R2 chq=.01, Fchq(3,42)=.62, E > .05. 
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Similarly, the regression involving attributions of stability did 

not reveal a significant interaction between CSE and affective 

assessment on attributions of stability (Table 9). However, a second 

equation where CSE was entered in the model after the affect vectors 

revealed a significant main effect for CSE, ~.01, ~(44)=2.69, £ < .05. 

A third equation testing the increment in the proportion of variance 

accounted for by the coded vectors for affect showed that affect 

conditions did not differentially influence stability attributions, 

R2 cha=.06, Fchq(3,42)=1.6S, .e. > .05. Therefore, a single regression 

equation including only the effect for CSE was constructed: Y = 8.72 

+ -.OeeSE + e. It accounted for 12% of the variance in stability 

attributions (see Table 9). High CSE adolescents tended to see the 

conflicts in this study as non-recurring issues while the low CSE 

adolescents viewed them as recurring problems, regardless of affect 

intensity. 
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CHAPTER. SIX: DISCUSSION 

This project developed and tested the Identity Maintenance Model 

(lHM), a cognitive-affecti.ve model of inte3:p8rsona1 interacti.on which 

assumes that identity goals and an impression management function serve 

as the predominant influences on cO"""",n;cation behavior. A1though the 

results of this initial test provided interesting info:mation regarding 

parent-adolescent conflict, the resu1ts do not support the model in its 

current fo:cn. This lack of support may stem from three problems: (1) an 

apparently incorrect definition of the behavioral disposition associated 

with low self-esteem; (2) incorrect reasoning regarding the effects of 

se1f-moDitoring, and (3) methodological limitations in the ezperimeDta1 

manipulation and operationa1ization of dependent variable. 

~lications for the Model 

Hypothesis 3: Attributions of Causality 

To begin, the lHM assumes that attribution processes are miDdfu1 

cognitions that occur during moderately negative affective conditions 

and are moderated by esteem-related biases. Those with high CSB blame 

their partners (an external attribution) for the negative affect while 

those with low CSE blame themselves (an internal attribution). 

Consistent with this assumption, in moderately negative conflict, CSB 

and causal attributions were related such that as CSB increased so did 

adolescents' propensity to blame parents rather than blame themselves. 

Also as expected, the effects of contextual self-esteem on causal 

attributions were negligible in minimally salient conditions, suggesting 

that ~ima11y salient conditions arouse little identity-related 

motivation to make attributions. Orvis, Kelley and Butler (1976) 

similarly concluded that when things are going relatively well, people 

are not concerned with why specific behaviors occurred, so attributiona1 

biases are not present. 

Together these results supported the I:MK's assumptions regarding 

attributions of causality for both ~imal1y and moderately negative 



conditions. However, this support is weakened by that fact that self

esteem affected adolescents' casual attributions in highly negative 

conflicts. In highly negative conflict, adolescents with high self

esteem were more likely to accept responsibility for highly negative 

conflict while those with low self-esteem blamed their parents. 

7S 

These findings do not indicate whether or not adolescents actually 

make casual attributions (or any other kind of attribution) during 

moderately and highly negative conflict. Subjects responded to 

attribution items-after the conflict, thereby bringing to mind the 

possibility of making such attributions. Whether subjects actually make 

attributions during conflict is an untested (and probably untestable) 

theoretical assumption. Nonetheless, these results demonstrate that if 

people do make causal attributions during moderately negative conflict, 

they do so in the manner predicted by the INK. 

Of course, the INK also assumes that mindful attributions are not 

likely to be engaged in highly negative affective conditions, an 

assumption which also could not be tested in this analysis. However, 

the model implies that attributions of blame, intention, and stability 

may be assigned after the conflict episode when people are trying to 

understand personal and relational outcomes. Moreover, the INK reasons 

th~t these post hoc attributions become part of experiential knowledge 

stored in cognitive structures, specifically situational definitions, 

which influence behavior when activated. The INN refers to such 

situational definitions as the second most powerful influence on 

communication behavior. Given this, the unezpected results from 

hypothesis three suggest that when trying to explain and predict 

adolescents' behavior during conflict, it may be useful to consider 

their attributions in highly, as well as moderately, negative conflict. 

This issue will be discussed in a later section concerning the 

operationalization of the dependent measures. 
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Hypotheses One and Two 

Hypotheses one and two predicted interactions between CSB and 

affective assessment such that (1) adolescents with high eSB would 

become less cooperative and more competitive across increasingly 

negative affective conditions (with no change expected for low eSB 

adolescents along the cooperative-competitive continuum) and (2) 

adolescents with low eSE would be less likely to approach and more 

likely to avoid across increasingly negative affective conditions (with 

no change expected for high eSE adolescents along the approach-avoidance 

continuum) . 

Neither of these hypotheses were supported. Instead, the test of 

hypothesis one produced an additive model composed of the main effect 

for eSE and a main effect for affective condition. As eSE increased, 

the tendency to use more prosocia1, cooperative conflict strategies 

increased. Adolescents also were relatively cooperative in minimally 

negative conflict, yet became competitive when dealing with their 

parents in highly negative conflict. Similarly, the test of hypotheSis 

two revealed that adolescents are relatively avoidant in minimally 

negative conflict yet display approach moves in highly negative conflict 

with their parents. 

eanary and Spitzberg (1987) argued that the use of cooperative 

conflict strategies is associated with communication competence. Thus, 

the current finding that cooperative strategies are used by adolescents 

with high eSE is in line with the previously established link between 

high self-esteem and higher communication competence (Cupach & 

Spitzberg, 1983). 

The main effects for affect condition indicate that adolescents 

use either integrative strategies or avoidance strategies with their 

parents in minimally negative conflict while in highly negative conflict 

adolescents use distributive strategies. Sil1ars (1980) reported that 

competitive strategies are linked to attributions of blame to partner. 
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However, the use of competitive behaviors in highly negative conflict is 

apparently not associated with causal attributions for this sample. 

Adolescents with high CSE accepted responsibility in highly negative 

conflict while those with low CSE blamed their parent in these 

conditions, yet both sets of adolescents used distributive strategies, 

labeled here as competitive or approach moves. 

Reciprocity of conf~ict behaviors. A1though these findings were 

not consistent with the DMM or related to causal attributions, they were 

consistent with Comstock and Buller's (1991) report that adolescents 

involved in highly negative conflict with their ~arents reciprocate the . 

use of distributive strategies as well as integrative strategies. 

Perhaps, as Comstock and Buller reasoned, adolescents in highly negative 

conflict reacted to parents' strategy use, a situationa~ variable, 

rather than esteem or ro~e related contingencies. If adolescents reacted 

to esteem related tendencies, differences due to CSE should have 

obtained and if they reacted to general role tendencies, they should 

have been deferent to their parents, not competitive. 

Given the current results and Comstock and Buller's (1991) finding 

that adolescents reciprocate both cooperative and competitive strategies 

during highly negative conflict with the~r parents, it appears that 

initiating strategies may set the tone for dealing with highly negative 

conflict issues. In other words, in highly negative affective 

conditions, people may simply reciprocate the behavior enacted by their 

conversational partner. 

Unfortunately, to avoid confounding issue saliency with parental 

strategy use, the conf~ict scripts depicted parents as using only 

distributive strategies. As such, it is ~ossible to determine whether 

adolescents would reciprocate all types of strategies used by parents in 

highly negative conflict or use distributive strategies regardless of 

parental strategy use. Future research should systematically vary 



parents' strategy use so that this reciprocation explanation may be 

adequately tested. 

78 

Behavioral disposition for low CSE adolescents. Results from 

hypothesis two also suggested that the low CSE adolescents' behavioral 

disposition may have been incorrectly defined. Xt was reasoned that the 

impact of parental rejection (which is more common with low CSE 

adolescents) changes during late adolescence such that older adolescents 

display overt, rather than passive, aggression toward their parents. 

Older adolescents were expected to risk competing with their parents 

when the costs of losing were minimal (i.e., in minimally negative 

conflict) and avoid conflict when the cost of losing were high (i.e., in 

highly negative conflict). Xnstead, they used approach strategies in 

highly negative conflict. This may indicate that low CSE adolescents do 

have the self-confidence required to compete against their rejecting 

parents, even when the costs are high. However, they may not be willing 

to risk additional parental hostility and damage to their role 

identities by using distributive strategies in conflict over trivial 

matters. 

Kohlberg's (1969) explanation of moral development supports this 

reasoning. He maintains that until children reach the age of 20, they 

are motivated to avoid censure and the more mature also try to maintain 

order when possible. Ostensibly, these goals encourage conflict 

avoidance (Kohlberg, 1969), a tendency that should be especially likely 

among adolescents with low contextual self-esteem who are accustomed to 

hostility and sanctions from their parents. Thus, the behavioral 

disposition for low CSE adolescents may have been mis-specified here. 

It may be more appropriate to consider avoidance strategies as the 

behavioral disposition for low CSE adolescents. 

Although this adjustment in the definition for the low CSE role 

identity seems warranted, accepting it requires also accepting the 

prediction that both high and low self-esteem adolescents will display 
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approach moves during highly negative conflict with their parents. This 

contention clearly contradicts the XMM prediction that those with high 

eSE will approach while those with low eSE will avoid in highly negative 

conditions. Nonetheless, this reasoning is consistent with results from 

hypotheses one and two and suggests that behavior during highly negative 

conditions may be contingent on partners' behavior rather than 

reflective of esteem-related differences in automatic processing. 

The XMM's focus on contextual rather than social self-esteem was a 

conceptual clarification designed to improve predictive utility. 

However, the results from both hypotheses one and two, suggest that the 

use of contextual self-esteem in the XMM is not more successful than the 

use of social self-esteem in the eeCM at predicting strategy choice 

across affective conditions. So, something other than, or in addition 

to, self-esteem must influence communication behavior in highly negative 

conditions. 

Effects of self-monitoring. According to the XMM, high self

monitors focus on situational cues, which makes them better able to 

recognize threats to their identity goals than low self-monitors. As 

such, the self-esteem effects on behavioral dispositions were expected 

to be stronger for high self-monitors than low self-monitors. Results 

from the self-monitoring analysis were mixed. The effect of self

monitoring appeared to be restricted to low eSE adolescents. This 

moderating effect was present on both the cooperative-competitive and 

avoidance continua. Regardless of self-monitoring, adolescents with 

high eSE followed nearly identical patterns of movement from cooperative 

to competitive moves and avoidance to approach moves. However, for 

adolescents with low eSE, differences in self-monitoring were associated 

with different patterns of conflict strategy use. Specifically, low 

eSE/high self-monitoring adolescents behave similarly to their high eSE 

counterparts while low eSE/low self-monitors did not. 
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This suggests that high CSE and high self~nitoring ability both 

promote the use of less combative and more competent communication 

strategies, unless the situations are highly negative. The concern for 

social appropriateness characteristic of high self~nitors (Snyder, 

1979, 1987) apparently overrides any recognized identity needs, 

especially for those with low contextual self"""8steem. These results do 

not adequately support the XMM because, when self~nitoring is included 

in the model, low CSE/high self~nitoring adolescents match the 

behaviors expected for high CSE adolescents only. The upshot of these 

findings is that the XMM should consider self-monitoring as a factor 

associated with social competence rather than fulfillment of identity 

needs. 

Methodological Limitations 

This project includes methodological limitations that caution 

against drawing definitive conclusions about the utility of the XMM from 

this project. First, there is reason to believe that the manipulation 

of affective condition was faulty. Second, it is possible that CSE was 

an inadequate indicator of role identity. Third, the operationalization 

of the dependent measure (conflict strategy use) may have been too 

simplistic. Each of these will be discussed in turn. 

Experimental manipulation. The relationship between affective 

assessments and CSE may have been suppressed due to the variability in 

adolescents' affective assessments of the conflict issues. The 

manipulation check in Study Two indicated that the Ddnimally, 

moderately, and highly negative affective conditions were viewed, on 

average, as minimally, mo~rately and highly negative vis-a-vis the 

adolescents' identity. However, the standard deviations f'or the 

affective assessment items in Study One were somewhat large. 

Consequently, while the groups differed on affective assessment in Study 

Two, some individuals may have been inappropriately assigned to 

affective condition. Their actual affective assessment may have 



departed substantially from the mean assessment for their assigned 

affective condition, perhaps overlapping the mean of another affective 

condition. 
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This potential overlap stemmed from randomly assigning adolescents 

to affect condition. These procedures were utilized to protect against 

selection bias and so that subjects would receive a standard stimulus 

within affect conditions. However, randomly assigning subjects to 

affective conditions and then allowing their own affective-assessment 

scores to determine which issue reflects that condition for them 

personally may have increased validity and produced a better test of the 

!MM. 

Operationalizinq role identities. Adolescent role identities may 

not have been fully captured by contextual self-esteem. Although CSE 

was highly correlated with adolescents' perceptions of their parent

child relationship, CSE only accounted for 56% of the variance in the 

PARQ scores. Therefore r it may be more precise to use the actual 

relationship measure (i.e., PARQ) rather than rely on contextual self

esteem as a measure of role-identity. It is not necessary to obtain 

parental reports or an objective rating of parenting style because the 

effects of parenting style are based on children's perceptions, not 

actual parenting behavior (Rohner, 1986). 

In addition, it may be sensible to incorporate other aspects of 

the role identity not measured by the PARQ. For example, Comstock 

(1991) reported that conflict strategy use varies according to the 

gender composition of the dyad. Specifically, daughters and sons 

involved in conflict with their mothers reciprocate integrative 

strategies while sons, but not daughters, involved in conflict with 

their fathers reciprocate dist~ibutive strategies. Although these 

findings do not incorporate differences due to affective assessment, 

they suggest that gender of parent and child may influence role identity 

and in-role behavior, or may be an integral component of role identity. 



Operationalizinq the dependent variables. Xn order to 

operationalize adolescent strategy use across affective conditions, 

coders classified each scripted turn at talk as either integrative, 

distributive, or avoidant. The frequency with which each type of 

strategy was used by parents and adolescents in each script was 

recorded. However, only the adolescents' data was used in this 

analysis. What this means is that the cooperative-competitive and 

approach-avoidance dependent variables were based on frequencies, 

without the order in which the strategies were used. This method of 

measuring the dependent measures may have obfuscated some important 

fluctuations in adolescent strategy use. 
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For example, low CSE adolescents blame their parents for highly 

negative conflict, attributions which often trigger competitive 

responses (Sillars, 1980). However, low CSE adolescents also see 

conflict with their parents as stable, i.e., they expect conflicts to be 

repeated regularly. Stable attributions typically produce avoidance 

strategies (e.g., Sillars, 1980). On balance, it seems that low CSE 

adolescents should experience simultaneous desires to compete with their 

parents and avoid a futile argument. These competing desires may result 

in a "hit-and-run" interaction pattern where adolescents follow 

competitive moves with an avoidance move, a pattern Pike and Sillars 

(1985) found for dissatisfied spouses. This oscillation between 

aggression and withdrawal is typical of hostile, expressive conflicts 

(Sillars & Weisberg, 1987). 

A casual examination of the adolescents' conflict diagrams 

revealed several possible hit-and-run patterns by low CSE adolescents 

experiencing highly negative conflict with their parents. The following 

account illustrates that some low CSE adolescents initially compete with 

their parents and then switch to passive-avoidance strategies. These 

conciliatory moves temporarily end discussion of the conflict issue, but 

do not necessarily resolve the conflict. Recall that the description of 
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the situation and the first two turns at talk were standard stimuli 

provided to the adolescents. 

Situation: It is a weekend night. You and your best friend Chris have 

planned to go to a movie. 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Da\.\ghter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Chris and I are going to a movie tonight, o.k.? 

You know I don't like Chris! That kid is a bad influence on 

you. ("Because he's blackn was written in by daughter.) 

(distributive) 

So ... you don't get to pick my friends. (distributive) 

Well, what ever you do does reflect on me. (distributive) 

So, you are worried about your friends ... think of me. 

Everything you've ever taught me about peer pressure, and 

don't worry about what your friends think doesn't apply to 

you also? (distributive) 

I know .... but I was brought up in a different time. And my 

friends are important to me (integrative). 

Fine. You're right. (passive avoidance) 

Not always. (integrative) 

Yes, always. About my friends. About everything. (the 

conversations ends, and I walk away) (passive avoidance) . 

Admittedly, this scenario is quite different from what was 

expected at the outset of this study. However, it depicts one approach

avoidance theme present among the low CSE diagrams. A variation of this 

theme also appears in the data. The following account illustrates how 

low CSE adolescents begin approaching with their parents then switch to 

active avoidance moves which involve leaving the situation without 

yielding to parental authority. Interestingly, in these situations, the 

adolescents seem to "win", at least this round. 



Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 
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Chris and I are going to a movie tonight, o.k.? 

You know I don't like Chris! That kid is a bad influence on 

you. (distributive) 

How can you say that? (distributive) 

I can just tell he has no direction in life. (distributive) 

I'm not going to marry h~, I'm going to the movies. 

(distributive) 

Well, I think there are better people to spend time with. 

(distributive) 

That's nice Mom. I'm going. See you later. (and I walk out 

anyway) (active avoidance) 

These accounts do not exactly match the XMM's predictions or 

recent reports that people with low self-esteem become more timid as 

pressure to make a favorable public presentation increases (Schlenker, 

Weigold, & Hallam, 1990). Moreover, the low CSE adolescents simply did 

not report using an abundance of avoidance strategies in highly salient 

conflict. 

In fact, even though they made opposing attributions, adolescents 

with both high and low CSE reported using predominately 

competitive/approach strategies during highly negative conflict. 

However, according to high CSE adolescents' accounts of highly negative 

conflict, their competitive moves are punctuated with integrative 

strategies rather than avoidance strategies: 

Daughter: Chris and I are going to a movie tonight. O.K. ? 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

You know I don't like Chris! That kid is a bad influence on 

you. (distributive) 

I'm old enough to make my own decisions about who I am with. 

(distributive) 
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Mom: Well, it just doesn't make me feel comfortable with you around 

h~. (integrative) 

Daughter: 

Mom: 

Daughter: 

Well, 1: am sorry you feel that way ..• really. (integrative) 

But, you've brought me up to make responsible decisions. 

(distributive) 

1: guess 1: should be a little more trusting, uh? (integrative) 

Thanks. (integrative) 

Some high CSE adolescents even tried to capitalize on the parental 

acceptance they obviously feel. For example: 

Son: 

Dad: 

Son: 

Dad: 

Son: 

Dad: 

Chris and 1: are going to a movie tonight. O.K. ? 

You know 1: don't like Chris! That kid is a bad influence on 

you. (distributive) 

That's not true. 1: think 1: am a good influence on him. 

(distributive) (son writes "pause to let it sink in") 

You raised me well. (integrative) So, you know 1: can help 

h~ before he could hurt me. (distributive) 

Well, that may be true. But it still scares me that you 

hang out with him. (integrative) 

Dad, you've got to trust my judgment, O.K.? (integrative) 

O.K. 

This evidence suggests that perhaps the ~'s predictions were 

not wrong, just too simplistic. Perhaps adolescents do respond to 

their feelings of self..-efficacy and do not simply mirror their partner's 

behavior. High CSE adolescents, who generally are confident and 

cooperative, may challenge their parents until the conflict issue is 

resolved, employing a mix of competitive and cooperative strategies. 

Successful resolution of the conflict would restore the positive 

affective climate typical for the accepting parent-high CSE dyad 

(Rohner, 1986). Low CSE adolescents, on the other hand, may initially 

compete with their parents (approach) yet end the conflict by employing 



either passive-avoidance strategies (e.g., yielding) or more active 

avoidance moves. These moves circumvent successful 'resolution of the 

conflict and, unfortunately, may serve to maintain the relatively 

hostile environment typical of the rejecting parent-high CSB dyads 

(Rohner, 1986). 

Summary and Suggestions for Future Research 

A decade ago, Bowers and Bradac (1981) encouraged cC)1D!!!1mication 

scholars to incorporate "because" and "in order to" esplanations into 

one theoretical framework so that the communication discipline could 

bridge the chasm that seemed to divide its scholars. The IMM is an 

attempt to create such a merger. By embracing the assumption that 

identity goals and the impression management function serve as 

predominant influences on communication behavior, the IMM stipulates 

that people communicate "in order to" create an impression consistent 

with their idealized role identities. By including personality 
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variables, cognitive processing, and affective conditions, the IMM also 

stipulates that the behaviors used to create idealized role identities 

will vary "because" diverse personalities, cognitive processes, and 

affective conditions engender different behavioral responses. 

Therefore, the initial IMM represented theoretical progress with 

heuristic potential. 

Unfortunately, this first test of the IMM was disconfirming. One 

alternative, then, is to discard the entire model. However, these 

results point to only two major conceptual concerns in the model: (1) 

the possibility that reciprocal behaviors, rather than approach

avoidance behaviors, manifest in highly negative conditions and (2) the 

possibility that self-monitoring enhances concerns for social 

appropriateness, rather than allowing communicators to recognize their 

identity needs. In addition, methodological concerns raise the 

possibility that this ezpertment did not provide a completely fair test 

of the IMM. Therefore, dumping the entire rationale for the IMM seems 



premature at this time. :Instead, this study shoul.d be repl.icated with 

the fol.l.owing modifications: (l.) Adol.escent rol.e identities shoul.d be 

careful.l.y defined and better operational.ized: (2) Subjects shoul.d be 

randomly assigned to affect condition, yet the appropriate trigger of 

that affective condition shoul.d be dete:mine separatel.y for each 

individual subject; (3) ~e initial parent strategy depicted in the 

confl.ict scripts shoul.d be systematical.l.y varied among integrative, 

distributive, and avoidance strategies so that the al.ternative 

reciprocity explanation can be tested, particul.arly in highly negative 

confl.ict: (4) Confl.ict behaviors should be coded as interactive 

patterns, rather than simple frequencies, to i1l.ustrate the processual 

nature of confl.ictual interaction; and (5) ~he influence of sel.f

monitoring on behavioral tendencies shoul.d be careful.l.y exami ned to 

dete~e if sel.f-monitoring encourages COMm,n;Cators to act according 

to their identity needs or to utilize more appropriate cmmmmi cation 

strategies. ~his investigation would allow sel.f-monitoring to be more 

appropriately characterized and incorporated into the XMM. 
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Although the XMM highlights role identities and rel.ated impression 

management concerns as crucial to the explanation of comm'nication 

behavior, it also recognizes the secondary effects of situational 

definitions (e.g., attributions of cooperative or competitive intent and 

attributions of stabil.ity). ~hese variables could easily be 

incorporated into the research design as predictor variables. 

So what do we have now? An equation that includes complez role 

identities, contextual self-esteem, self-monitoring, cognitive 

processes, affective assessments, and other rel.evant situational. 

definitions coming together to predict c""""micators' behavior. Given 

the myriad of variables known to affect c""",,'nication behavior, this is 

no revelation. In fact, it is this very problem that prompted the 

construction of the XMM. ~he beauty of models l.ilce the XMM l.ies in 

their ability to explain why these variables are important to the 
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communication process, how they are re~atecl to and affect one-another, 

and why no exp~anation of communication is comp~ete without reference to 

the cognitive, affective, and behaviora~ aspects of the particul.ar 

comm,nication phenomenon under investigation. 
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APPENDXX A 

Affective Assessment of COnf1ict 7ssues 

~IS SECTION OF ~ QtJ&ST70NNAmB RBQtnRES ~ YOU READ DCB OF 
THE SHORT SCIUPTS BELOW AND !rBEN ANS1IKR. ~ QUESTIONS FOLLOWING ~ 
SCRIPTS. YOU SHOom READ TO SCIUPTS AND RESPOND m THE QUESTIONS AS IF 
THEY REFER. m ~ PARENT n~ DOH YOU HAVE ~ MOST CONFLIC'.r. ~ 
PAREN'.r n~ DON YOU HAVE TO HOST CONFLICT IS: 

MOM 
---DAD 

STEP-HOM 
--- STEP-DAD 

OTHER. 
THIS P-=AR.i'=-OF~ THB '=Q~tJ&=ST=-I=-ONNAIRE==-==~FOCUS= ES ON ~ DII'FERKNT 1IlLYS YOtJR PARE.lft' 
HIGHT RESPOND TO YOU 1IBEN DEALING nTH DAY-TO-DAY ISStJES. PLEASE READ 
EACH OF !rBE SClUPTS AND IHAG:INE !rBA'r THB CONVERSHION '1'OO!t P~ BBTIIKKN 
YOU AND THB PARENT YOU INDICATED ABOVE. !rBEN READ EACH OF THB 
STATEMENTS FOLLOWING THB SCRIPTS AND INDICATE 1IBETHER. YOU STRONGLY 
AGREE, AGREE, NEITHER. AGREE OR DISAGREE, DISAGREE, OR S!rR.ONGLY DlSAGRBE 
nTH EACH ST.ATENEN'r. 

ISSUE - 'HRAT TIME I'LL BE HOME 

YOU: I'm 1eaving now. Not sure when I' J.l. be back. See you 1.ater. 

PAREN'l': Bold it right there. You know my rules. You'1.1 be home by 
the usua1 time or you'11 be sitting home tomorrow night. 

50 D N A SA 
l. This kind of conversation is common 1 2 3 4 5 

at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 1 2 3 4 5 
problem for me. 

3. Being able to set my own hours is 1 2 3 4 5 
important to me. 

4. If my parent acted 1ike this, I would 1 2 3 4 5 
be surprised. 

S. If my parent won this argument, it 1 2 3 4 5 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I woul.dn' t l:ike it if my parent and I 1 2 3 4 5 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 1 2 3 4 5 
acts toward me. 



ISSUE-HOW I SPEND MONEY 

YOU: Guess what! I found that new shirt I wanted on aale. 

PAREN'l: And, you just went ahead and bought it - without thinking 
about what you should be spending yow: money on, as usual. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2 . Losing this argument 'Would be a major 
problem for me. 

3. Being free to spend money the 'Way 1-
want to important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be sUl:prised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7 . This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD D 
1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

.A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

90 
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* ISSUE - WATCHING TOO MUCH TELEVISION 

YOU: This show is really good! You should watch it. 

PARENT: What do I have to do to keep you from watching 80 much 
garbage on t.v. 

SD D N A SA 
1. This kind of conversation is common 1 2 3 4 5 

at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 1 2 3 4 5 
problem for me. 

3. Being able to decide for myself what to 1 2 3 4 5 
watch on t.v. is important to me. 

'4. If my parent acted like this, I would 1 2 3 4 5 
be su:r:prised. 

S. If my parent won this argument, it 1 2 3 4 5 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 1 2 3 4 5 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 1 2 3 4 5 
acts toward me. 
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* ISSUE - DATING/SEX 

YOU: I've got another date with Pat tonight. 

PAREN'l' : You two are spending too much time together. You know I 
worry about you getting so involved. You'll get all wrapped 
up in your feelings and lose your good judgment. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

:3 • It is important to me that my parents 
trust my judgment regarding sex. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be surprised. 

S. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
:3 

:3 

:3 

:3 

:3 

:3 

:3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



* ISSUE - PARENT WANTS YOU TO SPEND MORE TDME WITH THE FAMILY 

YOU: See ya later. I'm going over to Casey's to work on that 
science project, then we're going to hang-out at the mall. 
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PARENT: You act like this is a hotel with meals and maid service. 
This is a home. And we are your family. I suggest you hang
out with us for a change. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

3. Being free to spend time with my 
friends is important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be surprised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

H 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



* ISSUE - PARENT HASSLES YOU ABOUT 'IRE CLO'IRES YOU WEAR 

YOU: Why can't I wear that outfit to school - everybody else 
does. 

PARENT: I don't care what everybody else wears. No kid of mine is 
going to school dressed like that. 

1. 'Ihis kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

:3 • Being able to dress the way 1. want to 
is important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be surprised. 

S. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. 'Ihis is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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* ISSUE - TALKING ON THE PHONE 

YOU: 

PARENT: 

Why did you make me get off the phone? It was important. 

You spend entirely too much time on the phone. You aran' t 
the only person who needs to use it, you know. 

SD 
1. This kind of conversation is common 1 

at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 1 
problem for me. 

3. It bothers me when my parents don't 1 
realize how important it is for me to be 
able to talk to my friends. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 1 
be surprised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 1 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6.' I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 1 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 1 
acts toward me. 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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* REMEMBER TO THINK OF THE PARENT YOU HAVE THE MOST CONFLICT WITH. 

* ISSUE - HOME WORK 

YOU: I passed my math test. I got a n C " . 

A " C " ...... Don't you realize how important grades are? I 
knew you waren' t spending enough time studying. 

PARENT: 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

3. It hurts me when I am accused of 
not trying hard enough on my school 
work. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be surprised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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* ISSUE - DRINKING 

YOU: There's a party at J~'s house after the qame. O.K.? 

PARENT: Not if J~'s parents aren't qonna be there? J: don't want 
you at a party where kids are drinkinq and who knows what 
else. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 1 2 3 4 5 
at my house. 

2. Losinq this argument would be a major 1 2 3 4 5 
problem for me. 

3. It is important to me that my 1 2 3 4 5 
parents trust me to be responsible about 
drinkinq. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 1 2 3 4 5 
be surprised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 1 2 3 4 5 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 1 2 3 4 5 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 1 2 3 4 5 
acts toward me. 
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* ISSUE - TURNING OFF LIGHTS 

YOU: Bye. See you later. 

PARENT: Go back and turn off the l.ights in your room. I don't own 
stock in the electric company, you know. 

SD D N A SA 
1. This kind of conversation is common 1 2 3 4 5 

at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 1 2 3 4 5 
problem for me. 

3. I hate it when I get in trouble for 1 2 3 4 5 
forgetting something simple like 
turning off the l.ights. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 1 2 3 4 5 
be surprised. 

s. If my parent won this argument, it 1 2 3 4 5 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't l.ike it if my parent and I 1 2 3 4 5 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usuall.y 1 2 3 4 5 
acts toward me. 
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* ISSUE - HELPING AROUND THE HOOSE 

YOO: I cleaned up my room! 

PARENT: Finally. After I told you three times. You don't do much of 
anything to help out around here without being reminded a 
dozen times. 

SD D H A SA 

1. This kind of conversation is common 1 2 3 4 5 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 1 2 3 4 5 
problem for me. 

3. Being able to do my chores when it 1 2 3 4 5 
fits ~ schedule is important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 1 2 3 4 5 
be surprised. 

5. If my parent won this argument, it 1 2 3 4 5 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 1 2 3 4 5 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 1 2 3 4 5 
acts toward me. 
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* ISSUE - BOW YOU SPEND MONEY 

YOU: 

PAREN'l': 

Guess what! I found that new tape I wanted. It was on sale. 

And, usual you just went ahead and bought it - without 
thinking about what you should be spending your money on. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

3. Being free to spend money the val' 1-
want to is important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be surprised. 

s. If my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SD 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



101 

* :ISSUE PARENT DOESN'T L1:RE YOUR FRIEND 

YOU: Chris and 1: are going to the movies tonight. O.It.? 

PARENT: You know 1: don't l.i1te Chris. That kid is a bad influence on 
you. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2 . Losing this argument woul.d be a major 
problem for me. 

3. 1:t is important to me that my parents 
respect my choice of friends. 

4 . 1:f my parent acted like this, 1: would 
be surprised. 

5 . 1:f my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6 . 1: wouldn't like it if my parent and 1: 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

so 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

D 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

A 
4 

4 

SA 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



* REMEMBER TO TH:INK OF THE PARENT YOO' HAVE THE MOST CONFLICT WITH. 

* 1:SStJE - WHAT TIME YOO' WXLL BE BOME 

YOO': I'm 1eaving now. Not sure when 1'11 be back. See you 
1ater. 
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PARENT: Bold it right there. You know my rules. You'll be home 
by the usual time or you'll be sitting home tomorrow 
night. 

1. This kind of conversation is common 
at my house. 

2. Losing this argument would be a major 
problem for me. 

3. Being able to set my own hours is 
important to me. 

4. If my parent acted like this, I would 
be su!:prised. 

5. 1:f my parent won this argument, it 
wouldn't bother me that much. 

6. I wouldn't like it if my parent and I 
had this conversation. 

7. This is how my parent usually 
acts toward me. 

SO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

N A 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

SA 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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APPEND:rx B 

Conteztual Self-Esteem 

THIS SET OF QUESTIONS ASKS YOU ABOUT YOUR RELA'l'IONSHIP WITH YOtJR. PARBN'l'. 
PLEASE READ EACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATKMKN'l'S AND DmICA'l'B 1IBBTBER YOU 
STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE, DISAGREE, OR S'l'RONGLY 
DISAGREE WITH EACH STATEMEN'l'. 

so 
1. I hardly ever saw things the same way 1 2 

as my parents when I vas growing up. 

2 . I would like to bring up children of my own 1 2 
(if I have any) like my parents raised me. 

.3. I still have many unresolved conflicts with 1 2 
my parents. 

4. My parents have usually been unhappy or 1 2 
disappointed with what I do and have done. 

S. My values are similar to those of my parents. 1 2 

6 . My parents have never had much respect for me. 1 2 

7 . My parents treated me fairly when I was young. 1 2 

8 . It has often been difficult for me to talk 1 2 
to my parents. 

9 . My parents understand me. 1 2 

10. I like my parents. 1 2 

SA 
345 

345 

345 

345 

345 

345 

345 

345 

3 4 S 

3 4 S 
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APPENDIX C 

Child PARQ 

Subject mi 

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ASK YOU TO SELECT THE RESPONSE WHICH BEST 
DESCRIBES THE WAY THINGS ARE BE'l'WEEN YOU AND ONE OF YOUR PARENTS. YOU 
SHOULD ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS AS IF THEY CONCERN THE PARENT WITH WHOM 
YOU HAVE THE MOST CONFLICT (THE SAME PARENT YOU SELECTED EARLIER.) 

THE PARENT (OR PARENT-LIKE PERSON) YOU HAVE THE MOST CONFLICT WITH IS: 

HERE ARE SOME STATEMENTS ABOUT THE WAY PARENTS ACT TOWARD THEIR 
CHILDREN. I WAN!r YOU TO THINK ABOUT HOW EACH ONE OF THESE FITS THE WAY 
YOUR PARENT TREATS YOU. 

FOUR NUMBERS APPEAR AFTER EACH SENTENCE. IF THE STA!rEMEN'.r IS BASICALLY 
~ ABOUT THE WAY YOUR PARENT TREATS YOU THEN ASK YOURSELF, "IS J:T 
ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE?" OR "IS IT ONLY SOMETIMES TRUE?" IF YOU THINK YOUR 
PARENT ALMOST ALWAYS TREATS YOU THAT WAY, CIRCLE 1; IF THE STATEMENT IS 
SOMETIMES TRUE ABOUT THE WAY YOUR PARENT TREATS YOU THEN CIRCLE 2 TO 
MARK SOMETIMES TRUE. 

IF YOU FEEL THE STA!rEMEN'l' IS BASICALLY UNTRUE ABOUT THE WAY YOUR 
PARENT TREATS YOU THEN ASK YOURSELF, "IS IT RARELY TRUE?" OR "J:S IT 
ALMOST NEVER TRUE?" IF IT IS RARELY TRUE ABOUT THE WAY YOUR PARENT 
TREATS YOU CIRCLE 3; IF YOU FEEL THE STATEMENT IS ALMOST NEVER TRUE THEN 
CIRCLE 4. 

REMEMBER, THERE IS NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWER TO ANY STA!rEMEN'.r, SO BE 
AS HONEST AS YOU CAN. ANSWER EACH STATEMENT THE WAY YOU FEEL YOUR 
PARENT REALLY IS RATHER THAN THE WAY YOU MIGHT LIKE HIM/HER TO BE. NO 
ONE BUT THE RESEARCHERS WILL KNOW HOW YOU ANSWERED THESE QUESTIONS. 
YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE HELD STRICTLY CONFmENTIAL. 
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TRUE OF MY PARENT NOT TRUE OF MY PARENT 

My Parent 

Almost 
A1ways 
True 

1. Says nice things l\bout me 1 

2 . Nags or scolds me when I'm 1 
screw up 

3. Totally ignores me 1 

4. Does not really love me 1 

5. Talks to me about our plans and 
listens to what I have to say 1 

6. Complains about me to others 
when I do not listen him/her 1 

7. Takes an active interest in me 1 

8 . Encourages me to bring my 
friends home, and tries to 
make things pleasant for them 1 

9 . Ridicules and makes fun of me 1 

10. Ignores me as long a's I do not 
do anything to bother them 1 

11. Yells at me when he/she's angry 1 

12. Makes it easy for me to discuss 1 
things that are important 
to me 

13. Treats me harshly 

14. Enjoys having me around 

15. Makes me proud when I do well 

16. Hits me, even when I do not 
deserve it 

17. Forgets things he/she is 
supposed to do for me 

18. Sees me as a little brother/ 
sister. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Somet~s Rarely 
True True 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3' 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Almost 
Never 
True 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



My Parent 

19. Praises me to others 

20. Punishes me severely when 
hel she is angry 

21. Makes sure I have the right 
kind of food to eat 

22. Talks to me in a war.m and 
loving way 

23. Gets angry at me easily 

24. Is too busy to answer my 
questions 

25. Seems to dislike me 

26. Says nice things to me when 
I deserve it 

27. Gets mad quickly and picks 
on me 

Almost 
AJ.ways 
True 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

28. Is concerned who my friends are 1 

29. Is really interested in what 
I do 1 

30. Says many unkind things to me 1 

31. Ignores me when I ask for help 1 

32. Thinks it is my own fault 1 
when I am having trouble 

33. Makes me feel wanted and needed 1 

34. Tells me that I get on his/her 1 
nerves 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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Almost 
Sometimes Rarely Never 
True True True 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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Almost Almost 
Always Sometimes Rarely Never 
True True True True 

My Parent 

35. Pays a lot of attention to me 1 2 3 4 

36. Tells me how proud he/she is of 
me when I am good 1 2 3 4 

37. Goes out of his/her way to hurt 
my feelings 1 2 3 4 

38. Forgets important things I 
think should be remembered 1 2 3 4 

39. Makes me feel I am not loved 
any more if I make mistakes 1 2 3 4 

40. Makes me feel what I do is 
important 1 2 3 4 

41. Frightens or threatens me 
when I do something wrong 1 2 3 4 

42. Likes to spend time with me 1 2 3 4 

43. Tries to help me when lam 
scared or upset 1 2 3 4 

44. Puts me down in front of my 
friends when I do wrong 1 2 3 4 

45. Tries to stay away from me 1 2 3 4 

46. Complains about me 1 2 3 4 

47. Cares about what I think and 
likes me to talk about it 1 2 3 4 

48. Feels other children are better 
than I am no mattAr what I do 1 2 3 4 

49. Cares about what I would like 
when he/she makes plans 1 2 3 4 

SO. Lets me do things I think 
are important, even if it 
is inconvenient 1 2 3 4 
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Almost Almost 
Always Sometimes Rarely Never 
True True True True 

My Parent 

51. Thinks other kids behave 
better than I do 1 2 3 4 

52. Makes other people take care 
of the things I need (for 1 2 3 4 
example, neighbor or relative) 

53. Lets me know I am not wanted 1 2 3 4 

54. Is interested in things I do 1 2 3 4 

55. Tries to make me feel better 
when I am hurt or sick 1 2 3 4 

56. Tells me how ashamed he/she is 
when I do something wrong 1 2 3 4 

57. Lets me know he/she loves me 1 2 3 4 

58. Treats me gently and with 
kindness 1 2 3 4 

59. Makes me feel ashamed or 
guilty when I misbehave 1 2 3 4 

60. Tries to make me happy 1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX D 

Conflict Strateqy Report 

(1 - Ddnimally salient issue) 

THIS PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED '1'0 GATHER INFORMATION ABOUT 
HOW YOU AND YOUR PARENT ADDRESS (OR Avom ADDRESSING) DAY-'1'o-DAY ISSUES. 
YOU WILL BE GIVEN A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF A SITUATION AND THE FIRST PART 
OF A CONVERSATION. CAREFULLY READ THE SITUATION AND WHAT EACH PERSON 
SAYS. 

THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF THIS CONVERSATION TOOK PLACE BE'l'WEEN 
YOU AND YOUR • IF SOMETHING LIRE THIS HAS NEVER HAPPENED 
BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR PAREN'l', SIMJ?LY THINK ABOU'l' HOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF 1'1' 
DID HAPPEN. THEN THINK ABOUT HOW THE CONVERSATION WOULD CON'l'INUE. WHAT 
WOULD YOU SAY IN RESPONSE '1'0 YOUR PAREN'l'? WHAT WOULD YOUR PAREN"l' DO 
NEX'l'? HOW WOULD YOU RESPOND? 
. CONSTRUCT THIS CONVERSATION IN YOUR MIND. THEN, '1'0 THE BEST OF YOUR 
ABILITY, IN THE SPACE PROVmED, WRITE DOWN EXACTLY WHAT YOU WOULD SAY OR 
DO AND WHAT YOUR PAREN'l' WOULD SAY OR DO IF YOU WERE IN A CONVERSATION 
THAT BEGAN LIRE THIS ONE. WRITE OUT THE EN'l'IRE CONVERSATION '1'0 ITS END 
AND DRAW ARROWS INDICATING THE SEQUENCE OF EVEN'l'S. 

REMEMBER: BE SPECIFIC. USE EXACT WORDS. AND PLEASE TARE THE TIME 
NEEDED '1'0 FOLLOW THE DIRECTIONS. 

THE SI'l'UATION: 

YOUR BEHAVIOR 

1'1" S A SCHOOL-DAY MORNING AND YOU ARE RUNNING LATE. YOU 
ARE IN A HURRY AND ARE ABOUT '1'0 LEAVE THE HOUSE FOR 
SCHOOL. 

____________ BEHAVIOR 

GO'l'TA GO. BYE. SEE YOU 
LATER. 

GO BACK AND 'l't1RN OFF THE 
LIGHTS IN YOUR ROOM. 
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Conflict Strategy Report 

(2- moderately salient issue) 

THIS PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO GATHER INJ!'ORMATION ABOUT 
HOW YOU AND YOUR PARENT ADDRESS (OR AVOID ADDRESSING) DAY-TO-DAY ISSUES. 
YOU WILL BE GIVEN A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF A SITUATION AND TRE FIRST PART 
OF A CONVERSATION. CAREFOLLY READ THE SITUATION AND WHAT EACH PERSON 
SAYS. 

THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF THIS CONVERSATION TOOK PLACE BETWEEN 
YOU AND YOUR • IF SOMETHING LIKE THIS BAS NEVER HAPPENED 
BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR PARENT, SIMPLY THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULJ) II'EEL III' IT 
DID HAPPEN. THEN THINK ABOUT HOW THE CONVERSATION WOULD CONTINUE. WHAT 
WOULD YOU SAY IN RESPONSE TO YOUR PARENT? WHAT WOULD YOUR PARENT DO 
NEXT? HOW WOULD YOU RESPOND? 

CONSTRUCT THIS CONVERSATION IN YOUR MIND. THEN, TO THE BEST OF YOUR 
ABILITY. IN THE SPACE PROVIDED, WRITE DOWN EXACTLY WHAT YOU WOULD SAY OR 
DO AND WHAT YOUR PARENT WOULD SAY OR DO IF YOU WERE IN A CONVERSATION 
THAT BEGAN LIKE THIS ONE. WRITE OUT THE ENTIRE CONVERSATION TO ITS END 
AND DRAW ARROWS INDICATING THE SEQUENCE OF EVEN'l'S. 

REMEMBER: BE SPECIFIC. OSE EXACT WORDS. AND PLEASE TAKE THE TIME 
NEEDED TO FOLLOW THE DIRECTIONS. 

THE SITUATION: IT IS SATURDAY MORNING AND YOU JUST II'INISHED CLEANING
UP YOUR ROOM. YOU WANT TO SHOW IT OFF TO YOUR PARENT. 

YOUR BEHAVIOR 

I CLEANED MY ROOM! 
COME CHECK IT OUT. 

_________ BBHAVIOR 

FINALLY. AFTER I TOLD YOU 
THREE TIMES. YOU DON'T DO 
ANY'l'HING AROUND HERE WITHOUT 
BEING TOLD A DOZEN TIMES. 



Conflict Strategy Report 

(3 - highly salient issue) 
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THIS PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO GATHER :tNFOlUlATION ABOUT 
HOW YOU AND YOUR PARENT ADDRESS (OR AVOID ADDRESS:rNG) DAY-TO-DAY ISSUES. 
YOU WILL BE GIVEN A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF A SITUATION AND THE FIRST PART 
OF A CONVERSATION. CAREFULLY READ THE SITUATION AND WHAT BACH PERSON 
SAYS. . 

THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF THIS CONVERSATION TOOK PLACE BETWEEN 
YOU AND YOUR • IF SOMETH:rNG LIKE THIS HAS NEVER. HAPPENED 
BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR PARENT, SIMPLY THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF IT 
DID HAPPEN. THEN THINK ABOUT HOW THE CONVERSATION WOULD CONTINUE. WHAT 
WOULD YOU SAY IN RESPONSE TO YOUR PARENT? WHAT WOULD YOUR PARENT DO 
NEXT? HOW WOULD YOU RESPOND? 

CONSTRUCT THIS CONVERSATION IN YOUR MIND. THEN, TO THE BEST OF YOUR 
ABILITY, :rN THE SPACE PROVIDED, WRITE DOWN EXACTLY WHAT YOU WOULD SAY OR 
DO AND WHAT YOUR PARENT WOULD SAY OR DO IF YOU WERE :rN A CONVERSATION 
THAT BEGAN LIKE THIS ONE. WRITE OUT THE ENTIRE CONVERSATION TO ITS END 
AND DRAW ARROWS INDICATING THE SEQUENCE OF EVENTS. 

THE SITUATION: IT IS A WEEKEND NIGHT. YOU AND YOUR BEST FRIEND CHRIS 
HAVE PLANNED TO GO TO A MOVIE. 

YOUR BEHAVIOR 

CHRIS AND I ARE GOING 
TO A MOVIE TONIGHT. O.K.? 

__________ BEHAVIOR 

YOU KNOW I DON'T LIKE CHRIS! 
THAT KID IS A BAD INFLUENCE 
ON YOU. 



APPENDl:X E 

Attributions Questionnaire 

(1- minimally salient issue) 
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THl:S QUESTl:ONNAl:RE l:S DESl:GNED TO GATHER l:NFORMATION ABOUT BOW YOU AND 
YOUR PARENT ADDRESS DAY-TO-DAY l:SSUES. YOU Wl:LL BE Gl:VEN A BlUD 
DESCRl:PTl:ON OF A Sl:TUATl:ON AND THE Fl:RST PART OF A CONVERSATl:ON. 
CAREFULLY READ THE Sl:TUATl:ON AND WHAT BACH PERSON SAYS. 

TH:INK ABOUT BOW YOU WOULD FEEL l:F TBl:S CONVERSATl:ON TOOK PLACE BETWEEN 
YOU AND YOUR • IF SOiiETBl:NG Ll:KE TBl:S BAS NEVER HAPPENED 
BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR PARENT, Sl:MPLY TB:INK ABOUT BOW YOU WOULD FEEL IF l:T 
Dl:D HAPPEN. 

AFTER YOU READ THE CONVERSATl:ON, READ EACH OF THE STATEMENTS BELOW AND 
l:NDl:CATE WHETHER YOU: (1) STRONGLY Dl:SAGREE (2) Dl:SAGREB (3) El:TBER 
AGREE OR DISAGREE (4) AGREE (5) STRONGLY AGREE. 

THE SITUATION: l:T' S A SCHOOL-DAY MORN:tNG AND YOU ARE RONNING LATE. YOU 
ARE :tN A BURRY AND ARE ABOUT TO LEAVE THE BOUSE FOR 
SCHOOL. 

YOUR BEHAVl:OR 

GOTTA GO. BYE. SEE YOU 
LATER. 

1. If this conflict were to take place between 
me and my parent, it would be ~ own fault. 

2. My parent would be will.ing to cooperate to 
solve this disagreement. 

3. I am likely to repeatedly experience this 
or a similar problem with my parent. 

4. If this problem were to occur between my 
'parent and me, I would blame my parent. 

5. Talking about this woul.d go much smoother 
with some adult other than my parent. 

BEHAVl:OR 

GO BACK AND TURN OFF THE 
Ll:GHTS :m YOUR ROOM. 

SD DNA SA 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. My parent would not back down on this issue. 1 2 

2 

3 

3 

4 

4 

5 

5 7. l: am not likely to experience this problem 
with my parent. 

8. This would probably be a problem no matter 
what adult I was dealing with. 

1 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. How important is it to you that your parent not remind you to turn 
out the lights? 

.ruu:. very 1 
important 

2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important 



Attributions Questionnaire 

(2- moderately salient issue) 

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO GATHER. INFORMATION ABOtrr HOW YOU 
AND YOUR PARENT ADDRESS DAY-To-DAY ISSUES. YOU WJ:LL BE G:rvEN A BRIEF 
DESCRIPTION OF A SITUATION AND THE FIRST PART OF A CONVERSATION. 
CAREFULLY READ THE SITUATION AND WHAT BACH PERSON SAYS. 

THINK ABOtrr HOW YOU WOOLD FEEL IF THIS CONVERSATION 'lOOK PLACE 
BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR -. - IF SOMETHING LIKE THIS BAS NEVER 
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HAPPENED BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR PARENT, SIMPLY THINK ABOUT HOW YOU WOULD 
FEEL IF IT DID HAPPEN. 

AFTER YOU READ THE CONVERSATION, RZAD BACH OF THE STATBMENTS BELOW 
AND INDICATE WHETHER YOU: (1) STRONGLY DISAGREE (2) DISAGREE (3) BITHER. 
AGREE OR DISAGREE (4) AGREE (5) STRONGLY AGREE. 

THE SITUATION: IT IS SA'l'ORDAY MORNING AND YOU .JUST FINISHED CLEANING
UP YOUR ROOM. 

YOUR BEHAVIOR BEHAVIOR 

I CLEANED MY ROOM! 
COME CHECK IT OUT. 

FINALLY. AFTER I TOLD YOU 
THREE TIMES. YOU DON'T DO 
ANY'l'HING AROUND HERE 
WITHOUT BEING TOLD A DOZEN 
TIMES. 

SD D NASA 
1. If this conflict were to take place between 1 2 3 4 5 

me and my parent, it would be ~ own fault. 

2. My parent would be willing to cooperate to 1 2 
solve this disagreement. 

3. I am likely to repeatedly experience this 1 2 
or a similar problem with my parent. 

4. If this problem were to occur between my 1 2 
parent and me, I would blame my parent. 

5. Talking about this would go much smoother 1 2 
with some adult other than my parent. 

6. My parent would not back down on this issue. 1 2 

7. I am not likely to experience this problem 1 2 
with my parent. 

8. This would probably be a problem no matter 1 2 
what adult I was dealing with. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

9. How important is it to you to be able to do your chores when it fits 
into your schedule? 

~ very 1 
important 

2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important 



Attributions Questionnaire 

(3-highly salient issue) 

THIS QUESTIONNAZRE IS DBSIGNED TO GATHER :INFORMATION ABOtr.r BOW YOO 
AND YOUR PARBN'l' ADDRESS DAY-TO-DAY ISSOBS. YOO WJ:LL BE Gl:VBH A BRZBF 
DESCRIPTION OF A SITUATION AND THE FIRST PART OF A CONWRSM'ION. 
CAREFO'LLY READ THE SI'l'tJATION AND WHAT BACH PERSON SAYS. 

THINK ABOUT HOW YOO WOtJLD FEEL IF THIS CONVERSATION TOOK PLACE 
BETWEEN YOO AND YOUR -. - IF SOMETHING L::ntB THIS HAS NBVBR. 
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HAPPENED BETWEEN YOO AND YOUR PARENT, SIMPLY THINK ABOtr.r BOW YOO WOULD 
FEEL IF IT DID HAPPEN. 

AF!l'BR YOO READ THE CONVERSATION, READ BACH OF THE STATBMEN'lS BELOW 
AND INDICATE WRETBKR YOO: (1) STRONGLY DISAGREE (2) DISAGREE (3) BITHER 
AGREE OR DISAGREE (4) AGREE (5) STRONGLY AGREE. 

THE SITUATION: IT IS A WEEKEND NIGHT. YOO AND YOUR BEST FRIEND CHRIS 
RAVE PLANNED TO GO TO A MOVIE. 

YOUR BEHAVIOR BEHAVIOR 

CHRiS AND I ARE GOING 
CHRIS! 

YOO KNOW I DON'T LIKE 

TO A MOVIE TONIGHT. O.K.? THAT KID IS A BAD :INFLUENCE 
ON YOO. 

SD DNA SA 
l. If this conflict were to take place between 1 2 3 4 5 

me and my parent, it would be ~ own fault. 

2. My parent would be willing to cooperate to 1 2 3 4 5 
solve this disagreement. 

3. I am likely to repeatedly experience this 1 2 3 
or a similar problem with my parent. 

4 5 

4. If this problem were to occur between my 1 2 3 4 5 
parent and me, I would blame my parent. 

s. Talking about this would go much smoother 1 2 3 
with some adult other than my parent. 

4 5 

6. My parent would not back down on this issue. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am not likely to experience this problem 1 2 3 4 5 
with my parent. 

8. This would probably be a problem no matter 1 2 3 4 5 
what adult I vas dealing with. 

9. How important is it that your parents respect your choice of friends? 
~ very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very 
important important 
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