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ABSTRACT

It has been argued that agenry and communion defme the fundamental dimensions of

human existence. Agency represents strivings for expansion and elevation that surface as

efforts to pursue social dominance. Communion represents strivings for contact and

congregation that surface as efforts to preserve social bonds. From an evolutionary perspective,

agency and communion defme the problems of group living to which our ancestors were

historically required to adapt. From a dyadic-interactional perspective, agency and communion

organize the domain of behavior that individuals in contemporary societies are presently able

to demonstrate. The purpose of this research was to explore the agentic and communal

dimensions underlying social adaptation and emotional adjustment; this objective was pursued

through the use of event-contingent recording procedures that require respondents to report

upon their behavior in significant social interactions over extended time intervals. l first

propose that emotional adjustment is optimized through mitigation processes that balance the

expression of agency and communion in everyday behavior. Findings indicated that a balance

within agency and within communion-achieved through moderate levels of agentic and

communal expression-predicted optimal emotional adjustment. l then propose that the dark

aspects of agency and communion-the human propensities to quarrel and submit-are

equally relevant to social adaptation. In this regard, largue that these propensities represent

social rank strategies through which individuals grapple with and defend themselves against

feelings of threat and inferiority. Consistent with an evolutionary perspective upon social

competition, individuals tended to quarrel when threatened by subordinates and to submit

when threatened by superiors. Consistent with an evolutionary perspective upon defeat and

depression, individuals who typically feh more inferior tended to quarrel more frequently with

subordinates and to submit more frequently with superiors. The following conclusions were

put forward: (1) the balanced expressions of agency and communion contribute to the

emotional adjustment of the individual; and (2) the human propensities to quarrel and submit

are equally relevant to social adaptation, enabling the individual to resolve the inevitable and

inescapable tensions between the agentic and communal dimensions of everyday life.
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RÉSUMÉ

Il est argumenté que la domination et l'qffiliation déftnissent les dimensions fondamentales

de l'existence humaine. La domination représente les besoins d'expansion et d'élévation qui se

manifestent dans les efforts à poursuivre la position sociale. L'affiliation représente les besoins

de rapport et de rassemblement qui se manifestent dans les efforts à préserver les liens sociaux.

D'une perspective évolutionniste, les problèmes de regroupement auxquels nos ancêtres étaient

obligés de s'adapter sont défInis par la domination et l'affiliation. D'une perspective

d'interaction dyadique, la domination et l'affiliation organisent le domaine de comportement

que les individus dans les sociétés contemporaines sont capables de démontrer. Le but de ces

recherches s'avère à documenter l'importance de la domination et de l'affiliation dans la

réussite de l'adaptation sociale et l'ajustement émotionel; cet objectifétait poursuivi avec l'usage

des procédures d'enregistrement qui demandent aux participants à faire des rapports écrits sur

leurs comportements dans les interactions sociales. Je propose d'abord que l'ajustement

émotionel est optimisé par les processus de mitigation qui tiennent en équilibre les expressions

dominantes et affiliatives. Les résultats indiquent qu'un équilibre dans les expressions

dominantes ainsi que dans les expressions affiliatives ont prédit l'ajustement émotionnel

optimal. Je propose ensuite que les tendances à se battre et à se soumettre sont également

importants dans l'adaptation sociale. A cet égard, je soutiens que ces tendances représentent

les stratégies d'échelle sociale avec lesquelles les individus s'occupent de, et se défendent contre, les

sentiments d'infériorité et les évaluations de menace à leur sécurité. En correspondance avec

une perspective évolutionnaire sur la compétition sociale, les individus ont tendance à se battre

quand ils se sentent menacés par leurs subordonnés et à se soumettre quand ils se sentent

menacés par leurs supérieurs. En correspondance avec une perspective évolutionnaire sur la

défaite et la dépression, les individus qui se sentent plutôt inférieurs ont tendance à se battre

plus fréquemment contre leurs subordonnés et à se soumettre plus fréquemment à leurs

supérieurs. Les conclusions tirées sont les suivants: (1) un équilibre parmi les expressions

dominantes et affiliatives contribue à l'ajustement émotionnel de l'individu; et (2) les tendances

à se battre et à se soumettre sont également importantes pour l'adaptation sociale, permettant

à l'individu de résoudre les tensions inévitables entre la domination et de l'affiliation.
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introduce the distinction between interdimensional and intradimensional mitigation processes

in the effort to address discrepancies in the empiricalliterature.

Although evolutionary theorists have extensively discussed the adaptive function of

depression, the fundamental tenets of the social competition hypothesis-that combatants

display down-hierarchy aggression and up-hierarchy subordination in social rank contests

-have yet to be empiricaily substantiated in a human sample of participants. In Chapter 3, l

translate these hypotheses into terms relevant to agency and communion and provide evidence

to suggest that individuals display these strategies in their everyday environments.

Portions of the research reported in Chapter 2 originaily appeared in an article! co­

authored by myself and Prof. D. S. Moskowitz (Fournier & Moskowitz, 2000). Portions of the

research reported in Chapter 3 are to appear in a forthcoming article2 co-authored by myself,

Prof. D. S. Moskowitz, and Prof. David C. Zuroff (Fournier, Moskowitz, & Zuroff, in press).

In the preparation of these articles, the co-author(s) served in an advisory capacity during the

formulation of research questions, the planning of data analyses, and the revision of the text.

In the preparation of this thesis, l alone have undertaken the planning of the research agenda,

the conducting and reporting ofail data analyses, as weil as the writing and revision of the text.

2
© 2000 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted with permission.
© 2002 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted with permission.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The terms agenry and communion were adopted by David Bakan (1966) "to characterize

two fundamental modalities in the existence of living forms, agency for the existence of an

organism as an individual, and communion for the participation ofthe individual in some larger

organism ofwhich the individual is a part" (pp. 14-15). Agency refers to a focus upon the self,

to the formation of separations, and to striving for self-expansion and self-elevation.

Communion refers to a focus upon others, to the formation of connections, and to striving for

contact and congregation with others. From an evolutionary perspective on human personality

(Buss, 1991, 1995, 1996, 1997), agency and communion defme the fundamental problems to

which our ancestors were required to adapt. Group living requires humans to compete for

position in the social hierarchy (agency) and to cooperate for the preservation of reciprocal

alliances (communion). From a dyadic-interactional perspective on human personality

(Wiggins, 1979, 1980, 1982, 1991), agency and communion defme the universe of content for

the domain of interpersonal behavior. As "coins in the realm of interpersonal exchange"

(Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996, p. 101), agency and communion signify the granting and denying

of social (status) and emotional (love) resources between dyadic interactants.
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Chapter 1 - Introduttion

AGENCY

ISOLATION

PASSIVITY

Figure 1.1. The dimensions of human existence.

COMMUNION

The purpose of the present research was to explore the agentic and communal

dimensions underlying social adaptation and emotional adjustment. In this introductory

chapter, 1 first provide a historical overview of the evolutionary and dyadic-interactional

perspectives upon the agentic and communal dimensions ofhuman personality (see Figure 1.1).

1 then discuss agency and communion as dimensions underlying social adaptation and

emotional adjustment. 1first propose that emotional adjustment is optimized through mitigation
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Chapter 1- Introduction

processes that balance the expression of agency and communion in everyday behavior. In this

regard, 1articulate two contrasting models of mitigation processes to address discrepancies in

the empiricalliterature. 1 then suggest that the undesirable aspects of agency and communion

-the human propensities to quarrel and submit-are equaily relevant to social adaptation. In

this regard, 1 argue that these propensities represent social rank strategies through which humans

grapple with and defend themselves against feelings of threat and inferiority. In subsequent

chapters, these hypotheses are substantiated empiricaily with records of behavior sampled

ecologicaily from the everyday lives of individuals through the use of event-contingent

recording procedures.

Evolutionary Perspectives on Agenry and Communion

Charles Darwin's (1859) The origin ofspecies ftrst put forward his theory of evolution by

natural selection, which remains today the only viable scientiftc process capable of accounting

for the complex functional design apparent in ail organic life. Although the assumptions of

c1assical Darwinism-(l) that natural selection operates at the level of the organism, and not

at the leve1 of genes or at the level of the species; (2) that natutal selection is the exclusive

mechanism through which adaptive evolutionary change occurs; and (3) that changes are

continuous and incremental rather than punctuated and abrupt-have come under scrutiny,

the logical structure of c1assical Darwinism has remained essentiaily intact (Gould, 2002).

Central to Darwin's theory of natural selection are the foilowing tenets (Tooby & Cosmides,

1990): (1) reproduction of design (i.e., that the deftning property of life is the reproduction by

systems of new systems capable of reproduction); (2) variation in design (i.e., that systems differ
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Chapter 1- Introduction

in their design specifications); and (3) di.fJerential rates ofreproduction attributable to design di.fJerences

(i.e., that the properties of designs have an impact on their rate of reproduction, resulting in an

organized relationship between the properties of historically encountered environments, the

properties of designs, and their frequency in the present environment).

"All ofus," Buss (1996) wrote, "are the end products-collections ofmechanisms and

design features-of a long and unbroken chain of ancestors who succeeded in reproducing

relative to those possessing alternative mechanisms or design features" (p. 7). Design features

fall into one of three categories as products of the evolutionary process (l'ooby & Cosmides,

1990): (1) adaptations, or design properties selected and coordinated toward solving recurrent

problems posed by the physical, ecological, and social environments encountered by ancestors

of the species; (2) concomitants ofadaptation, or design properties that do not directly contribute

to adaptation, but that are linked to adaptive properties and so are incidentally incorporated

into the design specifications; and (3) random iffects, or design properties resulting from entropie

processes that have either benign or disruptive effects upon system functioning.

In contrast to random effects and adaptational concomitants, adaptations are apparent

in the nonarbitrary coordination between the enduring properties of designs and the recurrent

properties of the ancestral environment (l'ooby & Cosmides, 1990). An adaptation is defined

as: (1) a set of design properties that became established and organized in the species (or

population) over evolutionary rime; (2) because the design systematically interacted with stable

and recurrent properties of the ancestral environment; (3) in a way that promoted its

propagation at a rate superior to those of alternative designs existing in the species (or

population) during the ancestral period of selection (Tooby & Cosmides, 1990). As repeated

-4-



Chapter 1- Introduction

encounters with enduring properties of the environment constitute the history of selection for

a given design feature, adaptations thus represent "condensed records" (Tooby & Cosmides,

1990, p. 390) of ancestral environmental conditions. An adaptation surfaces developmentally

as a function of its genetic specification in systematic interaction with stable and recurrent

properties of the present environment (Tooby & Cosmides, 1990). As adaptive design features

evolved from past environments, present selection pressures are causally irrelevant to their

design specifications; present design features remain adaptive only to the extent that present

circumstances continue to resemble past circumstances (Tooby & Cosmides, 1990).

Adaptations can be arbitrarily classified as referencing either physical or psychological

design features. Buss (1991) has defmed an evolved psychological adaptation as a set of innate

processes that: (1) exists in the form it does because it solved a specific problem of individual

survival or reproduction recurrendy over human evolutionary history; (2) takes only certain

classes of environmental cue information as input, where input specifies to the organism the

particular adaptive problem it is facing; and (3) transforms that information through an

algorithm or decision rue (i.e., if... then ...) into output, where output regulates the behavior of

the organism in order to solve the particular adaptive problem. For Buss, the description of

evolved psychological adaptations defmes the fundamental objective of personality theory:

"There is no reason to believe that humans are exempt from the organizing forces of evolution

by natural selection. Personality theories inconsistent with evolutionary theory stand litde

chance ofbeing correct" (Buss, 1991, p. 461).

Given that heritable adaptations tend to propagate so as to become species-typical, the

question arises as to how evolutionary theorists account for intraspecies differences. Buss
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Chapter 1- Introduction

(1991) has proposed four evolutionary paths to the expression of individual differences: (1)

frequenry-dependent selection (i.e., alternative strategies are sustained in the species if the impact of

each strategy upon rates of reproduction declines as its frequency in the species increases); (2)

heritable threshold calibration (i.e., alternative ancestral environments yield differences across

individuals in the optimal threshold settings for the execution of a given strategy); (3)

developmental threshold calibration (i.e., alternative developmental histories yield differences across

individuals in the optimal threshold settings for the execution of a given strategy); and (4)

situational threshold calibration (i.e., alternative strategies constituting a species-typical repertoire

are differentiaily executed across individuals due to stable and recurrent differences in their

physical or social ecologies).

In evolutionary terms, the psychological design architecture ofhumans can be viewed

as an organized structure that exists today in its present form because it successfuily solved the

ancestral environmental problems of survival and reproduction. Darwin extensively discussed

the survival problems presented by "the hostile forces of nature": predators, parasites, food

shortages, environmental hazards, and climatic conditions. The adaptive solution to several of

these survival problems was achieved through group living. Although groups afforded

protection from predation as weil as opportunities to share limited and perishable resources,

groups imposed costs and defmed several of the social problems to which our ancestors were

required to adapt (Buss, 1991, 1995, 1997). Two defming characteristics of human groups are:

(1) competition/hierarchical stratification; and (2) cooperation/reciprocal alliance formation.

Successful competition ailowed for priority of access to limited resources and improved

reproductive opportunities. Successful cooperation ailowed for the optimal usage ofperishable
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Chapter 1- Introdudion

resources and coordinated hunting opportunities. ParaIlels have been drawn between these two

defining features of the human adaptive landscape-competition and cooperation-and the

agentic and communal axes that defme and organize, from a dyadic-interactional perspective,

the structure of interpersonal behavior in contemporary societies (Buss, 1991, 1995, 1997;

Wiggins, 1991; Wiggins & TrapneIl, 1996).

DyadÙ'-Interactional Perspectives on Agenry and Communion

Origins of the dyadic-interactional perspective reside in the radical interpersonalism of

Harry Stack Sullivan (1940, 1953), who defmed personality as "the relatively enduring pattern

ofrecurrent interpersonal situations which characterize a human life" (pp. 110-111). References

to an explicit interpersonal system ofpersonality then appeared in a series ofpapers published

by Leary and coIleagues at the Kaiser Foundation Hospital (Freedman, Leary, Ossario, &

Coffey, 1951; LaForge, Leary, Naboisek, Coffey, & Freedman, 1954; LaForge & Suczek, 1955).

Their publications were intended to formalize Sullivan's (1940, 1953) radical interpersonalism

and present a circular arrangement of operationaIly defmed interpersonal variables that would

afford a content description of normal and maladaptive interpersonal behavior. The Kaiser

Group selected verbs for describing the actions of actors (e.g., dominate) and acjjectives for

describing the traits of actors (e.g., dominating). Segments of action verbs and trait adjectives

were selected to encompass both everyday (i.e., statisticaIly frequent) and extreme (i.e.,

statisticaIly infrequent) categories ofbehavior. Sixteen categorical segments in ail were selected,

lettered A through P, and then ordered in a circular arrangement around the orthogonal axes

of dominance-submission and love-hate.
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Chapter 1- Introduction

Circular representations of interpersonal behavior proliferated in the years foilowing

these three papers and Leary's (1957) seminal Intepersonal diagnosis ofpersonaliry (Carson, 1969;

Lorr & McNair, 1963, 1965; Schaefer, 1957, 1959, 1961). Although subsequent categorical

systems often coilapsed adjacent segments into either octants (e.g., PA, LM, HI, DE, etc.) or

quadrants (e.g., friendly-dominant, friendly-submissive, hostile-submissive, hostile-dominant),

a common paradigm for the investigation of interpersonal behavior emerged across different

populations, instruments, and theoretical perspectives. The paradigm underwent a period of

refmement and theoretical elaboration over the decades that foilowed (e.g., Wiggins, 1979),

arguably culminatingwith Kiesler's publication ofthe 1982 Interpersonal Circle (Kiesler, 1983).

The paradigmitselfcame to be known as the interpersonal circumplex (Wiggins, 1979).

Circumplex geometry assumes the foilowing tenets (Gurtman, 1994): (1) differences among

variables reduce to differences along two dimensions; (2) ail variables have equal projections

(the constant radius property); and (3) variables are uniformly distributed along the

circumference of the circle (the equal spacing property). In factor-analytic terms, a circumplex

requires that two principal components serve as coordinates for the circular ordering of

variables over an area determined by the proportion of variance accounted for by the two

principal components. Variables that are located opposite to each other on the circle represent

bipolar contrasts (e.g., assured-dominant behavior is the opposite of unassured-submissive

behavior; cold-quarrelsome behavior is the opposite ofwarm-agreeable behavior). The origin

of the circle itselfrepresents the mean standard score of a normative population, so that scores

upon a given vector (variable) represent deviations from that mean. Distance from the origin

therefore provides an index of intensity in circumplex space. Although a range of terms have

-8-



Chapter 1 - Introduction

been used to refer to the axes of the interpersonal circumplex, the dimensions are described

from a dyadic-interactional perspective (Wiggins, 1991) in terms of their reference to the larger

domains of agency and communion.

Although a circular arrangement of variables presumes that their factor structure can

be described upon a two-dimensional surface, a circumplex further requires an inter­

relationship amongthe factors. Foa (1961, 1965; Foa & Foa, 1974) formalized this requirement

in terms of Guttman's (1958) facet analysis, and proposed that the structure of interpersonal

behavior can be understood in terms of the facets of directionah"ry (granting vs. denying), o!?ject

(self vs. other), and resource (status vs. love). Wiggins (1979, 1980, 1982), operating from a

defmition of interpersonal traits and behavior as having reference to cfyadic interactions that have

reiatùJe!y clear-cut social (statuJ) and emotional (love) consequences for both participants (se!! and other),

elaborated upon this facet analysis (see Table 1.1). Directionality is represented by values of

+ 1 and - 1, which denote granting and denying, respectively. Object refers to the directional

target of the behavior, either the self or the other. Together, the facets of directionality and

object permit discrimination among four categories of reference in the interpersonal domain

(granting to the selfvs. denying from the self; granting to the other vs. denying from the other).

The resources of statuS (esteem/regard) and love (care/affection) supply the content for the

four categories, yielding an eight-fold taxonomy of interpersonal variables corresponding to

the eight octants of the interpersonal circumplex.

As can be seen in Table 1.1, a facet analysis of interpersonal variables informs

circumplex structure in three significant respects. First, the closer two variables appear on the

circumference of the circle, the more similar their facet structure; PA (assured-dominant
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Chapter 1- Introduction

behavior) thus differs from NO (gregarious-extraverted behavior) andBe (arrogant-calculating

behavior) with respect to a single facet. Second, variables appearing in opposition to each other

on the circumference of the circle have opposing facet structures. Third, ail categories of

behavior have both social (status) and emotional (love) implications for both participants; thus,

the agentic dimension ofbehavior has emotional (love) as weil as social (status) implications,

and the communal dimension of behavior is of social (status) as weil as emotional (love)

importance.

Table 1.1
[<acet Composition o{Interpersonal Variables

Seif
Status Love

NO
PA
Be
DE
FG
HI
JK
LM

gregarious-extraverted
assured-dominant
arrogant-calculating
cold-quarrelsome
aloof-introverted
unassured-submissive
unassummg-mgenuous
warm-agreeable

+ 1
+1
+1
+ 1

1
1
1
1

+ 1
+1
+1

1
1
1
1

+ 1

Gther
Love Status

+ 1 + 1
+ 1 1

1 1
1 1
1 1
1 + 1

+1 + 1
+ 1 + 1

Kry
+ : grants
- : denies

-10-



Chapter 1- Introduction

The circumplex framework has severallimitations. First, the alignment of facets to

circumplex octants is based entirely upon intuition. The alignments put forward initially by Foa

(1961) and subsequendy by Wiggins (1979, 1980, 1982) differ by a 30-45 degree rotation, and

alternative alignments to these could additionally be postulated. Second, inventories of

interpersonal characteristics differ in the extent to which they demonstrate circumplexity.

Although LaForge and Suczek's (1955) Interpersonal Check List exhibits poor fit to the

structural requirements of the circumplex (paddock & Nowicki, 1986) relative to Wiggins'

Interpersonal Adjective Scales (1979, 1995), the excellent fit to circumplex structure exhibited

by Wiggins' Adjectives (Gurtman & Pincus, 2000) is perhaps achieved through the inclusion

of both real (e.g., sly) and imaginary (e.g., unsly) descriptive terms. Third, there is litde

consensus to date as to whether one or more planes are required to provide a comprehensive

representation of the interpersonal domain. In an attempt to reconcile historical differences in

the interpretation of the agentic axis either as dominance-submission (Leary, 1957) or as

control-autonomy (Schaefer, 1965), Benjamin (1974,1984,1994) operationalizedinterpersonal

and intrapsychic transactions in a three-tiered circumplex comprising: (1) a transitive plane for

active (parendike) behavior; (2) an intransitive plane for reactive (childlike) behavior; and (3) an

intrqjective plane for intrapsychic behavior. Hailed as "the most detailed, clinically rich,

ambitious, and conceptually demanding of all contemporary models" (Wiggins, 1982, p. 193),

Benjamin has offered a compelling alternative to the prevailing single-plane circumplex

representations ofinterpersonal behavior. These limitations aside, the interpersonal circumplex

remains a convenient and adequately comprehensive heuristic for conceptualizing the

interpersonal domain.
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InnolJations in the Assessment ifAgenry and Communion

Historically, interpersonal traits have been indexed through self-reported intensity

ratings of trait attributes corresponding to the eight octants of the interpersonal circumplex

(Wiggins, 1979, 1995; Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988). These ratings are assumed to

accurately summarize the relative frequency with which individuals display everyday acts that

are categorized by the trait. For instance, an individual's self-reported intensity rating of

dominance is assumed to approximate the relative frequency with which that individual displays

everyday acts of dominance.

Buss and Craik (1980, 1981, 1983a, 1983b, 1983c, 1986) provided the fIrst evidence to

suggest that this assumption is tenable. Their act frequenry approach to personality defmed trait

constructs as cognitive categories of topographically dissimilar acts that vary from core to

peripheral in terms of their prototypicality. Buss and Craik conducted act frequency analyses

for six of the eight traits that correspond to the octants of the interpersonal circumplex

(dominance-submissiveness; gregariousness-aloofness; agreeableness-quarrelsomeness)

through a three-stage process: (1) act nomination (panels ofnominators are asked ta generate acts

counting as manifestations of a trait); (2) protorypicality ratings (panels of judges are asked to rate

the prototypicality of nominated acts); and (3) act sorting (nominated acts are sorted in terms of

their prototypicality, from core to peripheral). Buss and Craik found evidence for a step-wise

increase in the correlations obtained between the intensity ratings of attributes and the

frequency ratings of acts across subsets of acts sorted in terms of increasing prototypicality.

The traditional trait approach and the act frequency approach share in common the use

ofone-occasion assessment procedures. Use ofthese procedures assumes that respondents can
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accurately recall and adequately summarize their behavior over long rime intervals, and that

differences between respondents in terms ofthese categorical-summary statements provide the

most relevant information regarding their behavior. To test these assumptions, Moskowitz

(1994) developed event-contingent recording procedures allowing respondents to report upon

their behavior over the course of their everyday social activity. These procedures require

respondents to report the behavioral acts they performed in significant social interactions (i.e.,

lasting five minutes or longer) over the course of a 2Ü-day period; record forms are completed

just after the social interaction to limit retrospective biases.

Development of the behavioral inventory itself followed a three-stage process

(Moskowitz, 1994). From personality inventories, behavioral observation systems, and

interviews with managers at a large telecommunications finn, a preliminary pool of 83 items

was assembled to sample the agentic (dominant-submissive) and communal

(agreeable-quarrelsome) dimensions of interpersonal behavior. Where necessary, items were

rewritten to be independent of situation and context; for instance, "1 demanded a back tub"

-a dominant act-appeared as "1 demanded that the other(s) do what l wanted." Psychology

professors and graduate students, with expertise and interest in the interpersonal circumplex,

then rated these items in terms of their prototypicality as anchored by adjectives obtained from

the relevant scales of Wiggins' Revised 1nterpersonal Adjectives Scales (IAS-R; Wiggins,

Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988). A final pool of 46 items was then determined on the basis of their

prototypicality ratings and subsequent analyses correlating 1AS-R self-reports with self-reports

of act frequencies over a 2Ü-day period. Dominance was sampled through such items as "1

expressed an opinion" and "1 made a suggestion." Submissiveness was sampled through such
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items as "1 did not state my own views" and "1 gave in." Agreeableness was sampled through

such items as "1 expressed affection with words or gestures" and "1 expressed reassurance."

Quarrelsomeness was sampled through such items as "1 confronted the other about something

l did not like" and "1 made a sarcastic comment."

Event-contingent recording procedures have allowed Moskowitz and colleagues to

capture the running stream of interpersonal behavior. The behavioral scales demonstrate

convergent and discriminant validity, yielding a pattern of correlations that generally

correspond to predictions based on the interpersonal circumplex (Moskowitz, 1994).

Aggregated scores on the behavioral scales correlate with self-reports on traditional trait

questionnaires (i.e., IAS-R; Moskowitz, 1994), while disaggregated scores on the behavioral

scales remain sensitive to situationalvariations in social status (Moskowitz, Suh, & Desaulniers,

1994), acquaintanceship (Moskowitz, Suh, & Côté, 1996), and the gender composition of

friendships (Suh, Moskowitz, Fournier, & Zuroff, 2001).

SocialAdaptation and EmotionalA4fustment

The constructs of adaptation and adjustment are central to virtually all theories of

personality. Typically, these constructs signify the capacity to cope effectively with the demands

of everyday life. In reference to agency and communion, the constructs of adaptation and

adjustment can be investigated through one of two approaches. Traditionally, agentic and

communal indices have been correlated with indices of emotional adjustment. It has been

argued that the hedonic or valence dimension of emotional experience (pleasure-displeasure)

emerged over the course of human evolution as a fundamental capacity allowing individuals
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to appraise ongoing events as either positive (reflecting appraisals of incentive or reward) or

negative (reflecting appraisals of threat or punishment) in reference to successful adaptation

(Lazarus, 1991). Alternatively, the constructs of adaptation and adjustment can be anchored

in the extent to which agentic or communal strategies solve the problems of survival or

reproduction posed by particular environments. This approach implies that behavioral

strategies are not cross-situationally adaptive, but rather serve specific functions in particular

environments.

Traditionally, agentic and communal indices have been correlated with indices of

emotional adjustment. However, agency and communion are unlikely to combine in a simple

linear fashion in the prediction of emotional adjustment. From the standpoint of both

evolution (Hogan, 1983) and socialization (Bem, 1974) theorists, a tension is thought to exist

between the agentic and communal dimensions of human existence. The unrelenting pursuit

of agency can have costs in terms of communallife, leaving the individual to feel alienated,

isolated, and alone. The unrelenting pursuit of communion can have costs in terms of agentic

life, leaving the individual to feel subjugated, empty, and lacking a sense of self. Theorists have

argued that the tension between agency and communion can be resolved through mitigation

procesJCJ~ whereby a balance of agency and communion is achieved. The failure to mitigate

renders the individual vulnerable to the social and emotional hazards of unmitigated agenry and

unmitigated communion. Unmitigated agency represents a focus on the self to the exclusion of

concern for others (Bakan, 1966; Helgeson, 1994), whereas unmitigated communion reflects

a focus on others at the expense of care for the self (Helgeson, 1994; Helgeson & Fritz, 1998).

Mitigation processes have been investigated to date through one of two strategies. One
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strategy has been to estimate statistical interaction effects between separate single-time indices

of agency and communion (e.g., the Personality Attributes Questionnaire; Spence, Helmreich,

& Stapp, 1974) in the prediction of adjustment indices. The line of investigation presumes that

optimal adjustment shall be achieved through the integration of agentic and communal

characteristics, and that either agentic or communal expression alone shall have adaptive costs

for the individual. However, evidence for such statistical interaction effects has been equivocal

at best; studies have typically not found significant effects (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999; Lubinsky,

Tellegen, & Butcher, 1981; Orlofsky & O'Heron, 1987) or instead have found significant

effects in the unanticipated direction (Lubinsky, Tellegen, & Butcher, 1983; Saragovi, Koestner,

Di Dio, & Aubé, 1997). An alternative strategy has been to correlate single-time indices of

unmitigated agency and unmitigated communion (e.g., the Extended Personality Attributes

Questionnaire; Spence, Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979) direcdy with adjustment indices. This line

of investigation has found that trait measures of unmitigated agency and unmitigated

communion predict emotional distress, relationship difficulties, and poor health behavior

(Helgeson & Fritz, 1999).

In Chapter 2, l introduce the distinction between interdimensional and intradimensional

mitigation processes in the effort to address this discrepancy. Statistical interaction effects

presume that mitigation processes should manifest interdimensionally and that optimal

adjustment should be achieved through a balance between agency and communion. This line of

theorizing suggests that the adaptive components to agency and communion should combine

synergistically, and that the combination of agency and communion should demonstrate

adjustment benefits above and beyond those accrued from its separate components. However,
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the alternative conceptualization of mitigation as an intradimensional process posits that

optimal adjustment should be achieved through a balance within agency and within communion.

Evidence of significant quadratic effects for agency and communion would suggest that

optimal adjustment is achieved through moderate levels of agency and communion, and that

extreme leve1s ofagency or communion present hazards to adjustment. In Chapter 2, these two

contrasting mode1s ofmitigation processes are examined in reference to the hedonic or valence

dimension of emotional experience, one facet of adjustment.

If evolutionary selection pressures have equipped humans with the agentic and

communal capacities to pursue social dominance and preserve social bonds, then why are

humans equally equipped with the capacities to threaten their cooperative alliances

(quarrelsome behavior) and relinquish their hierarchical standing (submissive behavior)?

Addressing this question requites anchoring the constructs ofadaptation and adjustment in the

efficacy with which a specifie strategy solves the problems of survival or reproduction posed

by particular environments. This approach implies that the propensities to quarre1 and submit

are not inherendy maladaptive, but rather serve specifie functions in particular environments.

T0 further explore how the human capacities to quarrel and submit potentially represent

evolutionary adaptations, we must first turn to evolutionary perspectives on depression and

depressive vulnerability.

Price (1967, 1969) was the fltst to observe the similarities between the behavior of

depressed individuals and the behavior of animaIs who have lost in competitive hierarchical

encounters. "For their stability," he wrote, "hierarchies requite certain behavior patterns from

their members: irritability towards inferiors, anxiety towards superiors, elation on going up the
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hierarchy and depression on going down" (priee, 1967, p. 243). He continued: "It is difficult

to think of a behavior pattern more likely to result in adjustment to a lower level in the

hierarchy than the sort of behavior and symptoms we observe in depressed patients" (priee,

1967, p. 244). Priee proposed that "states of depression, anxiety, and irritability are the

emotional concomitants of behavior patterns which are neeessary for the maintenanee of

dominanee hierarchies in social groups" (priee, 1967, p. 244) and that depression and feelings

of inferiority evolved as a "yielding component of ritual agonistic behavior" (priee, 1969, p.

1107) allowing subordinates to accommodate their loss of a rank contest.

Ritualized yielding discourages the losing competitor from ongoing competition, thus

limiting the possibility of serious injury or death. Priee and colleagues have since

reconeeptualized the yielding component or subroutine of ritual agonistic behavior as the

involuntary subordinate stratef!) (priee, Sloman, Gardner, Gilbert, & Rohde, 1994), and more

reeently as the involuntary dejeat stratef!) (Gilbert, 2000; Priee, 2000; Sloman, 2000), in their social

competition hypothesis ofdepression. They defme the involuntary defeat strategy as an evolved

behavioral strategy, triggered by the recognition ofinevitable defeat in a competitive encounter,

that: (1) inhibits aggression or escalating competitive tactics; (2) executes escape or de­

escalating submissive tactics; and (3) signaIs 'no threat' to the adversary, thus disarming the

competitive encounter.

In Chapter 3, l suggest that the involuntary defeat strategy can be coneeptualized within

a larger theoretical framework-the social rank !Jstem-comprising strategies, tactics, and

everyday acts relevant to suceessful hierarchical competition (see Figure 1.2). Strategies

constitute if... then ... algorithms or decision rules regarding what tactics to utilize in a particular
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situation. The social rank system depicts two defensive strategies: (1) an escalation strategy (i.e.,

if threatened by a subordinate, then quarre1); and (2) a de-escalation strategy (i.e., if threatened

bya superior, then submit). Quarreling and submitting represent tacties or procedures for either

deterring or disarming subsequent competition. Tactics are deployed through the execution of

acts, or discrete behavioral displays. Quarreling and submitting comprise a range of acts in the

repertoire of human social behavior: quarreling is displayed through acts such as confronting

the competitor; submitting is displayed through acts such as complying with the competitor.

In Chapter 3, social rank strategies are examined among records of behavior sampled

ecologically from the workplace, where individuals are often hierarchically organized into

supervisory and subordinate positions.

confront the other

SUBORDINATE then -+ QUARREL - discredit what the other said

i

if THREATENED by a:

SUPERIOR then -+ SUBMIT

STRATEGIES ---- TACTICS

Figure 1.2. Strategies, tactics, and everyday acts.

-19-

demand that the other do what you want

give in to the other

do not express disagreement

speak to the other only when spoken to

EVERYDAY ACTS



Chapter 1- Introduction

In sum, l intend to demonstrate that agency and communion represent fundamental

dimensions underlying social adaptation and emotional adjustment. In Chapter 2, l propose

that emotional adjustment is optimized through mitigationprocesses that balance the expression

of agency and communion in everyday behavior, and articulate two contrasting models of

mitigation processes-interdimensional and intradimensional mitigation processes-to address

discrepancies in the empiricalliterature. In Chapter 3, l suggest that the undesirable aspects of

agency and communion-the human propensities to quarrel and submit-are equally relevant

to social adaptation, and argue that these propensities represent social rank strategies through

which humans grapple with and defend themselves against feelings of threat and inferiority.

In Chapter 4, l provide an empirical bridge between mitigation processes and social rank

strategies, and propose directions for future research.
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CHAPTER2

MITIGATION PROCESSES

SUMMARY

Theorists since Bakan (1966) have advocated the importance of mitigation for

successful adaptation within the interpersonal domain. Although mitigation has previously been

conceptualized as a balance between agency and communion (interdirnensional mitigation), the

circumplex framework suggests that mitigation may also be conceptualized as a balance within

agency and a balance within communion (intradirnensional mitigation). In the two present

studies, participants col1ected records of their interpersonal behavior and affect subsequent to

their social interactions for a period of20 days. Random coefficient procedures were then used

to examine these two contrasting models ofmitigation in the prediction ofaffect. No empirical

evidence of interdirnensional mitigation was found. The fmdings suggested that agency and

communion were each mitigated intradirnensional1y through moderate levels of behavioral

expresslOn.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the early studies of interpersonal behavior at the Permanente Psychiatric Clinic

of the Kaiser Foundation Hospital (Leary, 1957), considerable consensus has been achieved

on the utility of circumplex models for organizing the interpersonal domain (Carson, 1969;

Foa, 1961; Kiesler, 1983; LaForge, Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985; Wiggins, 1979, 1980, 1982).

In the pursuit and surrender of status and love (Foa & Foa, 1974), interpersonal behavior

appears organized in a circular arrangement around two principal axes. Following Bakan

(1966), these axes have become commonly known as agenry and communion. Agency reflects the

individual impetus to differentiate from the collective, whereas communion reflects the

participation of the individual in the collective (Wiggins, 1991).

A separate line ofresearch has converged on overlapping constructs for quantifying the

interpersonal domain. This research tradition emerged from the study of gender attributes, in

which dissatisfaction with the assumption that masculinity and femininity represent the

opposing ends ofa singular dimension (Block, 1973; Carlson, 1971; Constantinople, 1973) led

to the development of scales that separated the measurement of instrumental (masculine) and

expressive (feminine) traits as two independent dimensions of interpersonal orientation (Bem,

1974; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975). Masculine and feminine characteristics have since

been recognized as psychometrically and substantively equivalent to agency and communion,

respectively (Wiggins & Holzmuller, 1978, 1981).

Researchers subscribing to the two-dimensional model of gender attributes have
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devoted considerable attention to whether agency and communlOn predict adjustment

outcomes. This research has emphasized the concept ofmitigation as a balance between agency

and commullion. However, the circumplex framework suggests an alternative

conceptualization of mitigation as a balance within agency and a balance within communion.

The present studies examined these two contrasting models ofmitigation in reference to affect,

one facet of adjustment.

Conceptualiiing Mitigation as an Interdimensional Process

The mitigation hypothesis, originally put forward by Bakan (1966), proposed that a

balance of agency and communion is required for optimal well-being. This proposition was

later reiterated independendy by Bem (1974) as the androgyny hypothesis ofmental health, for

which it was suggested that adjustment would be optimized by the integration of both

masculine and feminine characteristics. This line of theorizing suggests that the adaptive

components to agency and communion should combine synergistically and that the unrelenting

expression of either agency or communion should have adaptive costs for the individual.

Lubinsky, Tellegen, and Butcher (1981, 1983) observed that synergistic mitigation could be

conceptualized as an interaction between separate measures of agency and communion, in

which the combination of agency and communion should demonstrate adjustment benefits

above and beyond those accrued from its separate components. This interpretation suggests

that mitigation should manifest interdimensional/y and that optimal adjustment should be

achieved through a balance between agency and communion. Evidence of interdimensional

mitigation would be found in the underestimation of mental health indices from the simple
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summary of agentic and communal main effects and in the significant contribution of their

interaction term to the prediction of adjustment outcomes.

Foilowing this recommendation, several studies have since examined the hypothesis

of mitigation as an interaction between separate measures of agency and communion. Taken

together, these investigations have addressed the contribution of this interaction term to the

prediction of a broad range of outcome criteria, induding anxiety and depressive

symptomatology (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999), positive and negative affectivity (Lubinsky et al.,

1981, 1983; Saragovi, Koestner, Di Dio, & Aubé, 1997), as weil as self-esteem (Orlofsky &

O'Heron, 1987). These studies have typicaily not found significant interaction effects

(Helgeson & Fritz, 1999; Lubinsky et al., 1981; Orlofsky & O'Heron, 1987) or instead have

found interaction effects in the unanticipated direction (Lubinsky et al., 1983; Saragovi et al.,

1997). Thus, although both agency and communion have been found to contribute significandy

and independently to the prediction of a broad range of adjustment indices (Saragovi et al.,

1997), there has been less empirical support for the representation of mitigation as a statistical

interaction between separate measures of agency and communion.

Conceptualizing Mitigation as an Intradimensional Process

The development of circumplex models for representing the domain of normal and

abnormal behavior may provide an alternative conceptualization of mitigation processes.

Within the circumplex framework, the radius or vector length for a given measure of behavior

from the circumplex origin is presumed to represent the extent to which that behavior fails into

the extreme and potentiaily problematic range (Carson, 1991; Kiesler, 1983; Pincus, 1994). The

-24-



Chapter 2 - Mitigation Processes

upper range of agency thus spans from normative levels of dominance to more extreme

dictatorial efforts, whereas the lower range of agency spans from normative levels of

submissiveness to extreme subservience; the upper range of communion spans from

friendliness to extreme devotion, whereas the lower range of communion spans from hostility

to extreme antagonism. As maladaptive behaviors are represented around the circumplex, the

agentic and communal dimensions are thus anchored at their extremes by characteristics that

may present hazards to interpersonal adjustment. Consequendy, adjustment indices may

evidence decline as levels ofagentic and communal behavior escalate toward the more extreme

and potentially problematic range of expression. This interpretation suggests that mitigation

should manifest intradimensional/y and that optimal adjustment should be achieved through

moderate levels within agency and moderate levels within communion.

The implications of this line of theorizing for the domain of everyday interpersonal

behavior have not yet been examined. It would seem that agency and communion may not

always improve interpersonal adjustment; rather, adjustment indices may decline as agency and

communion escalate to more extreme levels of expression. Consequendy, the association of

agentic and communal behavior to interpersonal adjustment may not be most comprehensively

represented by a straight line, but rather by a curve. Adjustment indices may improve most

dramatically as agentic or communal characteristics rise from extremely low levels to low levels

falling in the normal range; those indices may continue to rise steadily across levels of

interpersonal expression within the normative range, and then evidence decline as those agentic

or communal characteristics move into the extremely high and potentially problematic range.

Evidence that interpersonal behavior predicts compromised adjustment at the most extreme
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levels (unmitigated agency and unmitigated communion) would lend support to the hypothesis

predicted from circumplex structure that extreme behavior presents hazards to adjustment.

This in turn would suggest the alternative conceptualization of mitigation as a curvilinear

function rather than or as well as an interaction term. In the present studies, the possibility of

curvilinear associations with the adjustment outcome was indexed by including the squared

score for agency and the squared score for communion in the prediction equation. The

quadratic term represents intradimensional mitigation in the same statistical sense that the

interaction term represents interdimensional mitigation, as the quadratic term is equivalent to

an interaction effect between a given parameter and itself rather than between two distinct

parameters.

The Hedonic Dimension ofAffect as a Relevant l'acet ofArjjustment

Adjustment is a complex and multi-faceted construct that refers in part to subjective

well-being. Indicators of subjective well-being typically comprise global appraisals of life

satisfaction, satisfaction appraisals specifie to central life domains, as well as affective

experiences (Diener, 1984; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Well-adjusted individuals

typically report higher levels of pleasant affect than unpleasant affect, and typically report

higher levels of satisfaction across a multitude of life domains. The present investigation

addressed the mitigation of interpersonal behavior in reference to the affective component of

subjective well-being.

Although the debate continues as to which factor rotation provides the most

convenient description of the affect domain (c.f., Russell & Feldman Barrett, 1999; Watson,
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Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999), there is now considerable agreement upon a two­

dimensional structure for self-reports of current affect (Larsen & Diener, 1992; Russell, 1980;

Watson & Tellegen, 1985; Yik, Russell, & Feldman Barrett, 1999). One dimension refers to a

sense of mobilization or energy and pertains to levels of activation; commonly reported levels

ofactivation span from sleepy and sluggish to awake and alert. The adjacent dimension pertains

to the hedonic tone of the subjective experience and refers to the valence ascribed to the level

ofactivation reported; valence spans along a continuum between pleasure and displeasure. The

hedonic dimension of affect emerges prominendy in English and other languages (Russell,

1991). 1t has been argued that the hedonic dimension represents a fundamental capaeity

allowing individuals to appraise ongoing events as either good (i.e., promising) or bad (i.e.,

threatening) in reference to successful adaptation (Lazarus, 1991). The present investigation

was primarily interested in the hedonic tone of self-reported affect. Affect was measured along

a single continuum, ranging from pleasant to unpleasant affect.

Agenry and Communion: Coordinatesfor the Event-Sampling ifInterpersonal Behavior

Bakan's (1966) original thesis presented agency and communion as superordinate

concepts with presumable relevance to many facets of the human predicament. Agency and

communion have thus guided theoretical efforts at multiple levels of personality expression,

including narrative life history (McAdams, 1993), implicit motivation (McAdams, 1985), stable

dispositions (Wiggins, 1979, 1982), transient behavior (Moskowitz, 1994), and recurrent

interpersonal situations (Moskowitz, Suh, & Côté, 1996; Moskowitz, Suh, & Desaulniers, 1994).

The present set of studies considered agency and communion at the level of interpersonal
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behavior as recorded over cime in a series of discrete events, because individuals have been

found to demonstrate sizable fluctuations in their interpersonal behavior (Brown & Moskowitz,

1998) around stable and enduring central tendencies (Moskowitz, 1994). An event-contingent

recording procedure was therefore employed to assess interpersonal behavior and affect. The

flow ofnaturally occurring interpersonal behavior provided an ecologically appropriate context

for the parallel examination of the mitigation principle both as an interaction term and as a

curvilinear index. Moreover, the concurrent assessment of affect within those discrete events

provided a precise measurement of the proximal mutual influence of agentic and communal

behavior upon affective experience.

5tatisticalAnalYses

The study of interpersonal behavior as it unfolds in real cime presents several

challenges. As participants differ in their frequency of social interaction, the method selected

for statistical analysis must be able to handle the data in its unbalanced hierarchical structure.

As the intercept and slopes for predictor terms may vary significandy across participants, the

procedure must also be able to provide escimates not only for their fixed 1fècts but also of the

extent to which intercepts and slopes range across participants when escimated as random 1fècts.

To meet these challenges, random coefficient procedures, a set of techniques consistent with

multilevel modeling, were used in the present analyses. Random coefficient models take into

account that repeated measures are nested within participants and that the data are unbalanced

across participants. Furthermore, random coefficient models test significance with the use of

the maximum likelihood criterion, a statistic which acknowledges that parameter estimates will
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be more precise for sorne individuals than for others due to the differences between individuals

in the amount of data that they provide. Consequently, a model of best fit is estimated by

iteratively adjusting the weights assigned to individuals as a function of the standard error and

variance of their parameter estimates (Kenny, Boiger, & Kashy, 2002; Kreft & De Leeuw,

1998). Random coefficient models thus make full use of the information available when

multiple observations are collected from each participant, providing estimates not only of the

association of each predictor with the criterion but also of the extent to which those

associations range across participants. In the present studies, the SAS MIXED procedure

(version 6.12) was used (SAS Institute, 1992, 1997; Singer, 1998).

Overoiew

In the two present studies, participants collected records oftheir interpersonal behavior

and affect subsequent to their social interactions for a period of 20 days. Random coefficient

modeling procedures were then employed to examine whether agentic and communal behavior

predicted participants' concurrent reports of affect valence. Preliminary analyses examined

whether agency, communion, and their interaction term predict affect during specifie events;

subsequent analyses then considered whether curvilinear components contribute significantly

to the prediction of affect. Findings from two separate event-sampling studies are presented

to determine the replicability of the results obtained.
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METHOD

Participants

Participants were recruited from the community. Advertisements in newspapers

recruited individuals holding paid employment to take part in a study of social interaction. For

Study 1, the fIrst 50 male caliers and the fIrst 50 female caliers who fIt the selection criteria were

invited to participate. Of these 100 individuals, 89 (41 men and 48 women) ranging in age from

19 to 61 years completed the study. Two years subsequent to Study 1, a second sample was

recruited. The fIrst 50 male caliers and the fIrst 50 female caliers were again invited to

participate. To increase the number of participants with stable romantic relationships, an

additional 24 romanticaliy committed individuals were then recruited through the same

selection procedure. Of these 124 individuals, 119 (57 men and 62 women) ranging in age from

20 to 69 years completed Study 2. Although the requirement of full-cime employment and the

supplementary recruitment ofromantically committed individuals were originaliy necessary for

other investigative purposes, these selection criteria ensured a representative sampling ofevents

that were likely to elicit a range of levels along the agentic and communal dimensions.

Event-Contingent Recording Procedure

The general procedure was essentially the same for both studies. Participants fIrst

attended a meeting during which the procedures for the study were explained and their consent

to participate was obtained (see Appendix A). Participants then completed a detailed, 1-page
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record form as soon as possible subsequent to each social interaction of at least aS-min

duration, every day for 20 days. Forms requested information pertaining to the interpersonal

behavior the individual had performed, the intensity of several affects the individual may have

experienced, and the individual's role relationship to the interaction partner (see Appendix B).

Participants were given 10 forms to use per day, as previous research (Moskowitz,

1994) had indicated that most individuals recorded an average of six social interactions per day.

Although an additional 10 forms per day were distributed by request at the fttst meeting to

those who indicated that they would likely use more than the standard daily number, ail

participants were told to use as many or as few as their natural day-to-day social activity

dictated. Consistent with previous use of event-contingent recording procedures, participants

in both samples completed an average of six to seven forms per day. Forms were returned by

mail to the researchers on the fttst weekday foilowing each day of record-keeping.

The event-contingent recording forms requested information pertaining to the social

interaction, and also included measures of affect and interpersonal behavior. Diener and

Emmons (1984) provided support for the reliability and validity of the pleasant and unpleasant

affect measures. Moskowitz (1994; Brown & Moskowitz, 1998) provided evidence for the

internaI consistency and test-retest reliability of the behavioral scales. The behavioral scales

demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity, yielding a pattern of correlations that

generaily correspond to predictions based on the interpersonal circumplex (Moskowitz, 1994).

The behavioral scales correlate with self-reports on more traditional questionnaire measures

(Moskowitz, 1994), while remaining sensitive to situational variations in social status and

acquaintanceship (Moskowitz et aL, 1996; Moskowitz et aL, 1994).
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Behavior. In adherence to the circumplex model advocated by Wiggins (1979, 198ü,

1982),46 behavioral statements obtained previously in a study by Moskowitz (1994) were used

to sample four characteristics of similar conceptual breadth from the interpersonal domain.

Two characteristics pertained to the dimension of agency (dominance and submissiveness),

whereas two characteristics pertained to the dimension of communion (agreeableness and

quarrelsomeness). The four behavioral scales each consisted of 12 items. Dominance was

sampled through such items as "1 expressed an opinion" and "1 made a suggestion."

Submissiveness was sampled through such items as "1 did not state my own views" and "1 gave

in." Agreeableness was sampled through such items as "1 expressed affection with words or

gestures" and "1 expressed reassurance." Quarrelsomeness was sampled through such items

as "1 confronted the other about something l did not like" and "1 made a sarcastic comment."

One item was used for both the dominance and quarrelsomeness scales (i.e., "1 criticized the

other"), and another item was used for both the submissiveness and agreeableness scales (i.e.,

"1 went along with the other"). For a complete presentation of this item inventory, see

Moskowitz (1994).

On each form, participants were asked to endorse the items they had performed during

the social interaction being recorded. As participants quickly adopt response sets when the

same items are repeatedly presented, four versions with different items were employed.

Participants were given Form 1 on Day 1 to complete for aIl interactions on that day, Form 2

on Day 2, Form 3 on Day 3, Form 4 on Day 4, and this rotation was then repeated across the

2Ü-day period under study. Items from each of the four behavior scales were distributed about

equally across the four forms. Approximately three items for each behavior scale were thus
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presented on each form, with each of the forms presenting a different three items out of the

sample of 12 items for each behavior scale.

Event-specific scores for each of the four behavioral scales were constructed for each

interaction episode by calculating the mean number of items checked corresponding to each

scale of interpersonal behavior. Scale scores could range from 0 (i.e., 0 out of3 items) to 1 (i.e.,

3 out of 3 items). Then, scores for agency and communion were constructed. Event-level

agency was indexed from the difference between dominant and submissive behavior. Event­

level communion was indexed from the difference between agreeable and quarrelsome

behavior. Scores for agency and communion could range from -1 to 1. So that each scale

integer would correspond to the rate of act endorsement, scores were rescaled by a constant.

Scores for agency and communion could range from -3 to 3.

Affid. Nine affect items, corresponding to those used by Diener and Emmons (1984)

to assess affect valence, were presented on ail forms. Participants were asked to rate the extent

to which they had experienced each affect on a scale ranging from 0 (not at a!~ to 6 (extreme!J

much). Pleasant affect items included happy, pleased, enjoyment-fun, and joyful. Unpleasant

affect items included worried-anxious, frustrated, angry-hostile, unhappy, and depressed-blue.

Event-specific scores for pleasant and unpleasant affect were constructed for each interaction

episode by averaging their respective intensity ratings. As pleasant and unpleasant affect tend

to be negatively correlated in brief rime intervals (Diener & Emmons, 1984; Green, Salovey,

& Truax, 1999; Moskowitz & Côté, 1995), scores for affect valence were calculated by

subtracting mean unpleasant affect from mean pleasant affect.
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RESULTS

AU analyses were conducted through the use of a random coefficient procedure

consistent with multilevel modeling. The random coefficient procedure is suited for instances

in which (1) participants provide differing amounts of data and (2) intercepts and slopes are

expected to demonstrate significantvariability across participants. The SAS MIXED procedure

(version 6.12) was used (SAS Institute, 1992, 1997; Singer, 1998).

Scores for agency and communion were centered within individuals. A score along

either dimension ofbehavior thus represents the extent to which that individual deviated from

his or her mean level along that dimension ofbehavior. As scores for agency and communion

were scaled so that each score integer would correspond to the rate of act endorsement,

parameter estimates thus index the extent ofchange in event-Ievel affect expected as a function

of endorsing one additional act of behavior.

The first set of analyses examined the interaction of agency and communion in the

prediction of affect reported at the level of the event; subsequent analyses then examined

quadratic effects to determine whether affect is more comprehensively predicted by agency and

communion with the inclusion of squared scores. As effects were tested with a large number

of degrees of freedom corresponding to the sum of aU events reported by aU participants

(11,015 in Study 1 and 14,908 in Study 2), a more stringent criterion than is conventionaUy used

was adopted for significance testing; effects were considered significant at p < .001.
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Effects were tested sequentiaily; main effects were tested fu:st, and then quadratic and

interaction effects were tested. Parameter estimates for the flxed-effects part of the model were

evaluated assuming a simple structure for the random-effects part (random intercept only);

estimates of the amount of intraindividual variation explained by the flxed-effects part of the

model were then indexed from the extent to which the residual variance component 0 2

diminished in comparison to an unconditional means model in which only a random intercept

was estimated (Singer, 1998).

After the flxed effects were tested, random effects were estimated for ail predictor

terms. Random effects estimate the variance in the distribution of an effect within the

population. Random effects can also covary; covariance estimates represent the extent of

correlation between two random effects. Variance estimates are presented in ail instances.

Covariance estimates are not reported unless statisticaily signiflcant in both samples of

participants. These effects were estimated across individuals and thus were tested for

signiflcance with degrees of freedom corresponding to the number of participants in each

sample (Study 1, N = 89; Study 2, N =119). Given these sample sizes, conventionallevels

were adopted for testing the signiflcance of these effects; estimates of effect variances and

covariances were thus considered signiflcant atp < .05. Z statistics, also known as Wald tests,

are reported to indicate whether variance and covariance estimates differed signiflcantly from

zero. The Z statistic is always positive in regard to variance estimates. The Z statistic may be

positive or negative in regard to covariance estimates, depending upon the direction of the

correlation between parameters.
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Preliminary Ana!yJeJ: Gender DifferenceJ

Although interpersonal theory suggests that gender differences occur in the base rates

ofbehavior and not in the association ofbehavior to adjustment indices (Helgeson, 1994), one

might hypothesize that agentic behavior would be more predictive of affect among men and

that communal behavior would be more predictive of affect among women. Preliminary

models thus considered whether the effects for agentic and communal behavior (main effects,

interaction effects, quadratic effects) varied significandy as a function ofgender. None of these

gender effects achieved statistical significance in either sample of participants. Consequendy,

gender was dropped from ail models subsequendy reported to simplify the presentation of the

results.

Table 2.1
Prediction o{EI'ent-LelJe!Alléet {rom A,genq and Communion: Model< olJnterdimen.riona! and IntradimenJiona! Miti,gation l'roteJ.re.r

Predictor

Step 1. Agency
Step 1. Communion
Step 2. Agency X Communion

Step 1. Agency
Step 2. Agency X Agency

Step 1. Communion
Step 2. Communion X Communion

Study 1 Study 2
b F df b fi df

InterdimenJiona! Mitigation

.12 82.27' 1,10,924 .17 187.99' 1,14,787

.51 1073.10' 1, 10,924 .64 2146.69' 1,14,787

.04 9.14 1, 10,923 .02 3.10 1, 14,786

The Intradimen.riona! Mitigation ofA~enty

.11 60.61 ' 1,10,925 .09 47.88' 1, 14,788
-.08 103.52' 1,10,924 -.14 268.84' 1,14,787

The Intradimen.riona! Miti,gation ofCommunion

.50 1049.59' 1, 10,925 .61 1988.39" 1,14,788
-.12 148.05' 1,10,924 -.12 204.26' 1,14,787

Note. Study 1: N (participants) - 89; N (observations) - 11,015. Study 2: N (participants) - 119; N (observations) - 14,908.
•P < .oo!.
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The Interdimensionai Mitigation tifAgenry and Communion

Models f1tst tested the flxed effects of event-level agentic behavior, event-level

communal behavior, and their interaction term on concurrent affect (see Table 2.1). Both

agentic and communal behavior predicted higher levels of event-contingent affect in both

samples, accounting for 10% of the explainable variance within individuals in affect scores in

Study 1 and 13% of this same variance in Study 2. However, their interaction term did not

contribute signiflcantly to prediction in either Study 1 or Study 2. These fmdings suggest that

there was no additional beneflt to affect when agentic and communal behavior were presented

in combination, nor any additional cost to affect when agentic or communal behavior were

presented alone. Consequently, empirical support for the conceptualization ofmitigation as an

interdimensional process was not found in the prediction of affect valence.

Random effects were then estimated for both main effects and for the interaction term.

Inspection of the variance and covariance estimates indicated signiflcant variation across

individuals from both Studies 1 and 2 in the intercepts (Study 1, Z =6.48,p < .001; Study 2,

Z =7.S3,p < .001) as weil as in the slopes for agency (Study 1, Z =3.29,p < .001; Study 2, Z

=4.6S,p < .001) and for communion (Study 1, Z = 4.97,p < .001; Study 2, Z = S.66,p < .001).

These fmdings suggest signiflcant range across participants in mean levels of affect, as weil as

signiflcant range across participants in the association of affect to agentic and communal

behavior. The interaction term demonstrated signiflcant variation in Study 2 (Z = 3.78,p <

.001) but not in Study 1 (Z =0.69,p > .05).
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Models then tested whether a quadratic term would contribute to the prediction of

affect from agentic behavior reported at the level of the event (see Table 2.1). Agentic behavior

demonstrated a significant linear influence upon levels of affect in both samples. Significant

curvilinear effects were also demonstrated in the association of agentic behavior to affect.

These effects are plotted in Figure 2.1. Levels ofagency predicted improvements in affect only

to a certain extent, passed which levels of agentic expression predicted affect decline.

Intradimensional mitigation was therefore evident well within the normal range of everyday

agentic behavior. The full model accounted for 2% of the intraindividual variance in affect

scores in Study 1 and 2% of this same variance in Study 2.
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Figure 2.1. Plot representing the prediction of affect valence from the linear and curvilinear
parameter estimates for agency.
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Random effects were then estimated for the linear and curvilinear predictor terms.

Inspection of the variance and covariance estimates indicated significant variation across

individuals from both Studies 1 and 2 in the intercepts (Study 1, Z =6.38, P< .001; Study 2,

Z =7.43,p < .001), in the slopes for agency (Study 1, Z = 3.31,p < .001; Study 2, Z =4.18,

P< .001), and in the quadratic term (Study 1, Z = 2.42,p < .05; Study 2, Z = 3.68,p < .001).

The Intradimensional Mitigation ofCommunion

Models then tested whether a quadratic term would conttibute to the prediction of

affect from communal behavior reported at the level of the event (see Table 2.1). Communal

behavior demonsttated a significant linear influence upon levels of affect in both samples.

Significant curvilinear effects were also demonsttated in the association ofcommunal behavior

to affect. These effects are plotted in Figure 2.2. Levels of communal expression predicted

elevations in affect only to a certain extent, passed which levels of affect no longer evidenced

improvement with increasing levels ofcommunion. Inttadimensional mitigation was therefore

evident within the normal range of everyday communal behavior, although the diminishing

returns toward affect emerged at higher levels ofcommunion relative to agency. The full model

accounted for 10% of the inttaindividual variance in affect scores in Study 1 and 13% of this

same variance in Study 2.
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Figure 2.2. Plot representing the prediction of affect valence from the linear and curvilinear
parameter estimates for communion.

Random effects were then estimated for the linear and curvilinear predictor terms.

Inspection of the variance and covariance estimates indicated significant variation across

individuals from both Studies 1 and 2 in the intercepts (Study 1, Z =6.43,p < .001; Study 2,

Z =7.47,p < .001) and in the slopes for communion (Study 1, Z =4.62,p < .001; Study 2, Z

= 4.93,p < .001). The quadratic term demonstrated significant variation in Study 2 (Z = 3.20,

p < .01) but not in Study 1 (Z =0.93,p > .OS).
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The Intradimensiona! Mitigation rifAgenry and Communion

In the models previously estimated, the linear and curvilinear parameters for agency

and communion were modeled separately due to the computational difficulty in estimating the

random components to these parameters. Nevertheless, we would prefer a model in which the

curvilinear parameters for both agency and communion are estimated simultaneously, which

would ailow us to determine what levels of interpersonal behavior along both the agentic and

communal dimensions provide optimal benefits to concurrent affect. Furthermore, a combined

model including both curvilinear parameters would provide the opportunity to examine the

covariation between their random components as weil as their correlations with other random

parameters. To obtain a sample size sufficient for estimating ail of the random effects for such

a model, participants from both Studies 1 and 2 were pooled into a combined sample.

Table 2.2
Prediction r!fEvent-Leve!Affictfrom Agent)' and Communion:
A Combined Model o(Interdimensional and Intradimensional Mitigation Processes

Predictor

Step 1. Agency

Step 1. Communion

Step 2. Agency X Agency

Step 2. Communion X Communion

Step 2. Agency X Communion

Note. N (participants) =208. N (observations) =25,923.
.P < .001.
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.14

.58

-.08

-.12

.00

F d(

250.80' 1,25,713

3161.41' 1,25,713

209.82' 1,25,710

356.73' 1,25,710

0.01 1,25,710



Chapter 2 - Mitigation Processes

Significant linear and curvilinear effects were again found for agency and communion,

whereas their interaction did not contribute significandy to model estimation (see Table 2.2).

The full model accounted for 13% of the intraindividual variance in affect. Figure 2.3 presents

a surface plot of affect across the interpersonal space defmed by agency and communion.

Across alllevels of communion, moderate levels of agency can be seen to improve leve1s of

affect; however, leve1s of agentic expression outside of this range predict declines in affect.

Across alllevels of agency, levels of communal expression can be seen to improve levels of

affect; however, the improvements to affect decline toward the upper range of communion.

The topography of this surface plot suggests that optimallevels of affect are achieved through

moderate levels of agency concurrent with relatively high levels of communion.

Figure 2.3. Plot representing the prediction ofaffect valence from the linear and curvilinear
parameter estimates for agency and communion.
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Random effects were then estimated for ail predictor terms. Given the combined

sample size (N= 208), variance and covariance estimates were considered significant atp< .01.

Inspection of the variance estimates for the combined sample indicated significant variation

across individuals in the intercepts (Z =9.80,p < .001) as weil as in the slopes for agency

(Study 1, Z =5.24,p < .001) and for communion (Z =6.89,p < .001). These fl11dings reiterate

significant range across participants in mean levels of affect, as weil as significant range in the

association of affect to agentic and communal behavior. The covariance estimates indicated

that the slopes for agency and communion were themselves significandy and positively

correlated (Z = 3.03, P < .01), suggesting that those participants who experienced more

pleasandy valenced affect when acting agenticaily also reported more pleasandy valenced affect

when acting in a communal manner. Significant variation in the quadratic term for agency was

observed (Z = 3.83, P < .001), and variation in this term was significandy correlated with

variation in the linear estimates for agentic behavior (Z = -2.76,p < .01). These fl11dings suggest

that individuals whose agentic behavior evidenced more influence on affect also demonstrated

a stronger curvilinear component to this association. Significant variation in the quadratic term

for communion was observed (Z =3.32,p < .001), and variation in this term was significandy

correlated with variation in the linear estimates for communal behavior (Z = -2.95,p < .01).

These fl11dings suggest that individuals whose communal behavior evidenced more influence

on affect also demonstrated a stronger curvilinear component to this association. Significant

variation in the interaction term was observed (Z =2.90,p < .01), but variation in this term was

not significandy correlated with any of the other random parameters.
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DISCUSSION

Theorists stnce Bakan (1966) have advocated the importance of mitigation for

successful adaptation within the interpersonal domain. Although mitigation has previously been

conceptualized interdimensionaily as a balance between agency and communion, the

circumplex framework suggests conceptualizing mitigation intradimensionally as a balance

within agency and a balance within communion. These two contrasting models of mitigation

were examined in two samples of participants, who collected records of their agentic and

communal behavior as weil as their affective experiences over a period of 20 days. No

empirical evidence of interdimensional mitigation was found. Evidence of intradimensional

mitigation was obtained from both samples of participants.

Substantial curvilinear effects were observed for agentic behavior in the prediction of

affect valence. Levels of agency predicted improvements in affect only to a certain extent,

beyond which levels of everyday agentic expression predicted affect decline. The dimension

of agency thus demonstrates a relatively low boundary beyond which levels of agentic

expression predict affect decrements. Comparably significant but less pronounced curvilinear

effects were also found for communal behavior. Although declines in affectwere not observed

within the range of everyday communal expression, elevations in affect diminished

asymptotically across levels of communion. Evidence of smaller curvilinear effects for

communion than for agency suggests that the dimension ofcommunion may potentially exhibit

a relatively higher boundary below which levels of communal expression predict improved
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affect. Nevertheless, these findings present replicable support for the hypothesis predicted

from circumplex structure that high levels of behavior may present hazards to affect. This

evidence is particularly impressive given that the behavioral items had been selected to sample

the pool ofbehavior common to everyday interpersonal interaction (Moskowitz, 1994) and not

behavior known apriori to be maladaptive.

Given the absence of significant interaction effects between agency and communion,

the present findings endorse the conceptualization ofmitigation as an intradimensional process.

Within this theoretical formulation of the mitigation principle, the balanced expressions of

agency and communion are still postulated to predict indices of interpersonal adjustment.

However, agency and communion are not regarded as each being interdimensiona/fy mitigated by

corresponding levels of interpersonal behavior along the orthogonal dimension, but rather as

being intradimensiona/fymitigatedby moderate levels ofagentic and communal expression that faU

between excess and deficiency. In contrast to the traditional interpretation of Bakan's (1966)

thesis in which a balance between agency and communion has been advocated, optimal

adjustment may instead be achieved through a balance within agency and within communion.

This suggestion fmds empirical corroboration in the investigation of trait measures of

unmitigated agenry and unmitigated communion, even though these characteristics have not typicaUy

been conceptualized within a circumplex framework (for a discussion, see Helgeson & Fritz,

1999). Unmitigated agency represents a focus on the self to the exclusion ofconcem for others

(Bakan, 1966; Helgeson, 1994), whereas unmitigated communion reflects a focus on others at

the expense of care for the self (Helgeson, 1994; Helgeson & Fritz, 1998). Although

unmitigated agency and unmitigated communion theoreticaUy represent nonoverlapping
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constellations of maladaptive interpersonal characteristics, measures of both unmitigated

agency and unmitigated communion have been found to predict emotional distress,

relationship difficulties, and poor heaIth behavior (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999). Both unmitigated

agency and unmitigated communion are presumed to fall outside the normative or desirable

range of characteristics in the interpersonal domain (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999), suggesting that

measures of unmitigated agency and unmitigated communion reference behavior in the

abnormal range. The potential hazards of such behavior are intimated in part by the fmdings

of the present investigation.

The Idiographic Stutfy ifMitigation Procesm

The question of whether to study human behavior at the nomothetic or idiographic

level represents one of several tensions that have historically plagued the investigation of

personality processes (e.g., Allport, 1937; HoIt, 1962). The nomothetic level of analysis

concerns the general principles or laws ofbehavior pertaining to ail individuals, and it is at this

level of analysis that research questions are most often posed. However, when the solitary

individual is studied idiographically at length, such as with case studies or single case designs,

those characteristics often demonstrate an organization unique to that individual to whom the

generallaws do not often perfectly, or even adequately, generalize.

It has been suggested (Kenny, Bolger, & Kashy, 2002) that the application ofmultilevel

modeling procedures (such as the random coefficient procedures utilized here) to event­

contingent records of behavioral data represents one strategy through which the nomothetic

and idiographic levels of analysis may be reconciled. In this present instance, mitigation
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processes were modeled both as an interaction term between agency and communion and as

quadratic terms from the squared scores for agency and communion; the parameter estimates

of these effects addressed the nomothetic question of their general contribution to the

prediction of episodic affect. However, the estimation of random effects for each of these

predictor terms allows for further inspection of their variability. This in tum permits

idiographic inferences to be made regarding the extent to which these estimates adequately

represent the data of a given individual.

Significant variability was observed across participants from both samples in the extent

to which linear parameters for both agentic and communal behavior predicted affective

experiences. These frndings reiterate substantive and meaningful individual differences in the

covariation between interpersonal behavior and affect previously reported (Côté & Moskowitz,

1998; Moskowitz & Côté, 1995). Variability was also observed across participants in the extent

to which the squared scores for agency and communion predicted levels of affect.

Interindividual variability in these quadratic terms suggests that idiographic analyses would

reveal more substantial depictions of mitigation processes in the lives of sorne individuals and

less evidence of mitigation in the lives of others. The search for predictors of the strength of

mitigation processes remains a topic for future research.

It is interesting to note that significant covariation was found between the linear and

quadratic effects in the combined sample ofparticipants. In other words, those individuals who

demonstrated a stronger linear association between affect and levels of interpersonal behavior

also evidenced a more substantial curvilinear component to that association. Although sorne

individuals thus experienced greater elevations in affect across moderate levels of agentic and

-47-



Chapter 2 - Mitigation Processes

communal expression, these same individuals also experienced more severe declines in affect

at higher levels ofbehavioral expression. Intradimensional mitigation effects thus appear to be

most prominent among those individuals who demonstrate a tight, cohesive association

between their interpersonal behavior and affective experiences.

Limitations and Directionsfor Future Research

Adjustment is a complex and multi-faceted construct, of which self-reported affect is

only one constituent (Diener, 1984; Diener et al., 1999). Cognitive evaluations of life

satisfaction emerge as a separate well-being component distinct from the dimensions of affect

(Andrews & Withey, 1976), and life satisfaction measures demonstrate discriminant validity

surpassing their convergent validity with other well-being components (Lucas, Diener, & Suh,

1996). As the exclusive use of self-reported affect naturally limits our capacity to speak to the

entire spectrum of adjustment indices, subsequent research in this area should include a

broader sampling of outcome criteria such as situation-specifie measures of relational

satisfaction and self-esteem in addition to affective experience.

Previous research has also found that the use of self-reported adjustment indices

inflates their association to trait measures of agency and communion (Saragovi et al., 1997).

Although event-sampled affect requires less retrospection than traditional one-occasion self­

report, the event-sampling procedure nevertheless provides measures of behavior and affect

that potentially share method variance. This shared variance may have overstated the main

effects for the agentic and communal dimensions of behavior. Subsequent research including

supplementary observer ratings of behavior and outcomes is therefore recommended.
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It should be borne in mind that the present fmdings were obtained with measures of

the behavior common to everyday interpersonal life and not with measures specificaily

developed to capture levels ofmaladaptive behavior. Subsequent research should endeavor to

sample those less frequent and more problematic behaviors that anchor the agentic and

communal extremes, in order to provide a more comprehensive portrayal of the encire domain

of interpersonal behavior.

Conclusion

The present studies brought predictions extrapolated from the circumplex model to

bear upon the study of everyday interpersonal behavior, for which interpersonal theorists have

historicaily advocated a mitigated balance ofagency and communion. Although mitigation has

traditionaily been conceptualized as a statistical interaction between separate measures of

agency and communion, consistent evidence of significant interaction effects has not been

empiricaily demonstrated. The circumplex framework presents an alternative conceptualization

of mitigation processes, whereby agency and communion are presumed to predict adjustment

indices in a curvilinear manner. The present fmdings suggest that agency and communion are

not each interdimensionaily mitigated by levels ofinterpersonal behavior upon the orthogonal

dimension, but rather are intradimensionaily mitigated by moderate levels of agentic and

communal expression that fail between excess and deficiency. For the domain of behavior

common to everyday interpersonal life, intradimensional mitigation appears more

consequential for the dimension of agency than for the dimension of communion.
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SOCIAL RANK STRATEGlES

SUMMARY

Social rank theorists propose that threat appraisals evoke escalation behavior toward

subordinates and de-escalation behavior toward superiors. These hypotheses were examined

among records ofbehavior sampled ecologically From the work environments of90 individuals.

At the level of the event, situated threat appraisals (feeling criticized) predicted different kinds

of behavior across status situations. Individuals tended to quarrel when criticized by

subordinates and to submit when criticized by superiors. At the level of the person, aggregated

rank appraisals (feeling inferior) predicted different kinds ofhehavior across status situations.

Individuals who typically feh more inferior tended to quarrel more frequently with subordinates

and to submit more frequently with superiors. Findings implicated inferiority and threat as

fundamental dimensions underlying the behavior of the social rank system.
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INTRODUCTION

In the preceding chapter, levels ofagency and communion in everyday experience were

found to contribute to concurrent self-reports of emotional adjustment. These fmdings are in

keeping with the following postulates: that (1) the agentic pursuit of social dominance and the

communal preservation ofsocial bonds represent fundamental human strivings (Bakan, 1966),

such that moderate levels of agentic and communal expression are typically advantageous for

emotional adjustment; but that (2) tensions exist between the agentic and communal

dimensions of human existence (Bakan, 1966; Bem, 1974; Hogan, 1983), such that extreme

levels ofagentic and communal expression are potentially hazardous for emotional adjustment.

In addition, the undesirable aspects of agency and communion-the human propensities to

quarrel and submit-were found to compromise concurrent self-reports of emotional

adjustment. These fmdings raise questions as to whether quarreling and submitting also

represent evolutionary adaptations. If evolutionary selection pressures have equipped humans

with the capacities to pursue social dominance and preserve social bonds, then why are humans

equally equipped with the self-defeating propensities to quarrel and submit?

The Social Rank System

Social rank theory (Gilbert, 1992; Price, Sloman, Gardner, Gilbert, & Rohde, 1994)

provides a framework within which to entertain this question. Social rank theorists postulate

that humans and other species have acquired, through evolutionary selection pressures, innate
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behavioral strategies for contesting and safeguarding reproductively relevant resources. As

these resources are frequendy in limited supply, individuals are often required to compete over

them. Consequendy, the social organization ofhumans and other species is often hierarchical,

such that the rank-ordering of individuals within the hierarchy parallels their priority of

resource access. Theorists expect that the social rank system then guides the behavioral

strategies that competitors utilize for contesting and safeguarding resource access.

The social rank system (depicted in Figure 3.1) may be conceptualized as comprising

three distinct components: (1) a threat appraisal component, which determines whether

competition is imminent; (2) a rank appraisal component, which determines the relative rank

standing of the prospective adversary; and (3) a strategy selection component, which executes a

behavioral response contingent upon that rank standing. Determinations of threat may reflect

objective aspects of the environment as weIl as the subjective insecurities of the person.

Determinations of rank may be guided by external cues in relatively structured situations

(dominant-subordinate social roles) or by internaI cues in relatively unsrructured situations

(dominant-subordinate personality traits). Two implications thus follow from the mode!. First,

both traits (personality) and situations (environment) have an impact upon appraisal processes.

Second, objective rank aspects of the environment (social status roles) are logically separable

from the subjective rank experiences of the person (feelings of inferiority).

Threats serve to elicit internaI states ofinferiority that deter their targets from escalated

competition. However, targets desist to a greater or lesser extent depending upon their relative

rank standing. Threats from a subordinate elicit retaliatory efforts to restrict resource access

through the display of down-hierarchy aggression. This strategy signaIs a readiness to escalate
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in rank contests, through which high-ranking contestants intimidate low-ranking adversaries

and thereby deter resouree competition. Threats from a superior elicit reconciliatory efforts to

repair cooperative allianees through the display of up-hierarchy subordination. This strategy

signaIs a readiness to de-esca!ate in rank contests, through which low-ranking contestants appease

high-ranking adversaries and thereby disarm resouree competition. Social rank theorists refer

to the strategy ofde-escalation by up-hierarchy subordination as the invo!untary difeat strategy, the

activation ofwhich triggers in humans the experienee of feeling powerless, inferior, and afraid

(Gilbert, 2000; Priee, 2000; Sloman, 2000).

Superior

P=~i~ / __E_sC_a,_at1_'o_n_k~~

Xr-------'---~_____, '-,__.L-/_---,

r-----~ Rank Appraisal

Inferior

l'zgure 3.1. The social rank system.
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Extending Social Rank Hypotheses to the Human Domain

Social rank theorists propose that appraisals ofthreat evoke escalation behavior toward

subordinates and de-escalation behavior toward superiors. As these hypotheses have received

empirical support from the nonhuman primate literature (de Waal, 1989), the purpose of the

present research was to extend social rank theory to the domain of human transaction.

Circumplex models of interpersonal behavior (Wiggins, 1979, 1980, 1982) provide a

framework within which to conceptualize the postulates ofsocial rank theory. One circumplex

axis is anchored by dominance and submissiveness, which together defme the dimension of

agenry. The orthogonal axis is anchored by agreeableness and quarrelsomeness, which together

defme the dimension of communion. As the behavioral strategies discussed in the evolutionary

literature (down-hierarchy aggression and up-hierarchy subordination) parallel the quarrelsome

and submissive poles of the circumplex, l hypothesized that appraisals of threat would elicit

quarrelsomeness in upper-status situations and elicit submissiveness in lower-status situations.

However, the circular structure of behavior allows for the extrapolation of predictions to the

remaining poles of the circumplex. Events that elevate quarrelsomeness tend also to inhibit

agreeableness; events that elevate submissiveness tend also to inhibit dominance. Consequently,

l hypothesized that appraisals of threat would inhibit agreeableness in upper-status situations

and inhibit dominance in lower-status situations.

Physical struggles for social rank are relatively rare in humans. Instead, humans tend

to contest social rank through put-down signaIs (e.g., criticism or condescension) that threaten

social or emotional injury (Gilbert, 2000). In circumplex terms, threat signaIs such as criticism

and condescension represent forms of hostile-dominance (Moskowitz, 1994). In the present
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research, appraisals of threat were indexed by asking participants to rate the extent to which

they fdt criticized by the other.

A range of situations in everyday human life display hierarchical features (Buss, 1991).

In the present research, social rank strategies were examined in the workplace, where

individuals are often hierarehieaily organized into supervisory and subordinate positions.

Previous research has found that social status at work predicts behavior along the dimension

of agency, sueh that individuals report higher levels of dominance in upper-status situations

and higher levels of submissiveness in lower-status situations (Moskowitz, Suh, & Desaulniers,

1994).

To illustrate the prevlOus propositions, consider a normal working adult whose

everyday work life involves social encounters with coworkers as weil as with individuals in

supervisory and subordinate positions. In the presence of eues signaling a safe and secure

environment, the individual may attempt to attain social rank through praising the opinions

contributed by others (agreeableness) as weil as through fIrmly eontributing his or her own

opinions (dominance). However, social or emotional injuries sustained by criticism or

condescension will trigger a behavioral response contingent upon his or her rank relationship

to the potential adversary. Appraisals of threat from a subordinate will predispose the

individual toward retaliating with sarcasm and discrediting the expressed opinions of the

subordinate (quarrelsomeness). Appraisals of threat from a supervisor will predispose the

individual toward refraining from expressing his or her own opinions and eomplying with the

supervisor (submissiveness).

-55-



Chapter 3 - Social Rank Strategies

The Present Sturfy

Participants completed records subsequent to their social interactions over a 20-day

period. Analyses were restricted to events obtained from social interactions at work, where

participants provided objective indications of their external rank standing (status) relative to

their interaction partner; participants could thus endorse having interacted with an individual

of higher status (i.e., a supervisor), equal status (i.e., a coworker), or lower status (i.e., a

supervisee). Each form requested information pertaining to their situational appraisals ofthreat

(criticism) and internaI rank standing (inferiority). Each form also requested information

pertaining to the behavior they had performed for each of the four poles of the interpersonal

circumplex (submissiveness, quarrelsomeness, dominance, agreeableness).

StatisticalAnalYses

The data were analyzed with mixed linear modeling procedures. Mixed linear models

take into account that events are nested within participants and that the data are unbalanced

across participants. Variance in the dependent variable is partitioned into within-person and

between-person components, allowing predictor terms to be represented both at the level of

the event (Level 1) and at the level of the person (Level 2). Regression coefficients for the

predictor terms are then estimated through an iterative procedure until a model of best fit is

achieved (I<:enny, Boiger, & Kashy, 2002; Wallace & Green, 2002).

Each dependent variable is thus expected to demonstrate two kinds ofvariation. First,

scores fluctuate across events around the mean level or central tendency for each participant;

event-level slopes estimate these fluctuations in scores as linear functions of Level-1 predictors.
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Second, participants differ in terms of their mean levels or central tendencies across scores;

perJon-level J/opeJ estimate these differences in central tendencies as linear functions of Level-2

predictors. Hypotheses for the present investigation essentially concerned event-Ievel

interaction effects between threat and either external rank eues (status) or internaI rank states

(inferiority) .

HypotheJeJ

Cues signaling the threat of social or emotional injury serve to elicit internaI states of

inferiority that deter targets from escalated competition. However, threats are more likely to

succeed against targets that hold less rank relative to their adversaries. My fu:st set of

hypotheses thus concerned the prediction of inferiority appraisals. 1 hypothesized that

individuals would feel more inferior in lower-status situations and feelless inferior in upper­

status situations (i.e., main effect for status, a categorical event-Ievel predictor). 1 hypothesized

that threat would elicit feelings of inferiority (i.e., main effect for threat, a continuous event­

level predictor), but that threat would be more predictive ofinferiority in lower-status situations

than in upper-status situations (i.e., Status X Threat effect, an event-Ievel interaction term).

A subsequent set ofhypotheses concerned the prediction ofthe four scales ofbehavior

(quarrelsomeness, submissiveness, agreeableness, dominance). 1hypothesized thatindividuals

would display highet levels of dominance in uppet-status situations and display highet levels

of submissiveness in lowet-status situations (i.e., main effects fot status, a categotical event­

level predictot). Extrapolating from evolutionaty theoty, 1hypothesized that threat would elicit

quarrelsomeness in uppet-status situations and elicit submissiveness in lowet-status situations
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(i.e., Status X Threat event-Ievel interaction effects). Extrapolating from circumplex structure,

l hypothesized that threat would inhibit agreeableness in upper-status situations and inhibit

dominance in lower-status situations (i.e., Status X Threat event-Ievel interaction effects).

A flnal set ofhypotheses concerned the role of inferiority in accounting for the Status

X Threat interaction effects. The model suggests that status situations influence the kind of

behavior that individuals demonstrate when threatened through the levels of inferiority that

individuals experience as a function of those status situations. Consequently, l expected that

Inferiority X Threat effects would parallel the Status X Threat effects obtained, and that the

Status X Threat term would drop out of signiflcance with the inclusion of the Inferiority X

Threat term in the model. These fllldings would suggest that Inferiority X Threat accounts for

the variance explained by Status X Threat (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
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METHOD

Participants

Participants were those described in Study 2 of Chapter 2. N ewspaper advertisements

recruited individuals holding paid employment to take part in a study of social interaction. The

fust 50 male caliers and the fust 50 female caliers who fit the selection criteria were invited to

participate. For the purposes of a separate line of research, an additional 24 romanticaliy

committed individuals were then recruited.

Event-Contingent Recording Procedure

Participants fust attended a meeting during which the procedures for the study were

explained and their consent to participate was obtained (see Appendix A). Participants then

completed a one-page record form foliowing each social interaction of at least a 5-min

duration, every day for 20 days. Forms requested information pertaining to the behavior they

had performed, the intensity of several situational appraisals, and their role relationship to their

interaction partner (see Appendix B). Participants were told to use as many or as few forms as

their natural day-to-day social activity dictated, and completed an average of six to seven forms

per day. Participants returned the completed forms by mail to the researchers on the fust

weekday foliowing each day of record-keeping.

Behavior. Forty-six behavioral statements were used to sample four characteristics of

similar conceptuaI breadth from the interpersonal domain (dominance-submissiveness,
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agreeableness-quarrelsomeness). Previous research on a separate sample of participants

(Moskowitz, 1994) provided evidence for the reliability of the behavioral items. Moskowitz

(1994) also presented considerable evidence for the convergent and discriminant validity of the

event-contingent recording procedure for the measurement of interpersonal behavior. The

pattern of correlations between behavioral scales generaily corresponded to predictions based

on the interpersonal circumplex.

The four behavioral scales each consisted of 12 items. Dominance was sampled

through such items as "1 expressed an opinion" and "1 made a suggestion." Submissiveness

was sampled through such items as "1 did not state my own views" and "1 gave in."

Agreeableness was sampled through such items as "1 expressed affection with words or

gestures" and "1 expressed reassurance." Quarrelsomeness was sampled through such items

as "1 confronted the other about something 1did not like" and "1 made a sarcastic comment."

One item was used for both the dominance and quarre1someness scales (i.e., "1 criticized the

other"), and another item was used for both the submissiveness and agreeableness scales (i.e.,

"1 went along with the other"). For a complete presentation of this item inventory, see

Moskowitz (1994).

On each fotm, participants were asked to endorse the acts they had performed during

the interaction episode. As participants quickly adopt response sets when the same items are

repeatedly presented, four versions with different items were employed. Participants were given

Form 1 on Day 1 to complete for ail interactions on that day, Form 2 on Day 2, Form 3 on

Day 3, Form 4 on Day 4, and this rotation was then repeated across the 2Ü-day period under

study. Items from each of the four behavioral scales were distributed equaily across the four
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forms. Three items for each behavioral scale were thus presented on each fotm, with each form

presenting a different three items out of the sample of 12 items for each behavioral scale.

Event-specifie scores for the behavioral scales were subsequently constructed for each

interaction episode. First, event-specifie raw scores were constructed by calculating the mean

number ofitems endorsed for each behavioral scale; raw scores could range from 0 to 1. Then,

event-specifie ipsatized scores were constructed by subtracting the mean score for ail scales

within an event from each raw score for that event; ipsatized scores could range from -.75 to

.75. Finaily, event-specifie corrected scores were constructed by rescaling the ipsatized scores

so that each scale integer would correspond to the rate of act endorsement; corrected scores

could range from -3 to 3 on each behavioral scale.

Appraisals. On a scale ranging from 0 (not at a/~ to 6 (extreme!y much), participants were

asked to rate two situational appraisals. The extent to which participants feh critùized by the

other during the interaction episode was conceptualized as an index of threat. The extent to

which participants felt inJèrior to the other during the interaction episode was conceptualized

as an index of rank. As neither index was normaily distributed, both scales underwent a square­

root transformation prior to analysis.

Status. For each interaction episode reported at work, participants were asked to

indicate their status relationship to the interaction partner. Participants could indicate that their

interaction partner was either a supervisor, coworker, or supervisee. Status was then coded for

each event as having been lower than, equal to, or higher than that of the interaction partner.

As hierarchical situations were not expected to have a linear association with the behavioral

scales, status was treated as a class variable with three levels.
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Data Requirements

Participants were required to meet two criteria for inclusion. First, participants were

required to provide data in at least two out of three status situations to ensure that their work

environments displayed sorne hierarchical features. Of the 124 individuals who participated in

the study, 110 satisfied this criterion. Second, participants were required to report sorne level

of criticism (threat) over the 20-day period under investigation. Of the 110 remaining

individuals, 90 participants (45 men and 45 women) ranging in age from 20 to 69 years satisfied

this criterion. Sixty-one participants supplied data in only lower-status and equal-status

situations, providing a mean number of events equal to 38.26 per participant with a SD of

18.66 across participants. Twenty-eight participants supplied data in ail three status situations,

providing a mean number of events equal to 45.93 per participant with a SD of 20.65 across

participants. One participant supplied data in only equal-status and upper-status situations,

providing a total of 60 events. In ail, 681 events were obtained from lower-status situations,

2700 events were obtained from equal-status situations, and 299 events were obtained from

upper-status situations, summing to a grand total of 3680 events.
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RESULTS

Mixed linear models were estimated utilizing the SAS MIXED procedure (version 6.12;

SAS Institute, 1992, 1997; Singer, 1998). Dependent variables were centered around the grand

mean prior to model estimation. Effects were tested sequentiaIly; main effects were tested fIrst,

and then interaction effects were tested. The fundamental hypotheses of the present

investigation concerned the estimation ofinferiority appraisals and the four scales ofbehavior

as a function of status, threat, and the Status X Threat interaction term. Random components

were estimated for the intercepts and for the slopes for threat. Status was treated as a c1ass

variable with three levels (lower-status, equal-status, upper-status). Threat was centered within

individuals; each score thus indicated the extent of deviation from the level of threat typicaIly

reported by that participant. For aIl instances in which signifIcant Status X Threat interaction

effects were found, two orthogonal contrasts were performed; one contrast compared slopes

in lower-status situations with those in equal-status and upper-status situations (2 -1 -1),

whereas the other contrast compared slopes in upper-status situations with those in equal­

status situations (0 -1 1). For each instance in which a comparison of means (M) or slopes (b)

across situations was not signifIcant, the combined estimate obtained from pooling their

respective effects together was reported.
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Preliminary AnalYses: Gender and the }ùnctioning ifthe Social Rank System

Preliminary analyses examined the influence ofboth gender of participant and gender

of partner on status, threat, and the Status X Threat interaction term. Effects for participant

gender and partner gender were estimated simultaneously to control for the gender segregation

common in organizational settings (Maccoby, 1990). Significant main effects for partner gender

were found for dominance, F(1, 3439) = 18.32,p < .001, and agreeableness, F(1, 3439) = 4.89,

P< .05. Participants reported higher leve1s ofdominance with men (M = .24) than with women

(M =.09) and higher levels ofagreeableness with women (M =-.05) than with men (M =-.13).

Both a significant Participant Gender X Status interaction effect, F(2, 3431) = 3.97,p < .05,

and a significant Partner Gender X Status interaction effect, F(2, 3431) = 3.13,p < .05, were

found for inferiority. Subsequent investigation of the Participant Gender X Status interaction

effect revealed that both women and men reported higher levels of inferiority in lower-status

situations than in equal-status and upper-status situations; however, the contrast oflower-status

situations to equal-status and upper-status situations was significandy larger for men than for

women, t(3431) = 5.60, P < .001. Subsequent investigation of the Partner Gender X Status

interaction effect revealed that participants reported higher levels of inferiority in lower-status

situations than in equal-status and upper-status situations, whether their partners were women

or men; however, the contrast of lower-status situations to equal-status and upper-status

situations was significandy larger across situations in which participants interacted with men

than across situations in which participants interacted with women, t(3431) = 11.22,p < .001.

Given the few effects found for gender, the gender terms were dropped from aU mode1s

subsequendy reported to simplify the presentation of the results.
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Status and Threat in the Prediction riflnftrioriry

l hypothesized that individuals would feel more inferior in lower-status situations and

feel less inferior in upper-status situations (i.e., main effect for status). As predicted, a

significant main effect for status was found, F(2, 3587) = 84.20,p < .001. Individuals reported

significandy higher levels ofinferiority in lower-status situations (M =.17) than in equal-status

and upper-status situations, t(3587) = 12.43, P < .001. Individuals also reported significandy

lower levels of inferiority in upper-status situations (M =-.15) than in equal-status situations

(M = -.03), t(3587) = -4.17, P < .001. l hypothesized that threat would elicit feelings of

inferiority (i.e., main effect for threat). As predicted, the main effect for threat was significant,

F(1, 3587) = 63.11, P < .001. Individuals reported higher levels of inferiority with elevations

in threat (b = .22). l hypothesized that threat would predict higher levels of inferiority in lower­

status situations than in upper-status situations (i.e., Status X Threat interaction effect). As

predicted, a significant Status X Threat interaction effect was found, F(2, 3585) = 20.71,p <

.001. As can be seen in Figure 3.2, threat was significandy more predictive of inferiority in

lower-status situations (b = .32, P < .001) than in equal-status and upper-status situations,

t(3585) =6.41, P < .001. Threat was also significandy less predictive of inferiority in upper­

status situations (b =-.04,P> .05) than in equal-status situations (b =.19,P< .001), t(3585) =

-4.00, P < .001.
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Figure 3.2. Event-1eve1 slopes for inferiority across status situations. Columns represent
unstandardized within-person regression coefficients indexing the extent of change in
event-level inferiority expected as a function of a one-unit increase along the threat
dimension.

Status and Threat in the Prediction ofSocial Rank Strategies

F-tests for status, threat, and the Status X Threat interaction term are presented in

Table 3.1. AIl planned comparisons and post-hoc tests are discussed in the text below.

Submissiveness. l hypothesized that individuals would display higher levels of

submissiveness in lower-status situations than in equal-status and upper-status situations (i.e.,

main effect for status). As predicted, a significant main effect for status was found. Individuals

reported significandy higher levels of submissiveness in lower-status situations (M = .34) than

in equal-status and upper-status situations, t(3587) = 12.56,p < .001. Individuals also reported
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significandy lower levels of submissiveness in upper-status situations (M =-.45) than in equal­

status situations (M = -.05), t(35S7) = -6.4S, P < .001. The main effect for threat was not

significant. 1 hypothesized that threat would elicit higher levels of submissiveness in lower­

status situations than in upper-status situations (i.e., Status X Threat interaction effect). As

predicted, a significant Status X Threat interaction effect was found. As can be seen in Figure

3.3, threat predicted significandy higher levels of submissiveness in lower-status situations (b

= .26,p < .001) than in equal-status and upper-status situations (b =-.06,p > .05), 1(35S5) =

3.91,p < .001. Slopesin equal-status and upper-status situationswerenotsignificandy different,

t(35S5) = -1.12,p > .05.

Quarrelsomeness. A significant main effect for status was found. Individuals reported

significandy lower levels ofquarrelsomeness in lower-status situations (M = -.19) than in equal­

status and upper-status situations (M = .OS), 1(35S7) = -6.56, P < .001. Levels of

quarrelsomeness in equal-status and upper-status situations were not significandy different,

1(35S7) =1.19,p > .05. The main effect for threat was also significant. Individuals reported

higher levels of quarrelsomeness with elevations in threat (b =.21).1 hypothesized that threat

would elicit higher levels of quarrelsomeness in upper-status situations than in lower-status

situations (i.e., Status X Threat interaction effect). As predicted, a significant Status X Threat

interaction effect was found. As can be seen in Figure 3.3, threat was significandy less

predictive of quarrelsomeness in lower-status situations (b = .10,p < .05) than in equal-status

and upper-status situations (b = .27,p < .001), t(35S5) = -2.59,p < .01. Slopes in equal-status

and upper-status situations were not significandy different, t(35S5) =0.31, P > .05.
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Table 3.1
Status and Threat in the Prediction o(Event-Levei Behavior

F-Tests for Event-Level Behavior
QUR DOM AGRPredictor d( SUB

Step 1. Status 2,3587 79.14'"

Step 1. Threat 1,3587 3.51

Step 2. Status X Threat 2,3585 9.40'"

Note. N (participants) = 90. N (observations) = 3,680.
•P < .05. " P < .01. HO P < .001.

26.38'"

55.11'''

4.82"

50.95'"

4.38'

4.66"

17.40'"

48.38'"

1.79

Dominance. l hypothesized that individuals would display higher levels of dominance in

upper-status situations than in equal-status and lower-status situations (i.e., main effect for

status). As predicted, a significant main effect for status was found. Individuals reported

significandy higher levels ofdominance in upper-status situations (M= .60) than in equal-status

and lower-status situations (M = -.04), t(3S87) = 9.88,p < .001. Levels of dominance in equal-

status and lower-status situations were not significandy different, t(3S87) =0.09,p > .05. The

main effect for threat was also significant. Individuals reported lower levels ofdominance with

elevations in threat (b = -.07). l hypothesized that threat would inhihit levels of dominance to

a relatively greater extent in lower-status situations than in upper-status situations (i.e., Status

x Threat interaction effect). As predicted, a significant Status X Threat interaction effect was

found. As can he seen in Figure 3.3, threat predicted significandy more inhihited levels of

dominance in lower-status situations (b = -.20,p < .001) than in equal-status and upper-status

situations (b =.Ol,p > .05), t(3S8S) =-2.68,p < .01. Slopes in equal-status and upper-status

situations were not significandy different, t(3S8S) = 0.48, P > .05.
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Agreeableness. A significant main effect for status was found. Individuals reported

significandy higher levels of agreeableness in equal-status situations (M = .05) than in upper-

status and lower-status situations (M = -.17), t(3S87) = S.77,p < .001. Levels of agreeableness

in upper-status and lower-status situations were not significandy different, t(3S87) = 1.34,P>

.05. The main effect for threat was also significant. Individuals reported lower leve1s of

agreeableness with e1evations in threat (b =-.22). l hypothesized that threatwould inhibit leve1s

of agreeableness to a re1ative1y greater extent in upper-status situations than in lower-status

situations (i.e., Status X Threat interaction effect). The Status X Threat interaction effect was

not significant, suggesting that slopes did not differ significandy across status situations.

0,4-

0.2

0-

::J ------,---
Lower-Status

---1----

Equal-Status Upper-status

Behavior
• SUB D QUR DOM

Figure 3.3. Event-level slopes for behavior across status situations. Columns represent
unstandardized within-person regression coefficients indexing the extent of change in
event-level behavior expected as a function of a one-unit increase along the threat
dimension. SUB = submissiveness; QUR = quarrelsomeness; DOM = dominance.
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InJèrioriry and Threat in the Prediction ofSoda! Rank Strategies

The Status X Threat interaction effects found for three of the four behavioral scales

(submissiveness, quarrelsomeness, dominance) raise the question ofwhether these ftndings are

mediated by inferiority appraisals at the level of the event. Foilowing Baron and Kenny (1986),

variable Z functions as a mediator between predictor X and criterion Y if: (1) X predicts Y; (2)

Z predicts Y; and (3) controlling for Z, X no longer predicts Y. If Inferiority X Threat (Z)

serves as a mediator between Status X Threat (X) and behavior (Y), then it foilows that

Inferiority X Threat effects should parailel the Status X Threat effects obtained (Condition 2)

and that the Status X Threat term should drop out of significance with the inclusion of the

Inferiority X Threat term in the model (Condition 3).

To satisfy Condition 2, the foilowing three predictors were tested for each scale of

behavior: (1) inferiority, a continuous event-Ievel predictor; (2) threat, a continuous event-Ievel

predictor; and (3) Inferiority X Threat, an event-Ievel interaction term. Inferiority and threat

were centered within individuals; random components were estimated for both main effects

as weil as for the intercepts. As can be seen in Table 3.2, significant Inferiority X Threat

interaction effects were found for submissiveness (b = .18), F(l, 3587) = 15.36, P < .001,

quarrelsomeness (b =-.07), F(l, 3587) =3.94,p < .05, and dominance (b =-.12), F(l, 3587)

=7.70,p < .01. A comparable pattern of findings thus appeared to emerge when internaI rank

states (feelings of inferiority) were substituted for external rank cues (social status roles).
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Table 3.2
InfériorifJ and Threat in the Prediction o{El'ent-L.el1e! Behal)tOr

Event-Leve! Behavior
SUB QUR DOM AGR

Predictor d{ b F b F b P b F

.l'tep 1. Inferiority 1,3588 .37 41.68'" -.15 16.49'" -.14 7.56" -.07 2.71

.l'lep 1. Threat 1,3588 .03 0.69 .22 52.65'" -.05 1.86 -.22 :W.88'"

Step 2. 1nferiority X Threat 1,3587 .18 15,36'" -.07 3,94' -.12 7.70" .02 0.17

Nole. N (participants) - 90. N (observations) - 3,680.
,P< .05...P< .01. m p < .001.

To satisfy Condition 3, the following five predictors were tested for each scale of

behavior: (1) status, a categorical event-Ievel predictor; (2) threat, a continuous event-Ievel

predictor; (3) inferiority, a continuous event-level predictor; (4) Inferiority X Threat, an event-

level interaction term; and (5) Status X Threat, an event-Ievel interaction term. With the

inclusion of the Inferiority X Threat interaction term, the Status X Threat interaction effect

dropped out of significance for submissiveness, F(2, 3583) = 2.52,p > .05, quarrelsomeness,

F(2, 3583) =2.90,p > .05, and dominance, F(2, 3583) =1.53,p > .05. These frndings suggest

that external rank cues elicit internaI rank states, which then regulate the behavior that

individuals demonstrate when they report feeling threatened.

Subsequent AnalYses: Injerioriry and thef'unctioning if the Social Rank System

Rank system functioning most likely varies across individuals. Some individuals likely

quarrel more frequently with their subordinates (preemptive escalation) and submit more

frequently with their superiors (precautionary de-escalation). As inferiority appeared

fundamental to explaining the event-Ievel functioning of the social rank system, 1 speculated
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that individual differences in person-Ievel inferiority might elevate the frequeney with whieh

individuals quarrel and submit aeross status situations. Subsequent analyses explored this

possibility. Inferiority appraisals were aggregated to produce person-Ievel mean scores indexing

ehronie rank inseeurity. High scores on the ehronie inferiority dimension thus eharaeterized

individuals who frequendy reportedintense feelings ofevent-Ievelinferiority aeross the 20-day

period under study. The following three predietors were then tested for eaeh seale ofbehavior:

(1) ehronie inferiority, a person-Ievel predietor; (2) status, an event-Ievel predietor; and (3)

Chronie Inferiority X Status, a eross-Ievel interaction term. Estimates of the Chronie Inferiority

X Status term were obtained for eaeh of the behavioral seales to determine whether ehronie

inferiority would differentially prediet person-Ievel rates of behavior aeross status situations.

Signifieant Chronie Inferiority X Status effeets were found for submissiveness, F(2,

3586) = 6.04, P < .01, and quarrelsomeness, F(2, 3586) = 8.07, P < .001. These effeets are

plotted in Figure 3.4. Individuals reporting higher levels of ehronie inferiority demonstrated

higher rates of submissiveness in lower-status and equal-status situations (b =.31, P < .001)

than in upper-status situations (b = -.17,p > .05), t(3586) = 3.43,p < .001; slopes for chronie

inferiority in equal-status and lower-status situations were not signifieandy different, t(3586)

=1.39,p > .05. Individuals reporting higher levels of ehronie inferiority also demonstrated

higher rates of quarrelsomeness in upper-status situations (b = .55,p < .001) than in equal­

status and lower-status situations (b = .05,p > .05), t(3586) =3.91,p < .001; slopes for ehronie

inferiority in equal-status and lower-status situations were again not signifieandy different,

t(3586) =-0.05,P> .05. In sum, individuals who typieally feh more inferior tended to quarrel

more frequendy with subordinates and to submit more frequendy with superiors.
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Figure 3.4. Person-level slopes for behavior across status situations. Columns represent
unstandardized between-person regression coefficients indexing the extent of change in
person-level behavior expected as a function of a one-unit increase along the inferiority
dimension. SUB =submissiveness; QUR =quarrelsomeness.

The potential confound between overallievels of inferiority and the overall standing

of individuals in their respective organizational hierarchies could raise interpretive difficulties.

As subordinate situations elicited feelings ofinferiority, those individuals who most frequently

reported feelings of inferiority were perhaps also those individuals who most frequently

reported events in subordinate situations. Two supplementary analyses suggest that this was

not the case. First, l scored social status as -1 Oower-status), 0 (equal-status), or 1 (upper-status)

and then aggregated these scores to produce a person-Ievel index of overall hierarchical

-73-



Chapter 3 - Social Rank Strategies

standing; an individual who only provided events in subordinate situations would thus have a

score equal to -1, whereas an individual who only provided events in supervisory situations

would thus have a score equal to 1. A correlation of r(88) = -.01 was obtained between

aggregated status and aggregated inferiority. Second, 1examined whether those individuals who

provided events in supervisory situations (n =29) differed from those individuals who did not

(n =61) in terms of their aggregated levels of inferiority. The difference was not significant,

F(l, 88) = 0.13,p > .05. Together, these fmdings indicate that overallievels of inferiority were

not in fact confounded with the overall standing of individuals in their respective

organizational hierarchies.
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DISCUSSION

Social rank theorists propose that appraisals ofthreat evoke escalation behavior toward

subordinates and de-escalation behavior toward superiors. The present investigation provided

a translation of these hypotheses into circumplex terms, such that individuals were expected

to quarrel when threatened by subordinates and to submitwhen threatened by superiors. These

hypotheses were examined among records of behavior sampled ecologicaily from the

workplace, where individuals are often hierarchicaily organized into supervisory and

subordinate positions.

The Social Rank SYJtem

Consistent with fmdings from prevlOus investigations utilizing the same event­

contingent recording procedures (Moskowitz, Pinard, Zuroff, Annable, & Young, 2001;

Moskowitz et al., 1994), individuals displayed higher levels of dominance in upper-status

situations. Consistent with Moskowitz et al. (2001), but in contrast to Moskowitz et al. (1994),

levels of agreeableness and quarrelsomeness also varied significandy (albeit less dramaticaily)

across status situations. Individuals displayed higher levels of agreeableness in equal-status

situations and lower levels of quarrelsomeness in lower-status situations. It is of interest that

only levels of submissiveness differentiated the behavior of individuals across ail three status

situations. Individuals displayed higher levels of submissiveness in lower-status situations and

lower levels of submissiveness in upper-status situations. These findings are in keeping with
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Gilbert's (2000) remarks that a hierarchy can only be said to exist if subordinates yield more

readily than superiors, and hence that it may be more apt to speak of subordinate hierarchies than

dominance hierarchies in reference to the social rank system.

Extrapolating from evolutionary theory, 1hypothesized that appraisals of threat would

elevate quarrelsomeness in upper-status situations and elevate submissiveness in lower-status

situations. Extrapolating from circumplex structure, 1 hypothesized that appraisals of threat

would inhibit agreeableness in upper-status situations and inhibit dominance in lower-status

situations. Findings from the present investigation were generally consistentwith the postulates

of social rank theory. Individuals thus appear ready when threatened to escalate rank contests

so as to restrict the resource access of their subordinates through the display ofdown-hierarchy

aggression, and to de-escalate rank contests so as to repair cooperative alliances with their

superiors through the display of up-hierarchy subordination.

These fmdings stand out against interpersonal models of human transaction, which

hold that a given kind of behavior will tend to evoke a complementary class of behavior in

return (I<iesler, 1983; Orford, 1986). Complementarity is defmed by reciprociry along the

dimension ofagency (dominance begets submission) and by correspondence along the dimension

of communion (hostility begets hostility). In circumplex terms, threats such as criticism and

condescension reflect forms of hostile-dominance that should predict hostile-submission. In

the present investigation, appraisals of threat were found to predict hostility or submission,

depending upon the rank relationship.

Why might this be? One promising explanation arises from game theory, a branch of

mathematics devoted to the study of strategic decision-making (Maynard Smith, 1982). Social
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rank situations oùght be conceptualized in terms of the interplay between two games: a zero­

sum (competitive) game of rank, where one player is dominant only if the other player is

subordinate; and a non-zero-sum (cooperative) game of alliances, where players are either allied

or not. The facets of human behavior (dominance-submissiveness,

agreeableness-quarrelsomeness) may serve as tactics in these two games: agreeableness and

quarrelsomeness respectively serve to strengthen and harm alliances; dominance and

suboùssiveness respectively serve to signal rank victory and defeat.

Players perhaps assign differential payoffs (benefits vs. costs) to varying game outcomes

(gain vs.lose rank, gain vs.lose alliance) as a function of their social status. For instance, high­

status individuals may prefer to sustain rank at the expense of an alliance, rather than sustain

alliances at the expense of their rank. Such individuals quarrel when threatened as if to say, "1

will spoil our alliance unless you concede the rank game." ln contrast, low-status individuals

may prefer to preserve alliances at the expense of their rank, rather than pursue tank at the

expense of an alliance. Such individuals suboùt when threatened as if to say, "1 will concede

the rank game if you will not spoil our alliance." Subsequent research could examine the

signaling functions of social rank strategies.

Injerionry and the Functioning if the Social Rank System

Consistent with prediction, status emerged as a significant predictor of inferiority

appraisals. Levels of inferiority were typically higher in lower-status situations and typically

lower in upper-status situations. External rank cues in the social environment appear to

regulate internaI rank states pertaining to subordination. Aiso consistent with prediction,
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appraisals ofthreat typically elicited feelings ofinferiority. However, these feelings were elicited

more readily in lower-status situations than in upper-status situations. Appraisals of threat

precipitated those internaI states of inferiority serving to deter low-ranking contestants from

escalated competition through the triggering of the involuntary defeat strategy.

In turn, inferiority appraisals explained the differences obtained across status situations

in the kind of behavior that individuals displayed when threatened. Significant Inferiority X

Threat effects were found for submissiveness, quarrelsomeness, and dominance. A comparable

pattern of ftndings emerged when internaI rank states were substituted for external rank eues.

Controlling for the Inferiority X Threat term, the Status X Threat effects dropped out of

significance. External rank eues elicit internaI rank states, which then regulate the behavior that

individuals demonstrate when they report feeling threatened. In essence, individuals submit

when threatened by their superiors because they feel inferior, and not because of role attributes

apart from social rank. Consequendy, subordinates who are resilient against feelings of

inferiority may quarrel rather than submit. Such individuals could make life difficult for their

superiors and lead revolutions. Or, their superiors-foreseeing rebellion-may stonewall,

sandbag, or simply fire them in a preemptive escalatory strike.

The present frndings further implicated inferiority in accounting for differences across

individuals in rank system functioning. Individuals reporting higher overallieveis of inferiority

accommodated their rank insecurities by demonstrating: (1) higher levels ofescalation behavior

(quarrelsomeness) in upper-status situations, where their internaI appraisals of inferior rank

standingwere perhaps temporarily disconfumed; and (2) higher levels ofde-escalation behavior

(submissiveness) in equal-status and lower-status situations, where their internaI appraisals of
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inferior rank standing were perhaps chronically conftrmed.

These ftndings encourage us to speculate upon evolutionary hypotheses regarding rank

system functioning and depression (priee et al., 1994). Social rank theorists expect that

execution of the involuntary defeat strategy is typically short-lived, terminating with an

acknowledgment of defeat and a reconciliation between the contestants. Clinical depression

has been postulated to result from the prolonged execution of an involuntary defeat strategy

that has failed to terminate either because ofexternal circumstanees which hinder reconciliation

(e.g., ongoing criticism or condeseension) or because ofpersonality characteristics which deter

the individual From acknowledging defeat. Those individuals reporting chronic feelings of

inferiority may in fact suffer From a prolonged execution of the involuntary defeat strategy,

which may in tutn render them vulnerable to clinical depression.

These ftndings further encourage us to speculate upon evolutionary hypotheses

regarding rank system functioning and aggression (priee et al., 1994). Individuals suffering From

chronic feelings of inferiority are typically, and perhaps resentfully, obedient in fear of reprisaI

from their superiors. In positions of power, however, they potentially become tyrannical,

escalating without provocation in the effort to preserve their social rank. Spousal abusers and

schoolyard bullies may suffer From such rank insecurities (for a review of the literature relevant

to this hypothesis, see Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996). These insecurities may prompt such

individuals to utilize preemptive escalation strategies to the point ofphysical aggression, which

may in turn prolong involuntary subordination to the point of clinical depression among those

around them.
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Limitations and Directionsfor Future Research

In the present investigation, social rank hypotheses were extrapolated from the

evolutionary literature and translated into circumplex terms. The circumplex model al10ws

distinct behavioral constructs to be sampled with comparable breadth (Moskowitz, 1994),

enabling us to extend social rank theory to the domain of human transaction. Nevertheless,

evolutionary theorists in the areas of cognitive science and psychiatry have suggested a more

refined examination of facets within each defensive behavioral construct (quarrelsomeness,

submissiveness) from which subsequent research may profit.

Cummins (1999) has proposed that low-ranking individuals attempt to improve their

limited resource access through acts of cheating and deception; in contrast, high-ranking

individuals attempt to maintain their priority ofresource access by detecting and thwarting acts

of cheating and deception. In regard to the circumplex, both strategies would appear to

represent aspects of quarrelsome behavior. Consequently, the quarrelsome behavior that

individuals demonstrate may differ considerably in its content across status situations. For

instance, lower-status situations may elicit higher levels of covert quarrelsome behavior (e.g.,

withholding information), through which individuals attempt to improve their limited resource

access. In contrast, upper-status situations may elicit higher levels of overtquarrelsome behavior

(e.g., voicing criticism), through which individuals attempt to maintain their priority ofresource

access. Subsequent research should discriminate between these aspects of quarrelsome

behavior.

Gilbert (2000) has proposed differentiating between vo!untary and involuntary subordinate

strategies. Although submissive strategies are executed involuntarily when subordinates have
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lost a rank contest, submissive strategies may also be employed voluntarily by subordinates to

sustain cooperative alliances with superiors. These constructs may help to differentiate the

kinds of submissive behavior that individuals demonstrate in lower-status situations. In the

present investigation, individuals were found to submit as a function ofboth stable (i.e., status)

and unstable (i.e., threat) situational forces. Status differences may elicit voluntary submissive

displays that serve to draw positive social attention to subordinates as ready and capable allies.

Appraisals of threat may elicit involuntary submissive displays that serve to divert negative

social attention from subordinates as potentiaily formidable rivaIs. Subsequent research should

discriminate between these aspects of submissive behavior.

The present investigation profited from an event-contingent recording procedure in

which naturalistic, nonretrospective data were coilected. Its advantages aside, such a procedure

still has its limitations. Appraisals of threat confound objective aspects of the situation with the

subjective insecurities of the person. Procedures ailowing for the partitioning of these variance

components would considerably improve our understanding ofrank system input. Subsequent

research in which both observer ratings and self-reports are obtained under laboratory

conditions is therefore recommended.

Finaily, dominance and subordination define but one dimension of personal

relationships. Social rank is not the only dimension relevant to personal relationships, nor is

this dimension equaily relevant across ail relationships. As the present data were obtained from

organizational relationships in which hierarchical differences are often salient, the extent to

which the present frndings extend to relationships in which determinations of social rank are

less pronounced, less stable, or under review remains an open empirical question.
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Conclusion

Humans typically strive to feel agentic and communal (Bakan, 1966; Wiggins, 1991).

If evolutionary pressures have equipped humans to pursue social dominance (agentic striving)

and to preserve social bonds (communal striving), then perhaps the human propensities to

quarrel and submit also represent evolutionary adaptations. Social rank theory proposes that

quarrelsome and submissive behavior serve as tactics through wmch humans grapple with and

defend themselves against feelings of threat and inferiority. In the present investigation, social

rank hypotheses were extrapolated from the evolutionary literature and then demonstrated in

everyday behavior. At the level of the event, participants tended to quarrel when threatened

by subordinates and to submit when threatened by superiors. At the level of the person,

participants who typically felt more inferior tended to quarrel more frequendy with

subordinates and to submit more frequendy with superiors. In closing, these fmdings implicate

inferiority and threat-the dark aspects of agenry and communion-as fundamental dimensions

underlying the behavior of the social rank system.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present research was to explore the agentic and communal

dimensions underlying social adaptation and emotional adjustment. l fust proposed that

emotional adjustment is optimized through mitigation processes that balance the expression of

agency and communion in everyday behavior. In this regard, l articulated two contrasting

models of mitigation processes to address discrepancies in the empirical literature. l then

suggested that the undesirable aspects ofagency and communion-the human propensities to

quarrel and submit-are equally relevant to social adaptation. In this regard, l argued that these

propensities represent social rank strategies through which humans grapple with and defend

themselves against feelings of threat and inferiority. In preceding chapters, these hypotheses

were substantiated empirically with records ofbehavior sampled ecologically from the everyday

lives of individuals through the use of event-contingent recording procedures. In this chapter,

l elaborate upon preceding discussions of the results obtained.
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Mitigation Processes and EmotionalA4justment

In Chapter 2, mitigation processes were conceptualized both as a balance between

agency and communion and as a balance within agency and a balance within communion.

These two contrasting models of mitigation processes were estimated in the prediction of

concurrent affect, one facet ofadjustment. Findings from the present investigation suggest that

agency and communion are not mitigated interdimensionaily through a balance between these

dimensions of interpersonal behavior, but rather are mitigated intradimensionaily through

moderate levels of agentic and communal expression that fail between excess and deficiency.

These fmdings are in keepingwith the Foas' (Foa & Foa, 1974) daim that the resources

of status and love each have an optimalrange; a lower limit below which the individual is starved,

and an upper limit beyond which the individual is satiated. In the present investigation, extreme

levels ofbehavior that starve or satiate the individual were expected to elicit unpleasant affect.

Findings from the present investigation suggest that the lower and upper limits defming the

optimal range for status resources are evident weil within the range ofeveryday behavior along

the dimension of agency, but that the upper limit of the optimal range for love resources fails

outside the range of everyday behavior along the dimension of communion.

Why might there be an upper limit or satiating point in the pursuit of status resources?

Ifgranting status to the self entails denying status to others, then perhaps unmitigated strivings

for status are typicaily seen by others as attempts to hoard these limited resources. Extreme

levels of agentic behavior may then prompt others to retaliate with put-down signaIs (i.e.,

criticism) through which to contest ownership of status resources. To test this hypothesis,

event-level agency scores were constructed through the procedures outlined in Chapter 2 for
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the data set described in Chapter 3. A mixed linear model then tested the effects of agentic

behavior upon threat appraisals. Both a significant linear effect (b =-.03), F(l, 3589) =13.91,

p < .001, and a significant curvilinear effect (b =.03), F(l, 3588) =46.30,p < .001, were found

for agency. These effects are plotted in Figure 4.1. Although moderate levels of agentic

behavior evidenced little impact upon appraisals of threat, extreme levels of agentic behavior

predicted sharp elevations in the extent to which threats were appraised. Such appraisals in tum

prompt the individual to either escalate or de-escalate resource competition, depending upon

his or her rank relationship to the competitor.

0.6 r-
I
,

.. ,.. '
, -~ ".. ~ ...... _.... - - ~ ~ .. ~ -

0.3
o

- ~--

Agency

1.

Z 3

Figure 4.1. Plot representing the prediction of threat appraisals from the linear and
curvilinear parameter estimates for agency.
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Social Rank Strategies and SocialAdaptation

In Chapter 3, social rank hypotheses were extrapolated from the evolutionary literature

and then demonstrated in everyday behavior. Consistent with rank-theoretical perspectives

upon social competition, individuals tended to quarrel when threatened by subordinates and

to submit when threatened by superiors. Consistent with rank-theoretical perspectives upon

defeat and depression, individuals who typically felt more inferior tended to quarrel more

frequendy with subordinates and to submit more frequendy with superiors.

These findings are in keepingwith the cognitive-affective system theory ofpersonality

put forward by Mischel and Shoda (e.g., 1995, 1998, 1999). They propose that intraindividual

variability in personality expression across situations can be understood as a kind of behamoral

signature, or stable if ... then ... situation-behavior profIle. According to Mischel and Shoda,

personality constitutes a complex confIguration ofconscious and unconscious mediating units

-competencies, goals, expectancies-unique to each individual. Individuals encode the

psychological features of situations, which then activate a characteristic subset of cognitions

and affects; in turn, these cognitive-affective mediating processes activate plans and strategies,

which then manifest as surface behavior. Across situations, individuals thus demonstrate a

stable and unique profùe of behavior of characteristic elevation and shape.

The stable situation-behavior profùes generated by the cognitive-affective personality

system lend themselves not only to the idiographic analysis of each individual, but also to the

nomothetic analysis of allindividuals. The social rank strategies that individuals demonstrated

in the present investigation constitute, in evolutionary terms, if... then ... algorithms or decision

rules regarding what tactic to utilize in a particular situation. Consequendy, the escalation (i.e.,
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if threatened by a subordinate, then quarre!) and de-escalation (i.e., if threatened by a superior,

then submit) strategies comprising the social rank system may reflect species-typical mediating

units (i.e., encoding processes) that give rise to profùes ofbehavior across situations that are

to some extent common to aU individuals. If so, then perhaps the propensities to encode the

psychological features of situations in terms of social rank (dominant-subordinate) and threat

(defense-safety) constitute evolved psychological adaptations characteristic of aU individuals.

DirectionsfOr Future Research

As the rank system represents an evolutionary adaptation to the agentic dimension of

human existence, the attachment system represents an evolutionary adaptation to the

communal dimension ofhuman existence. Researchers to date have paid considerable attention

to the relational schematics of attachment (for historical reviews of the attachment literature,

see Ainsworth, 1982; Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Bowlby, 1982) from which subsequent rank

theorizing could profit.

Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) three-volume exploration of attachment, separation, and

loss was intended to both describe and explain the processes through which infants become

emotionaUy attached to their caregivers and emotionaUy distressed when separated from them.

His theory encompasses both evolutionary and developmental perspectives upon attachment

behavior.

From an evolutionary perspective, Bowlby speculated that an attachment system

evolved to equip human infants with the capacity to seek the protection of their caregivers

under conditions of threat and the capacity to explore the environment under conditions of
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security. Infants undergo a predictable sequence of responses (protest, despair, detachment)

when separated from their caregivers. When accompanied, infants utilize the caregiver as a

secure base from which to explore the physical and social environment.

From a developmental perspective, Bowlby speculated that infants internalize

experiences of parental support or neglect, so that early attachment histories shape later

relationship expectancies. Bowlby postulated two fundamental dimensions underlying internaI

representations or working models of attachment: "(a) whether or not the attachment figure

is judged to be the sort ofperson who in general responds to calls for support and protection;

[and] (b) whether or not the self is judged to be the sort of person towards whom anyone, and

the attachment figure in particular, is likely to respond in a helpful way" (Bowlby, 1973, p. 204).

Working models are presumed to be stable across development and to constitute a central

component of personality.

Infants' working models of attachment relationships are shaped in part by the

accessibility and responsiveness oftheir caregivers. The infants ofcaregivers who inconsistently

respond to the infant's calls often display anxiety and inhibited exploratory behavior. The

infants of caregivers who consistently reject the infant's approach often display avoidance and

inhibited proximity-seeking behavior. Ainsworth (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978)

identified three distinct attachment styles through her studies of infants' responses to

separation from and reunion with their caregivers in a structured laboratory procedure called

the strange situation: (1) secure/y attachedinfants, who readily accept and receive the caregiver upon

reunion; (2) anxious-ambivalent infants, who fail to fmd comfort in the caregiver upon reunion;

and (3) avoidant infants, who fail to take interest in the caregiver upon reunion.
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Early attachment histories are expected to have implications lasting across the life span.

Hazen and Shaver (1987) were the first to conceptualize adult romantic love as an attachment

process that is experienced differendy by individuals as a function of their attachment histories.

Through self-report survey procedures, Hazen and Shaver c1assified adult respondents into

categories corresponding to Ainsworth's threefold taxonomy of attachment styles in infancy

(secure, anxious-ambivalent, avoidant). They found that the securely attached individuals

reported more positive retrospective accounts of their child-parent relationships, and more

positive experiences in their adult romantic relationships.

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) then proposed a fourfold taxonomy of adult

attachment styles. Ifmodels ofthe selfare dichotomized as positive or negative (lovable or not)

and if models of the other are dichotomized as positive or negative (trustworthy/ accepting or

untrustworthy/ rejecting), then four prototypes of adult attachment can be conceptualized.

5ecure individuals see themselves as lovable and see others as trustworthy and accepting.

Preoccupiedindividuals see others as trustworthy and accepting, but see themselves as unlovable.

Feaiful individuals see themselves as unlovable and see others as untrustworthy and rejecting.

Dismissing individuals see others as untrustworthy and rejecting, but see themselves as lovable.

The fourfold taxonomy ofattachment styles proposed by Bartholomew and Horowitz

(1991) could potentially serve as a template for conceptualizing rank relationships. A tentative

taxonomy of rank relationships is depicted in Figure 4.2. If models of the self and other are

once more dichotomized as positive (worthy ofesteem) or negative (unworthy ofesteem), then

four prototypes can be conceptualized for individuals in rank relationships. Al/ying individuals

see themselves and others as equally worthy of esteem; in attachment terms, they feel secure.
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Subordinating individuals see others as worthy of esteem, but see themselves as unworthy; in

attachment terms, they are preoccupied with the other. Rivalrousindividuals see themselves and

others as equally unworthy of esteem; in attachment terms, they are fearful of the other.

Dominating individuals see themselves as worthy of esteem, but see others as unworthy; in

attachment terms, they dismiss the other.
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toigure 4.2. Parallel taxonomies of rank and attachment relationships.
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As internaI representations of attachment regulate the responses of individuals to

threats of separation, internaI representations of rank regulate the responses of individuals to

threats ofcompetition. As discussed previously, these response styles are expressed in the form

of if... then ... algorithms or decision rules. The foilowing hypotheses are tentatively suggested:

if threatened, (1) dominating personalities will attack; (2) subordinating personalities will retreat;

(3) riva/mus personalities will react with ambivalent defensive strategies, alternating between

attack and retreat; and (4) a//ying personalities will react non-defensively, directing their efforts

instead toward reconciliation and peace.

Threats thus constitute a central form of input into the rank and attachment systems;

a threat represents an appraisal of the potential for loss, either through separation from

attachment figures (i.e., abandonment) or through competition for rank standing (i.e., defeat).

Subsequent research could endeavor to determine the range of situations in everyday life that

constitute a threat to the social (rank) or emotional (attachment) security of the individual, and

the underlying dimensions of personality that regulate the individual's appraisal of situations

as potentiaily threatening.

Such research could profit from considering the domain of threat as a cognitive

category of social situations. Historicaily, cognitive categories were conceptualized as weil­

defmed entities with distinct boundaries. Category membership was defmed by possession of

a simple set of criterial features, such that ail cases possessing the criterial attributes were

considered functionaily equivalent; i.e., as having a full and equal degree of category

membership. However, cognitive categories have been reconceptualized over the past several

decades as ill-defmed entities lacking distinct boundaries (Rosch, 1975; Rosch & Mervis, 1975;
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Rosch, Mervis, Gray, Johnson, & Boyes-Braem, 1976). These ill-deflOed entities, or fuZiY sets,

are considered to have an internaI structure organized around prototypes (exemplary cases) at

the core of the category and surrounded by cases of decreasing similarity to the prototype

toward the periphery ofthe category. Prototypes thus serve as reference points for ail members

of the category, such that category membersrup is probabilistic rather than deterministic and

established on the basis of each case's family resemblance to (or proportion of overlapping

features with) the prototype of the category.

The procedures outlined by Rosch and Mervis (1975) and adapted by Buss and eraik

(1980) for their act frequency analyses of interpersonal behavior could then be utilized to map

the topography of threatening situations. Panels of nominators could be asked to generate a

range of situations that intuitively constitute a threat to the social or emotional security of the

individual; for instance, situations in wruch the individual would feel attacked or criticized

(threats to social rank) or situations in wruch the individual would feel abandoned or rejected

(threats to attachment). Panels of judges could then be asked to rate the extent to wruch each

situation is prototypical of the cognitive category of threat, ailowing the situations to be sorted

in terms of their prototypicality from core (i.e., situations that unequivocaily exemplify the

cognitive category of threat) to peripheral (i.e., situations that ambiguously ailude to the

cognitive category of threat).

Individuals could be asked to rate the extent to wruch they would feel threatened in

each situation. Such procedures would enable researchers to explore the construct of threat

sensitiviry as the propensity to interpret social-evaluative contexts in threat-relevant terms. Two

sources of evidence for threat sensitivity could be found. First, threat-sensitive individuals
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could demonstrate thresho!d iffects by feeling significandy more threatened by situations that are

ambiguously threatening (i.e., peripheral to the cognitive category of threat); given a subset of

situations that are potentially threatening, threat-sensitive individuals may react by feeling

significandy more insecure than threat-resilient individuals. Second, threat-sensitive individuals

could demonstrate reactivi!J iffects by feeling significandy more threatened by situations that are

unequivocally threatening (i.e., prototypieal of the cognitive category of threat); given a subset

of situations that are clearly threatening, threat-sensitive individuals may more readily interpret

these situations in terms relevant to security than threat-resilient individuals. This propensity

to interpret social-evaluative contexts in threat-relevant terms could constitute a common

personality process underlying attachment and rank system functioning.

A fmal topie for discussion concerns the developmental sequencing of the attachment

and rank systems. Attachment security in infancy predicts later indices of social competence

(Waters, Wippman, & Sroufe, 1979), including observational ratings of the extent to which

other children devote their attention (eye contact) to the securely attached child. Chance (1967;

Chance & Larsen, 1976) has argued that the social organization ofdominance among primates

can be characterized in terms of its attention structure; i.e., the extent to each primate has the

attention ofother primates in the social group. Consequendy, the attachment and rank systems

could display the following developmental sequence: (1) attachment security enables children

to explore the environment and to develop their social competencies; (2) social competence

attracts attention, enabling children to attain popularity later in adolescence; (3) popularity

enables adolescents to form alliances and build coalitions, through which they can further

advance their standing in the social hierarchy. Future research could explore these possibilities.
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Conclusion

It has been argued that agency and communion defme the fundamental dimensions of

human existence. From an evolutionary perspective (Buss, 1991, 1995, 1996, 1997), agency and

communion defme the problems to which our ancestors were historically required to adapt.

From a dyadic-interactional perspective (Wiggins, 1979, 1980, 1982, 1991), agency and

communion organize the domain of behavior that we, as "the end-products ... of a long and

unbroken chain of ancestors" (Buss, 1996, p. 7), are presendy able to demonstrate. The

purpose of this research was to explore the agentic and communal dimensions underlying

social adaptation and emotional adjustment. From this research, we can conclude the following:

Fust, that the balanced expressions of agency and communion-the human propensities to

pursue social dominance and preserve social bonds-contribute to the emotional adjustment

of the individual; and second, that the dark aspects of agency and communion-the human

propensities to quarrel and submit-are equally relevant to social adaptation, enabling the

individual to resolve the inevitable and inescapable tensions between the agentic and communal

dimensions of everyday life.

-94-



REFERENCES

Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1982). Attachment: Retrospect and prospect. In C. M. Parkes

&]. Stevenson-Hinde (Eds.), The place ifattachment in human behavior (pp. 3-30). New York:

Basic Books.

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C, Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns if
attachment: A prychological stucfy ifthe strange situation. Potomac, MD: Erlbaum.

Ainsworth, M. D. S., & Bowlby,]. (1991). An ethological approach to personality

development. American Prychologist, 46, 333-341.

Allport, G. W. (1937). Personali!J: A prychological intetpretation. New York: HoIt,

Rinehart, & Winston.

Andrews, F. M., & Withey, S. B. (1976). Social indicators ifwell-being. New York:

Plenum Press.

Bakan, D. (1966). The duali!J ifhuman existence. Skokie, IL: Rand McNally.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction

in social psychological res~arch: Conceptual, strategie, and statistical considerations. Journal

ifPersonali!J and Social Prychology, 51, 1173-1182.

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young

aduIts: A test of a four-category modeL Journal ifPersonali!J & Social Prychology, 61, 226-244.

Baumeister, R. F., Smart, L., & Boden,]. M. (1996). Relation of threatened egotism

to violence and aggression: The dark side of high self-esteem. Prychological Review, 103,5-33.

-95-



Reftrences

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal ofConsulting

and Clinical P!Jchology, 47, 155-162.

Benjamin, L. S. (1974). Structural analysis of social behavior. P!Jchological Review, 81,

392-425.

Benjamin, L. S. (1984). Principles of prediction using structural analysis of social

behavior. In A. Zucker, J. Aranoff, & J. Rubin (Eds.), Personali!J and the prediction ofbehavior

(pp. 121-173). New York: Academie Press.

Benjamin, L. S. (1994). SASB: A bridge between personality theory and clinical

psychology. P!Jchologicallnquiry, 5, 273-316.

Block, J. H. (1973). Conceptions of sex roles: some cross-cultural and longitudinal

perspectives. American P!Jchologist, 28,512-526.

Bowlby,J. (1969). Attachment and loss. VoL I:Attachment. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss. VoL 2: Separation. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1980). Attachment and loss. VoL 3: Loss. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Retrospect and prospect. American Journal of

Orthop!Jchiatry, 52, 664-678.

Brown, K. W., & Moskowitz, D. S. (1998). Dynamic stability of behavior: The

rhythms of our interpersonallives. Journal ofPersonali!J, 66, 105-134.

Buss, D. M. (1991). Evolutionary personality psychology. Annual Review ofP!Jchology,

-96-



References

42, 459-491.

Buss, D. M. (1995). Evolutionary psychology: A new paradigm for psychological

science. P!)ichologicallnquiry, 6, 1-30.

Buss, D. M. (1996). The evolutionary psychology of human social strategies. In E.

T. Higgins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Socialp!)ichology: Handbook ofbasicprinciples (pp. 3-38).

New York: Guilford Press.

Buss, D. M. (1997). Evolutionary foundations of personality. In R. Hogan, J. A.

Johnson, & S. R. Briggs, (Eds.), Handbook ofpersona!i!Jp!)ichology (pp. 317-344). San Diego,

CA: Academie Press.

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1980). The frequency concept of disposition:

Dominance and prototypically dominant acts. Journal ofPersonali!J, 48,379-392.

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1981). The act frequency analysis of interpersonal

dispositions: Aloofness, gregariousness, dominance and submissiveness. JournalofPersonali!J,

49, 175-192.

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1983a). The act frequency approach to personality.

P!)ichological Review, 90, 105-126.

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1983b). Act prediction and the conceptual analysis of

personality scales: Indices of act density, bipolarity, and extensity. Journal ofPersonali!J and

Soda! P!)icho!ogy, 45, 1081-1095.

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1983c). The dispositional analysis of everyday conduct.

JournalofPersonali!J, 51, 393-412.

-97-



ReJerenceJ

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1986). Acts, dispositions, and clinical assessment: The

psychopathology of everyday conduct. Clinical P-!Jfchology Review, 6, 387-406.

Carlson, R. (1971). Sex differences in ego functioning. Journal ofConJulting and

Clinical P-!Jfchology, 37, 267-277.

Carson, R. C. (1969). Interaction conceptJ in pmonaliry. Chicago: Aldine.

Carson, R. C. (1991). The social-interactional viewpoint. In M. Hersen, A. Kazdin,

& A. Bellack (Eds.), The c1inicalp-!Jfchology handbook (pp. 185-199). N ew York: Pergamon.

Chance, M. R. A. (1967). Attention structure as the basis of primate rank orders.

Man, 2, 503-518.

Chance, M. R. A., & Larsen, R. R. (Eds.). (1976). The Jocial Jtructure ofattention.

London: Wiley.

Constantinople, A. (1973). Masculinity-femininity: An exception to the famous

dictum? P-!JfchologicaIBulletin, 80, 389-407.

Côté, S., & Moskowitz, D. S. (1998). On the dynamic covariation between

interpersonal behavior and affect: Prediction from neuroticism, extraversion, and

agreeableness. Journal ofPmonaliry and Social P-!Jfchology, 75, 1032-1046.

Cummins, D. D. (1999). Cheater detection is modified by social rank: The impact of

dominance on the evoluùon of cogniùve funcùons. Evolution and Human Behavior, 20, 229­

248.

Darwin, C. (1859). The origin ofJjJecieJ I:Y meanJ ofnatural Jeledion. London: Murray.

-98-



References

de Waal, F. M. B. (1989). Peacemaking amongprimates. New York: Penguin.

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. P[)lchological Bulletin, 95, 542-575.

Diener, E., & Emmons, R. A. (1984). The independence of positive and negative

affect. Journal ofPersonaliry and SociaIP[)lchology, 47, 1105-1117.

Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., & Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective well-being:

Three decades of progress. P[)lchological Bulletin, 125,276-302.

Foa, U. G. (1961). Convergences in the analysis of the structure of interpersonal

behavior. P{Jchological Bulletin, 68, 341-353.

Foa, U. G. (1965). New developments in facet design and analysis. P[)lthological

Review, 72,262-274.

Foa, U. G., & Foa, E. B. (1974). Societal structures ofthe mind. Springfield, IL: Charles

C. Thomas.

Fournier, M. A., & Moskowitz, D. S. (2000). The mitigation of interpersonal

behavior. Journal ofPersonaliry and Social P[)lchology, 79,827-836.

Fournier, M. A., Moskowitz, D. S., & Zuroff, D. C. (in press). Social rank strategies

in hierarchical relationships. Journal ofPersonaliry and Social P[)lchology.

Freedman, M. B., Leary, T. F., Ossario, A. G., & Coffey, H. S. (1951). The

interpersonal dimension of personality. Journal ofPersonaliry, 20, 143-161.

Gilbert, P. (1992). Depression: The evolution ofpowerlessness. N ew York: Guilford Press.

-99-



Riferenm

Gilbert, P. (2000). Varieties of submissive behavior as forms of social defense: Their

evolution and role in depression. In L. Sloman & P. Gilbert (Eds.), Subordination and difeat:

An evolutionary approach to mood disorders and their therapy (pp. 3-45). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Gould, S. J. (2002). The structure ifevolutionary theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

Green, D. P., Salovey, P., & Truax, K. M. (1999). Static, dynamic, and causative

bipolarity of affect. Journal ifPersonaliry and Social Prycholo!!J, 76, 856-867.

Gurtman, M. B. (1994). The circumplex as a tool for studying normal and abnormal

personality: A methodological primer. In S. Strack & M. Lorr (Eds.), Differentiating normal and

abnormalpersonaliry (pp. 243-263). New York: Springer.

Gurtman, M. B., & Pincus, A. L. (2000). Interpersonal Adjective Scales:

Conf11:tnation of circumplex structure from multiple perspectives. Personaliry and Social

Prycholo!!J Bulletin, 26,374-384.

Guttman, L. (1958). Introduction to facet design and analysis. In Proceedings ifthe 151h

International Congress ifPrycholo!!J, Brussels, 1957. Amsterdam: North Holland.

Hazan, c., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment

process. Journal ifPersonaliry & Social Prycholo!!J, 52, 511-524.

Helgeson, V. S. (1994). Relation of agency and communion to well-being: Evidence

and potential explanations. P!Jchological Bulletin, 116, 412-428.

Helgeson, V. S., & Fritz, H. L. (1998). A theory of unmitigated communion.

Personaliry and Social Prycholo!!J Review, 2, 173-183.

-100-



References

He1geson, V. S., & Fritz, H. L. (1999). Unmitigated agency and unmitigated

communion: Distinctions from agency and communion. JournalofResearch in Personaliry, 33,

131-158.

Hogan, R. (1983). A socioanalytic theory of personality. In M. M. Page (Ed.),

Nebraska ijmposium on motivation (pp. 55-89). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

HoIt, R. R. (1962). Individuality and generalization in the psychology of personality:

An evaluation. Journal ofPersonaliry, 30, 377-402.

Kenny, D. A., Bolger, N., & Kashy, D. A. (2002). Traditional methods for

estimating multilevel models. In D. S. Moskowitz & S. L. Hershberger (Eds.), Modeling

intraindividual variabiliry with repeated measures data: Methods and applications (pp. 1-24). Mahwah,

NJ: Erlbaum.

I<Ciesler, D.]. (1983). The 1982 interpersonal circle: A taxonomy for

complementarity in human transactions. Pijchological Review, 90, 185-214.

Kreft, L, & De Leeuw,]. (1998). Introducing multilevel modeling. London, England:

Sage.

LaForge, R., Freedman, M. B., & Wiggins,]. S. (1985). Interpersonal circumplex

mode1s: 1948-1983. Journal ofPersonaliry Assessment, 49,613-631.

LaForge, R., Leary, T. F., Naboisek, H., Coffey, H. S., & Freedman, M. B. (1954).

The interpersonal dimension of personality: II. An objective study of repression. Journal of

Personaliry, 23, 129-153.

LaForge, R., & Suczek, R. F. (1955). The interpersonal dimension of personality:

-101-



References

III. An interpersonal check list. Journal ifPersonality, 24, 94-112.

Larsen, R. J., & Diener, E. (1992). Promises and problems with the circumplex

model of emotion. In M. S. Clark (Ed.), Review ifpersonality and socialPD'chology: Emotion ry01.

13, pp. 25-59). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and adaptation. New York: Oxford University Press.

Leary, T. (1957). Interpersonal diagnosis ifpersonality. New York: Ronald.

Lot!, M., & MeNair, D. M. (1963). An interpersonal behavior circle. Journal if

Abnormal and Social PD'chology, 67, 68-75.

Lorr, M., & MeNait, D. M. (1965). Expansion of the interpersonal behavior circle.

Journal ifPersonality and Social PD'chology, 2,823-830.

Lubinsky, D., Tellegen, A., & Butcher,]. N. (1981). The relationship between

androgyny and subjective indicators of emotional well-being. Journal ifPersonality and Social

PD'lhology, 40, 722-730.

Lubinsky, D., Tellegen, A., & Butcher,]. N. (1983). Masculinity, femininity, and

androgyny viewed and assessed as distinct concepts. Journal ifPersonality and Social PD'chology,

44,428-439.

Lucas, R. E., Diener, E., & Suh, E. (1996). Discriminant validity of well-being

measures. Journal rifPersonality and Sodal PD'chology, 71,616-628.

Maccoby, E. E. (1990) Gender and relationships: A developmental account.

American PD'chologist, 45,513-520.

-102-



Rejèrences

Maynard Smith, J. (1982). Evolution and the theory ifgames. Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press.

McAdams, D. P. (1985). Power, intimary, and the life story: Personological inquiries into

identiry. New York: Guilford Press.

McAdams, D. P. (1993). The stories we live !?J: Personal myths and the making ifthe se(/.

New York: William Morrow.

Mischel, W., & Shoda, y. (1995). A cognitive-affective system theory of personality:

Reconceptualizing situations, dispositions, dynamics, and invariance in personality structure.

P.rychological Review, 102,246-268.

Mischel, W., & Shoda, y. (1998). Reconciling processing dynamics and personality

dispositions. Annual Review ifP!Jchology, 49, 229-258.

Mischel, W., & Shoda, y. (1999). Integrating dispositions and processing dynamics

within a unified theory of personality: The cognitive-affective personality system. In L. A.

Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook ifpersonaliry: Theory and research (2nd ed.) (pp. 197-218).

New York: Guilford Press.

Moskowitz, D. S. (1994). Cross-situational generality and the interpersonal

circumplex. Journal ifPersonaliry and Social P.rychology, 66, 921-933.

Moskowitz, D. S., & Côté, S. (1995). Do interpersonal traits predict affect? A

comparison of three models. Journal rifPersonali!J and Sodal P!Jchology, 69, 915-924.

Moskowitz, D. S., Pinard, G., Zuroff, D. c., Annable, L., & Young, S. N. (2001).

The effect of tryptophan on social interaction in everyday life: A placebo-controlled study.

-103-



References

Neurop!Jchopharmacology,25,277-289.

Moskowitz, D. S., Suh, E. J., & Côté, S. (1996, August). Status and interdependence

as influences on agency and communion. Paper presented at the XXVI International

Congress of Psychology, Montreal. Abstracted in InternationalJournal ifP!Jchology, 31, 303.

Moskowitz, D. S., Suh, E. J., & Desaulniers, J. (1994). Situational influences on

gender differences in agency and communion. Journal ifPersonaliry and Social P!Jchology, 66,

753-761.

Orford, J. (1986). The rules of interpersonal complementarity: Does hostility beget

hostility and dominance, submission? P!Jchological Review, 93, 365-377.

Orlofsky, J. L., & O'Heron, C. A. (1987). Stereotypie and nonstereotypic sex role

trait and behavior orientations: Implications for personal adjustment. Journal ifPersonaliry and

Social P!Jchology, 52, 1034-1042.

Paddock, J. R., & N owicki, S., Jr. (1986). An examination of the Leary circumplex

through the Interpersonal Check List. Journal ifResearch in Personaliry, 20, 107-144.

Pincus, A. L. (1994). The interpersonal circumplex and the interpersonal theory:

Perspectives on personality and its pathology. In S. Strack & M. Lorr (Eds.), Differentiating

normal and abnormalpersonaliry (pp. 114-136). New York: Springer.

Price, J. (1967). Hypothesis: The dominance hierarchy and the evolution of mental

illness. Lancet, 2, 243-246.

Price, J. S. (1969). Ethology and behaviour. Proceedings ifthe Rqyal Sociery ifMedicine,

62, 1107-1110.

-104-



Riferences

Priee,]. (2000). Subordination, self-esteem, and depression. In L. Sloman & P.

Gilbert (Eds.), Subordination and difeat: An evolutionary approach to mood disorders and their therapy

(pp. 165-177). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Priee,]., Sloman, L., Gardner, R., Gilbert, P., & Rohde, P. (1994). The social

competition hypothesis of depression. British Journal ifP!Jchiatry, 164,309-315.

Rosch, E. (1975). Cognitive referenee points. Cognitive P!Jchology, 7, 532-547.

Rosch, E., & Mervis, C. B. (1975). Family resemblanees: Studies in the internaI

structure of categories. Cognitive P!Jchology, 7, 573-605.

Rosch, E., Mervis, C. B., Gray, W. D., Johnson, D. M., & Boyes-Braem, P. (1976).

Basic objects in natural categories. Cognitive P!Jchology, 8, 382-439.

Russell,]. A. (1980). A circumplex model of affect. Journal ifPersonaliry and Social

P!Jchology, 39, 1161-1178.

Russell,]. A. (1991). Culture and the categorization of emotions. P!JchologicaIBulletin,

110, 426-450.

Russell,]. A., & Feldman Barrett, L. (1999). Core affect, prototypical emotional

episodes, and other things called emotion: Dissecting the elephant. Journal ofPersonaliry and

Social P!Jchology, 76,805-819.

Saragovi, c., Koestner, R., Di Dio, L., & Aubé,]. (1997). Agcncy, conununion,

and well-being: Extending Helgeson's (1994) mode!. Journal ofPersonaliry and Social P!Jchology,

73, 593-601.

-105-



Riferences

SAS Institute (1992). SAS technical report P-229, SAS/ STAT sriftware: Changes and

enhanœments. Cary, NC: Author.

SAS Institute (1997). SAS/ STAT sriftware: Changes and enhancements through Release

6.12. Cary, NC: Author.

Schaefer, E. S. (1957). Organization of maternaI behavior and attitudes within a two

dimensional space: An application of Guttman's radex theory. American P.rychologist, 12, 401

(abstract).

Schaefer, E. S. (1959). A circumplex model for maternaI behavior. Journal rf

Abnormal and Social P.rychology, 59, 226-235.

Schaefer, E. S. (1961). Converging conceptual models for maternaI behavior and for

child behavior. In J. C. Glidwell (Ed.), Parental attitudes and child behamor (pp. 124-146).

Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas.

Schaefer, E. S. (1965). A configurational analysis of children's reports of parent

behavior. Journal rfConsulting P.rychology, 29, 552-557.

Singer, J. D. (1998). Using SAS PROC MlXED to fit multilevel models, hierarchical

models, and individual growth models. Journal rfEducational and Behamoral Statistics, 24, 323­

355.

Sloman, L. (2000). How the involuntary defeat strategy relates to depression. In L.

Sloman & P. Gilbert (Eds.), Subordination and dejèat: An evolutionary approa,b to mood dùorders

and their therapy (pp. 47-67). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Spence, J. T., HeIrnreich, R. L., & Holahan, C. K. (1979). Negative and positive

-106-



ReferenceJ

components of psychological masculinity and femininity and their re1ationships to self­

reports of neurotic and acting out behaviors. Journal rifPmonality and Social Pljchology, 37,

1673-1682.

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R. L., & Stapp, J. (1974). The Personality Attributes

Questionnaire: A measure of sex role stereotypes and masculinity-femininity. Journal

Supplement AbJtract Service Catalog rifSelected DocumentJ in Pljchology, 4, 43-44. (Ms. No. 617)

Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R., & Stapp, J. (1975). Ratings of self and peers on sex role

attributes and their relation to self-esteem and conceptions of masculinity and femininity.

Journal rifPerJonality and Social Pljchology, 32, 29-39.

Suh, E. J., Moskowitz, D. S., Fournier, M. A., & Zuroff, D. C. (2001). Gender and

relationJhipJ: InfluenceJ on agençy and communion. Manuscript under review.

Sullivan, H. S. (1940). Conceptions of modern psychiatry. Pljchiatry, 3, 1-117.

Sullivan, H. S. (1953). The interpmonal theory rifpljchiatry. New York: W. W. Norton.

Tooby,J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). The past explains the present: Emotional

adaptations and the structure of ancestral environments. Ethology and Sociobiology, Il, 375­

424.

Wallace, D., & Green, S. B. (2002). Analysis of repeated measures designs with

linear mixed mode1s. In D. S. Moskowitz & S. L. Hershberger (Eds.), Modeling intraindividual

van"abi/iry with repeated meaJureJ data: MethodJ and applùationJ" (pp. 103-134). Mahwah, NJ:

Erlbaum.

Waters, E., Wippman,J., & Stroufe, L. A. (1979). Attachment, positive affect, and

-107-



Riferences

competence in the peer group: Two studies in construct validation. Child Development, 50,

821-829.

Watson, D., & Tellegen, A. (1985). Toward a consensuaI structure of mood.

P.rychological Bulletin, 98, 219-235.

Watson, D., Wiese, D., Vaidya,J., & Tellegen, A. (1999). The two general activation

systems of affect: Structural fmdings, evolutionary considerations, and psychobiologieal

evidence. Journal ifPersonaliry and Social P!Jchology, 76, 820-838.

Wiggins, J. S. (1979). A psychological taxonomy of trait descriptive terms: The

interpersonal domain. Journal ifPersonaiiry and Social P.rychology, 37, 395-412.

Wiggins, J. S. (1980). Circumplex models of interpersonal behavior. In L. Wheeler

(Ed.), Review ifpersonaliry and socialp.rychology ry01. 1, pp. 265-294). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Wiggins, J. S. (1982). Circumplex models of interpersonal behavior in clinical

psychology. In P.c. Kendall & J. N. Butcher (Eds.), Handbook ifresearch methods in ciinical

p!Jchology (pp. 183-221). New York: Wiley.

Wiggins,J. S. (1991). Agency and communion as conceptual coordinates for the

understanding and measurement of interpersonal behavior. In W. Grove & D. Ciccetti

(Eds.), Thinking ciear!J; aboutp!Jchology: Emrys in honor ifPaul Everett Meehi (pp. 89-113).

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Wiggins, J. S. (1995). InterpmonalAtljective SlïJlej:' ProJèj-jional manual. Odessa, FL:

Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.

Wiggins,J. S., & Holzmuller, A. (1978). Psychological androgyny and interpersonal

-108-



References

behavior. Journal ofConsulting and Clinical P!Jchology, 46, 40-52.

Wiggins,J. S., & Holzmuller, A. (1981). Further evidence on androgyny and

interpersonal flexibility. JournalofResearch in Personaliry, 15, 67-80.

Wiggins, J. S., & Trapnell, P. D. (1996). A dyadic-interactional perspective on the

five-factor model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.). The fivefactor model ofpersonaliry: Theoretù:alperspectives

(pp. 88-162). New York: Guilford Press.

Wiggins, J. S., Trapnell, P., & Phillips, N. (1988). Psychometrie and geometric

characteristics of the revised Interpersonal Adjective Scales (IAS-R). Multivariate Behavioral

Research, 23, 517-530.

Yik, M. S. M., Russell, J. A., & Feldman Barrett, L. (1999). Structure of self-reported

current affect: Integration and beyond. Journal ofPersonaliry and Social P!Jchology, 77,600-619.

-109-



AppendixA

Consent Form

During this study, you will be asked to do two different kinds of tasks. At the beginning
and the end of the study, you will be asked to respond to some general questionnaires. You will
also be given forms to complete to monitor your feelings and social interactions every day for
the next 20 days. When you complete these tasks, you will be paid $100.

You will be identified only by a code number, and any information we receive from you
will be kept strictly confidential. No one except the director of the project, Dr. D. S.
Moskowitz, and the staff of the research project will view any of the material. Your name will
not appear on any of the forms or questionnaires nor will it appear in any publication. Signing
this form indicates that you have agreed to complete the questionnaires as weil as the forms
and that you are adequately informed about the study to do so. You will be given a copy of this
form if you desire.

l have read this consent fotm and agree to participate with the understanding that ail
information l provide will remain anonymous and complete1y confidential. l am under no
obligation to participate in any further studies, and l have the right to withdraw from this study
at any rime.

I, :, have read and understood this consent form.
PRINT YOUR NAME

DATE: _

SIGNATURE: _

WITNESS: _
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Appendix B -t'orm 1

3 4

Il 110123456789

P~TNERI Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 D~2l S M T W T F S

1 Il Il Il Il Il 11 Il Il Il 1 1 Il II Il Il Il Il 1

- MORNING 1 1 AFfERl'lOON 1 1 EVENING 1 1 1 2

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 FORM. 1 1

-ID 1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 DAY 1 Il Il Il 1 4 5 6 7 8 9
_ 1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 1" Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1--- COMPLETE TlliS FORM AS SOON AS POSSffiLE FOLLOWING A SOCIAL INTERACTION--_ Time of interaction ,a.m.lp.m. Length of interaction Date _

: Briefly describe the social interaction: _-_ Where did the interaction occur? Fill in one of the locations below.
- HOME 1 1 WORK 1 1 RECREATION 1 1 OTlIER 1 1-

OTHER

Il

ROMM'TIC
FRIEND PARTNER

1 1 Il

CASUAL
ACQUAINT

Il

SUPER­
VISEE

IlIlIlIl

- Who was present?

: Fill in all categories !hat apply to the person:

: M F L"iITIALS ~VtM- wo~ S~~T
Il 1 1-- If more than one person was present. fill in this bracket 1 1---------

--------

Did you do any of the following acts? Fill in the brackets beside each act you did.

L 1 listened attentively to the other(s) .
2. 1 tried ta agree with the other(s) ..
3. 1 tried to get the other(s) to do something else .
4. 1 let other(s) make plans or decisions ..
5. 1 was in charge of things ..
6. 1 confronted the other(s) about something 1 did not like .
7. 1 expressed affection with words or gestures ..
8. 1 avoided conflict and disagreement with the other(s) ..
9. 1 spoke in a clear firm voice ..

10. 1 withheld usefui information ..
11. 1 did not say how 1 feIL ..
12. 1 compromised about a decision .
13. 1 tried to be well-liked ..
14. 1 took the lead in planning/organizing a project or activity .
15. 1 avoided taking the lead or being responsible .
16. 1 ignored the other(s)' comments ..
17.1 was sincere with the other(s) .
18. 1 talked a lot .

L criticized by others......................................... r 1

2. worried/anxious 1 1

3. happy 1 r
4. frustrated..................................................... 1 1

5. pleased 1 1

6. angry/hostile 1

7. emotionally close to other(s) 1

8. enjoyment/fun ..
9. unhappy ..

10. joyfui .
Il. depressedlblue ..
12. inferior to other(s)................................. 1 1

--------------

How did you feel?

oot at
al!

o

extremely
much

4 6

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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- MORNING 1 1 AFfERNOON 1 1 EVENJNG 1 1 1 2

- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3
FORM1

1 •
-ID 1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 DAY 1 Il Il Il 1 4 5 6 7 8 9
_ 11111111111111111111 11111111111111111111--

Appendix B -t'017/J 2

3 4

Il 110123456789

PARJrERI Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1D~l s M T W T F S

1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 1 Il 1\ 1\ Il Il Il 1

- COMPLETE TillS FORM AS SOON AS POSSIBLE FOLLOWING A SOCIAL INTERACTION--_ TilDe of interaction a.m.lp.m. Length of interaction. Date _-
: Briefly describe the social interaction: _

-_ Where did the interaction occur? Fillin one of the locations below.
- HOME 1 1 WORK 1 1 RECREATION 1 1- OTHER 1 1

- Who was present?

: FiJI in an categories that apply to the person:

: M F INIT1ALS ~V!OFf- wo~ ~i~T
Il Il Il Il Il

- If more titan one persan was present. fill in this bracket 1 1

SUPER­
VISEE

Il

CASUAL
ACQUAINT

Il

FRJEND

Il

ROMANTIC
PARTNER

1 1

OTHER

Il

Did yon do any of the following acts? Fill in the brackets beside each act yon did.

1. 1 criticized the other(s)...... 1 1

2. 1 avoided hurting the other(s).................................................. 1

3. 1 smiled and laughed with the other(s) .
4. 1 tried to strengthen the bond between the other and myself .
5. 1 spoke softly .
6. 1 gave the other(s) advice ..
7. 1 made a sarcastic comment .
8. 1 attempted to be accepted .
9. 1expressed an opinion .
10. 1 listened cJosely to the other(s) discJosing .
11. 1complimented or praised the other person ..
12. 1did not express disagreemem when 1 thought it. ..
13. 1 gave incorrect information .
14. 1 gave the other more than 1 expected to receive.............. 1 1

15. 1 got immediately to the point........................... 1 1

16. 1 made a concession to avoid unpleasantness.............................................. 1

17. 1 was assertive and persistent about something 1 held important to me................ 1

18. 1did not state my views....................................................................... 1 1

IlOt al extremely
all much

--------------
------- How did yon feel?

o

------------

1. criticized by others......................................... 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2. worried/anxious............................................. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

3. happy ......................................................... 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

4. frustrated ..................................................... 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

5. pleased........................................................ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
6. angry/hostile................................................. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
7. emotionally close to other(s).............................. 1 1 1 1
8. enjoyment/fun...............................................

1
9. unhappy...................................................... 1

10. joyful. ........................................................ 1 1 1

Il. depressed/blue............................................... 1 1 1

12. inferior to other(s) .......................................... 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Appendix B - 1-'orm 3

- MORNING 1 1 AFfERNOON 1 1 EVENING 1 1 1 2 3 4

- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 FORMI 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

-ID 1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 DAY 1 Il Il Il 1 4 5 6 7 8 9 PARFI Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il 1 D~J?l S M T W T F S

_ 11111111111111111111 11111111111111111111 11111111111111111111 11111111111111-
- COMPLETE THIS FORM AS SOON AS POSSIBLE FOLLOWING A SOCIAL INTERACTION-
-Time of interaction.__~_a.m.lp.m. Length of interaction. _ Date _

_ Briefly describe the social interaction: _

-_ Where did the interaction occur? Fill in one of the locations below.
HOME 1 1 WORK 1 1 RECREATION 1 1- ÛTHER 1 1

- Who was present?

: Fill in all categories that apply to the person:

- SUPER- co- SUPPORT
_ M F lNITIALS VISOR WORKER STAFF

_ Il Il Il Il Il

- If more man one person was present. fil! in this bracket 1 1-
SUPER·
VISEE

Il

CASUAL
ACQUAINT

Il

ROMANTIC
FRIEND PARTNER

II Il

OTI-IER

Il

1. criticized by others 1 1

2. worried/anxious 1 1

3. happy 1 1

4. frustrated 1 1

5. pleased 1 1

6. angry/hostile 1 1

7. emotionally close to other(s) .
8. enjoyment/fun .
9. WJhappy .
10. joyful. 1 1

Il. depressedlblue 1 1

12. inferior to other(s).................. 1 1

Did you do any of the foUowing acts? FiJI in the brackets beside each act you did.
1. 1 waited for the other person to act or talk flfSt. " " " . .. . . . . .. . . .. .. 1 1

2. 1 was friendly towards the other(s) '" 1 1

3. 1 stated strongly that 1did not like or that 1 would not do something 1

4. 1 took the other's needs into consideration '" 1

5. 1 assigned someone to a task 1

6. 1 got the other(s) to do the things that 1 wanted wanted them to do 1

7. 1 exchanged pleasantries...................................................................... 1

8. 1 tried to get along with the other(s) 1

9. 1did not say what was on my mind......................................................... 1

10. 1 did not respond to the other(s)' questions or comments 1

Il. 1 helped the other(s) enjoy being in my company 1

12. 1 made a suggestion............................................................................ 1

13. 1 got the other(s) interested in my work. 1 1

14.1 showed sympathy .
15. 1 did not say what 1 wanted directly .
16. 1 discredited what someone said .
17. 1 let the other know that 1 care '" 1

18. 1 asked the other(s) to do something 1

19. 1 spoke favorably of someone who was not present............................... 1

---
---------------------------

How did you Ceel?

not at
.11

o

-113-



Appendix B -t'orm 4

- MOR!lolNG 1 1 AFrERNOON 1 1 EVENING 1 1 1 2
- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 FORMI 1 1 1

-ID 1 II II II II II " " " " 1 DAY l " " " 1 4 5 6 7 8 9
_ 11111111111111111111 11111111111111111111

3 4

Il.0123456789

PARJrE:R1 II II " II II Il " II " 1D~l S M T W T F S

1 Il Il JI Il Il Il Il " Il 1 1 Il Il Il Il Il Il 1

- COMPLETE TIDS FORM AS SOON AS POSSffiLE FOLLOWING A SOCIAL INTERACTION--_ Time of interaction, a.m./p.m. Length of interaction'----- _---
Date _

Briefly describe the social interaction: _

Il

OTHER

Il

ROMANTIC
PARTNER

1 1

FRlEND

OTHER 1 1

1 1

CASUAL
ACQUAlNT

Il

SUPER­
VISEE

-_ Where did the interaction occur? Fill in one of the locations below.
- HOME 1 1 WORK 1 1 RECREATION 1 1-- Who was present?

: Fil! in ail categories that apply to the person:

- SUPER- CO- SUPPORT
_ M F INITIALS VISOR WORKER STAFF

1 l ,r 1 1 Il Il

- If more than one person was present, fill in this bracket 1 1-
Did YOD do any of the foUoWing acts? Fill in the brackets beside each act YOD did.

1. 1 showed impatience ..
2. 1empathized with the other(s) .
3. 1 asked for a volunteer. .
4. 1 was rnanipulative in negotiations ..
5. 1 went along with the other(s) ..
6. 1 raised my voice ..
7. 1 gave information .
8. 1 tried to get aIong with the other(s) .
9. 1 expressed reassurance ..
10. 1 had control over the other(s) ..
Il.1 gave in .
12. 1 demanded that the other(s) do what 1 wanted ..
13. 1 behaved so that 1 was accepted by the other(s) .
14. 1 set goals for the other(s) or for us ..
15. 1 pointed out where there was agreement.. ..
16. 1 helped the other(s) ..
17. 1 spOke only when 1 was spoken to .

oot at
all

0

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1

1 1

-----------------------------
---

How did YOD feel?

1. criticized by others .
2. worried/anxious .
3. happy .
4. frustrated .
5. pleased .
6. angry/hostile .
7. emotionally close to other(s) ..
8. enjoyment/fun '" .
9. unhappy .

10. joyfuI. .
II. depressed/blue .
12. inferior to other(s).......................................... 1 1 1 1

excremely
much

4

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

1 r 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1
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