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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Over approximately the last fifty years, society has 

become more transient and mobile, and individuals' roles 

have become complex (Leslie, 1973; Tofler, 1970). As a 

result of this increased mobility, interaction with a 

variety of people and establishment of new interpersonal 

relationships is an increasingly common occurrence for 

almost all individuals. This increased frequency of inter

personal interactions has made even more evident the dif

ferences that exist in the quality of relationships people 

are able to establish. While certain individuals are 

capable of developing fulfilling interactions with a wide 

variety of people, others are able to establish satisfying 

relationships with only some individuals, and still others 

fail to achieve any success in their interpersonal encounters 

(Avery, 1975). Social scientists have become interested in 

these individuals' differences in the ability to interact 

effectively with others, establish and maintain satisfying 

relationships, as well as achieve their interpersonal goals 

(Avery, 1975). In considering the reason for these differ

ences, several possible explanations come to mind. Perhaps 

some people are trained for success because of family and 



societal expectations and socialization patterns, or possibly 

external conditions, such as parental socioeconomic status, 

influence interpersonal success. Other possible explanations 

might be that one's inherited capacities, such as physical 

attractiveness or IQ, are important, or that interpersonal 

success is simply a result of exposure to a wide variety of 

interpersonal encounters which has allowed practice in inter

acting with others. Future research may find that, in part, 

all of these explanations and others may interact to deter

mine competence in interpersonal interaction. 

In attempting to answer the question of why certain in

dividuals are more competent than others in interacting and 

achieving interpersonal goals, social scientists have fo

cused on identifying the characteristics and abilities of 

these interpersonally competent individuals who maintain 

satisfying interactions as contrasted to those who do not 

(e.g., Argyle, 1967; Fitts, 1970; Foote & Cottrell, 1955; 

Weinstein, 1970; V7hite, 1959). The purpose of the present 

paper is two-fold: (a) to review the previous work done in 

this area, for the purpose of determining the origin of the 

components of an integrative model of interpersonal compe

tence that includes both cognitive and behavioral components 

(Huston, Avery, & Ridley, Note 1), and (b) to test one com

ponent of this new model of interpersonal competence. 



In this chapter, the following areas will be considered: 

(a) past conceptualizations and empirical assessments of 

interpersonal competence, (b) introduction and explanation 

of a new cognitive-behavioral model of interpersonal compe

tence, and (c) explanation of the component of "active 

orientation to goal achievement." 

Past Conceptualizations of 
Interpersonal Competence 

Definitions of Interpersonal 
Competence 

Several concepts for describing success in interper

sonal interactions have appeared in the literature, includ

ing personal competence, social competence, social confidence, 

social skills, and interpersonal competence (e.g., Argyle, 

1967; Avery, 1975; Fitts, 1970; Foote & Cottrell, 1955; 

Weinstein, 1969). Just as there exists a variety of concepts 

for describing this ability, there is a wide diversity of 

definitions associated with the concepts. One of the ear

liest attempts to conceptualize interpersonal competence was 

that of Foote and Cottrell's (1955), who defined competence 

as a "satisfactory degree of ability for performing certain 

implied kinds of tasks" (p. 36). Weinstein (1969) specified 

the idea of tasks by referring to accomplishment of inter

personal tasks. Like Weinstein, Fitts (1970) also empha

sized the interpersonal element of competence in one of the 

most concrete definitions found in the literature. He 



referred to interpersonal competence as "the ability to 

establish and maintain mutually satisfying relationships 

with a variety of people across diverse situations" (p. 61). 

In contrast to the interpersonal focus, a more general en

vironmental focus is found in the definitions of competence 

by Goldfried and D'Zurilla (1969), and White (1959, 1963). 

White (1959) defined competence as "an organism's capacity 

to interact effectively with its environment" (p. 297). 

Goldfried and D'Zurilla applied the idea of effective func

tioning within the environment to a more specific focus of 

responding effectively to problematic situations in the 

environment. 

As is apparent, there is much discrepancy in past 

definitions of interpersonal competence. However, one per

vading theme in all definitions is the idea of some type of 

superior or exceptional ability, whether it be task specific 

or a general behavior style. The important question then 

becomes, what is the basis of this superior ability and is 

it situationally specific or a more general interaction 

style. In attempting to answer this question, various models 

of interpersonal competence have been developed. 

Models of Interpersonal Competence 

Foote and Cottrell (1955) were the first to systemati

cally address the topic of interpersonal competence, and 

) 



based their conceptualization of competence on the assump

tion that relationships were controlled by individuals' 

ability to influence the outcomes of interactions with 

others. Competence was differentiated from the concepts of 

trait and adjustment in that it was neither a standardized 

response to a situation, or a reactive, equilibrium-seeking 

skill, but was instead a conscious process of initiating and 

implementing lines of action. 

Working from a symbolic interaction framework, Foote 

and Cottrell suggested that the components of interpersonal 

competence were based on an individual's ability to take the 

role of another and to understand and use communication sym

bols. Six specific components were suggested as necessary 

for interpersonal competence: (a) health, (b) intelligence, 

(c) empathy, (d) autonomy, (e) judgement, and (f) creativity, 

The component of health was defined as full development of 

all bodily functions including "sensory, acuity, strength, 

energy, co-ordination, dexterity, endurance, recuperative 

power, and immunity" (p. 52). Intelligence was described 

as a perceptive ability to recognize and manipulate symbols, 

as well as effectively employ communication skills. A third 

component, empathy, was defined as the ability to interpret 

environmental cues and understand situations from the per

spective of others. This component was viewed as particu

larly important in the development of a social self which 



could interact with others. The component of autonomy was 

viewed as respect for self and ability to govern one's own 

life by a set of internal standards. Judgement was described 

as the ability to make correct decisions based on effectively 

predicting the consequences of various behaviors. A final 

component, creativity, was characterized as the ability to 

invent or improvise. 

Operating from these six components of competence, 

Foote and Cottrell developed an extensive set of proposi

tions to explain how each component was developed throughout 

the various stages of life. They failed, however, to gener

ate any propositions concerning how each component, and the 

interaction between components, was predictive of competence. 

This lack of attention given to the process by which these 

components led to competence may be a result of the abstract 

definitions and concepts generated by Foote and Cottrell. 

For example, it would be a burdensome task to explain the 

relation between health and interpersonal competence with 

the definition of health including such a broad range of 

bodily functions. Due to these vague and somewhat comber-

some definitions, multiple interpretations of their meanings 

have resulted, thus making it difficult to operationalize 

the model for research (Avery, 1975). 

Argyle (1967) developed a model of interpersonal com

petence based on a premise similar to Foote and Cottrell's, 



which" stated that people perform social techniques, or ver

bal and nonverbal behaviors, to influence others. Argyle 

characterized these verbal and nonverbal techniques as 

similar to a motor skill (e.g., playing basketball, knitting) 

and described competence as superior ability in performance 

of the skill. The similarity between motor skills and social 

interaction was viewed in terms of a process that was common 

to both physical and interpersonal behaviors. The first 

step in the process was that one had an aim to his or her 

performance, whether it was to score two points or make a 

friend. In order to achieve this aim, one had to be atten

tive to cues from others as well as cues in the environment. 

The next step was to translate the cues into motor responses 

such as shooting the ball or introducing one's self. The 

final step was taking corrective action to change the motor 

response if feedback indicated that the response did not 

achieve this aim. Argyle proposed that the factors determin

ing a person's competence in performing the process were: 

(a) perceptual sensitivity, or the ability to discriminate 

between people, (b) basic interaction skill, (c) rewarding-

ness, or the ability to reward others based on possession of 

resources perceived as valuable by others, and (d) poise or 

confidence. 

A strong point of Argyle's conceptualization of compe

tence was that he described a logical process by which 
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competent behavior occurred, as well as identified the 

factors related to competence and explicated the relationship 

between these factors and competence. The drawback, however, 

was that his conceptualization has not been used to generate 

much needed research in the area of competence, perhaps be

cause his components were not sufficiently concrete. 

A different approach to competence was taken by White 

(1959, 1963), who described competence as one's ability to 

effectively adapt to or interact with the environment so as 

to maintain, grow, or flourish. In moving from a focus on 

interpersonal competence to a broader environmental perspec

tive. White opposed a traditional intrinsic drive theory as 

the basis for man's behavior, and contended instead that 

behavior, and in turn competence, were acquired through 

learning. Throughout his work. White focused on the origins 

of competence, and explained that it developed from early 

successes and positive experiences in interacting with others, 

As a result of these successes, social confidence was devel

oped which one carried into all future interactions, and 

which perpetuated continued success, or competence. White 

added an important dimension to the study of competence by 

emphasizing its developmental nature, and the critical func

tion that successful interactions in childhood have on later 

competence in adulthood. However, White's work suffered in 

that after exploration into the origin of competence, it 



was left defined as "social confidence" with little indica

tion of what comprised confidence or how it influenced one's 

style of interaction. 

Operating from Maslow's hierarchy of needs, Fitts (1970) 

saw the need for self-actualization as critical in determin

ing interpersonal competence, and developed an elaborate 

model of competence based on movement towards self-actuali

zation. Assumptions basic to Fitt's model of interpersonal 

competence were: (a) interpersonal relationships are a 

necessity for man, (b) a key factor in competence is commun

ication, (c) feelings are an important aspect of interper

sonal communication, (d) interpersonal behavior is learned, 

(f) individuals have varying degrees of ability to control 

feelings and behaviors in interpersonal relationships, and 

(g) reciprocity is operative in most interpersonal relation

ships . 

In describing the nature of competence, Fitts compared 

the interpersonal self to a wheel which must be composed of 

spokes, tire, and rim to function. The spokes of the inter

personal self were defined as: (a) involvement, or inter

action between parties, (b) responsibility, or control exer

cised on own or others' behaviors, (c) freedom, or extent of 

unrestricted movement allowed for self and others, (d) em

phatic understanding, or the extent of knowing and under

standing another, (e) openness, or honesty in communication, 
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(f) caring, or liking for another, and (g) acceptance, or 

the degree of positive regard for others. Consistency was 

characterized as the tire of the wheel, while faith and 

trust were the material of which the wheel was made. If 

the wheel was to function, Fitts stated that the spokes, or 

components, must occur in a sequential order, as one com

ponent was an outgrowth of the previous components. This 

sequential ordering was the basis for many of the proposi

tions accompanying the model, which stated that a certain 

component could be present in a relationship only if pre

vious components were developed (e.g., caring would develop 

only when understanding and openness had been attained). 

Fitt's model of interpersonal competence differed from 

previous conceptualizations of competence in that he empha

sized the key to successful interaction as control and ad

justment of one's own behavior as contrasted to control or 

influence on other's behavior. He proposed that reciprocity 

was operative in relationships, and therefore if one included 

these components in his or her behavior towards others, they 

would be reciprocated to him or her by others. However, 

Fitts's model suffered in that it appeared to be merely an 

assemblage of desirable relationship characteristics, and 

no clear connections were drawn between the characteristics 

and their ability to predict competence. Although a linkage 

was developed between the characteristics or components 
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themselves, the next needed step of linking them to compe

tence was omitted, thus seemingly decreasing the usefulness 

of the model. 

More recent work in the area of interpersonal compe

tence has been developed drawing primarily from exchange 

theory. Weinstein (1969) suggested that the norms and scripts 

of role theory could not completely explain all human behav

ior, and that much of interpersonal behavior is determined 

by the value of the outcomes of various lines of behavior. 

Operating from an assumption similar to that of Foote and 

Cottrell (1955) and Argyle (1967), Weinstein stated that 

individuals shape others' responses to them through inter

personal skills. He developed this idea more fully by 

specifying particular interpersonal skills and how they are 

predictive of competence. Specific components in Weinstein's 

conceptualization of interpersonal competence were: (a) in

terpersonal task, or the response an individual is attempt

ing to elicit from another, (b) interpersonal competence, 

or the ability to accomplish desired interpersonal tasks, 

(c) lines of action, or ways of behaving which an individ

ual could employ to elicit desired responses from others, 

(d) situation, or all cues present when people interact, 

(e) defining the situation, or an individual's attention to 

cues and summation of the relevance of various cues which 

determine his or her behavior, (f) projected definition of 
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the situation, or the way an individual wants another to 

perceive a situation and his or her lines of action to 

accomplish it, (g) situational identity, or expectations 

and definitions for each person in an interaction, and 

.(h) identity bargaining, or establishing identities through 

role-taking, empathy, repertoire of lines of action, and 

personal resources. Weinstein then elaborated the process 

by which these various concepts are predictive of compe

tence. As people interact they attempt to elicit certain 

responses from the other. To do this they must be aware 

of cues regarding how the other will respond in a particular 

situation as well as to the various lines of action avail-

able to them. They then choose to implement the line of 

action which has the highest predicted valued outcome based 

on the interpretation of cues. 

Weinstein contributed greatly to the study of inter

personal competence by developing a more complete conceptual

ization of the components of competence and then describing 

the interactive process between the components of competence 

and success in interpersonal encounters. Weinstein's model 

emphasized the concept of interpersonal task as inciting 

action or initiating the behavioral process. Although 

Argyle (1967) did introduce a similar concept of the aim of 

an interaction, he did not explicate as fully as Weinstein 

how the entire interaction process is determined by this 
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initial aim, goal, or task. With the exception of Argyle 

(1967) , previous theorists dealt mainly with the cognitive 

components of competence and failed to make the transition 

to behavioral components such as identifying the starting 

point or occurrence that incited action. This was an impor

tant addition to the work in interpersonal competence in 

that it gave purpose to human interaction. Extension of 

this idea implies that those individuals most aware of the 

purpose of their behavior would be more successful in their 

interactions with others. Although advancements were made, 

Weinstein, too, stopped short of fully developing the func

tion of interpersonal tasks in that he focused more on the 

function of strategies and lines of action instead of the 

interaction between the task and the strategy chosen to 

pursue it. Once he introduced the concept of task, Wein

stein dealt with it more as a constant than as a variable 

which could affect all other parts of the process. 

Moving from specific models of successful human behavior 

described above, two more general models of human behavior 

have been developed which are useful in clarifying and 

elaborating the concept of interpersonal competence. Al

though neither model used the term interpersonal competence, 

both attempted to define the process by which success in 

interpersonal behavior occurs, and therefore they are bene

ficial in furthering understanding of competence. Based on 



14 

exchange theory, the two models explain the process by 

which individuals perceive, cognize, and respond to their 

environment. 

The first of these models (Miller, Galanter, & Pribram, 

1960) focused on the concept of cognitive map (i.e., images 

and plans) to explain the process by which behavior occurs. 

The basic assumption of their model of human behavior was 

that people built images, or knowledge about situations, 

others, and self, through experiences and then used these 

images in making decisions. In further describing the pro

cess by which behavioral decisions were made, several con

cepts were introduced. Plans were defined as a behavioral 

process which can control the sequence and outcome of a 

certain operation (e.g., getting elected President, making 

a friend). Tactics and strategies were the units of which 

plans were composed. The concept of image, or the sum 

knowledge one has of self and the world, was perhaps the 

most important addition to the study of competence made by 

Miller et al., because it was the basis for all plans, 

tactics, and strategies. The way one sees the world is 

developed through interpersonal interactions, and once 

established, influences the approach one takes to future 

interactions. The only way one could change an image was 

to execute plans to gather and interpret new information. 

Miller et al. categorically stated nine sources 



15 

of differences among people in their formation of plans. 

These sources of variation v/ere: (a) the origin of the plan 

(i.e., self or other originating), (b) the span of the plan 

(i.e., time range), (c) the detail of the plan (i.e., vague 

or meticulous), (d) the time spent in planning, (e) the 

coordination of plans (i.e., ability to combine plans), 

(f) the retrieval of plans (i.e., ability to recall plans), 

(g) the openness of plans (i.e., disclosure of plans), and 

(h) the stop orders of plans (i.e., things that would inter

rupt plans). 

The way people vary in their ability to plan, or decide 

on and implement lines of action, although stressed by 

Weinstein (1970) as important to competence, has rarely 

generated scientific attention. By incorporating into the 

competence framework. Miller et al.'s description of the 

sources of variation between individuals in setting goals, 

planning, and implementing plans, movement is made toward 

closing this gap. Unfortunately, Miller et al. did not 

hypothesize how these sources of difference affect success 

in interpersonal encounters, nor did they hypothesize which 

of these differences were most critical to interpersonal 

success. 

In a recent work, Boneau (1974) further developed the 

idea of images and cognitive maps, and their influence on 

decision making in interpersonal behavior. Boneau defined 
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the concept of cognitive map as an "internal model of the 

environment" (p. 299) , and stated that it developed as a 

function of a person's social history and biological po

tential. The components which combined to form the "internal 

model of the environment" were: (a) situation, or the dis

tinguishing differences or cues which vary among situations, 

(b) action, or the potential lines of action available, and 

(c) outcome, or the change in a situation brought on as a 

result of certain actions. As individuals interact with 

others, links are made between actions which are employed 

in specific situations with certain people, and the results 

those actions bring. As the links of situation, action, and 

outcome are developed over time, the utility, or hedonic 

value, of the outcomes are established and this value begins 

to determine the manner in which an individual will behave. 

For example, if one highly values the outcome of getting a 

date at a party, he/she will employ the lines of action 

which have previously gotten him/her dates at parties. The 

assumptions of exchange theory were incorporated in this 

model in that the hedonic value of any outcome was not 

viewed as fixed, but was instead weighted by the probability 

of its occurrence. In other words, the value of getting a 

date at a party will probably decrease if one is able to 

continuously get dates at parties. 

Boneau's specification of what composed the cognitive 
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map and how it influenced behavior was an important step in 

further identifying the cognitive processes which are pre

dictive of interpersonal competence. However, as with 

Miller et al. (1960) , little research has been generated 

by this model, perhaps due to the lack of identification of 

the behavioral components of competence. 

In reviewing past work in the area of interpersonal 

competence, there appear to be several common elements 

across models. One common theme throughout the majority 

of models is that interpersonal behavior or competence is 

learned through interaction with others and the environment 

(e.g., Argyle, 1967; Foote & Cottrell, 1955; White, 1959). 

In addition, all models refer to some type of interpersonal 

skill or self-directed behavior, whether it is called in

volvement (Fitts, 1970), interaction skill (Argyle, 1967), 

or strategy and tactics (Miller et al., 1960), thus indi

cating the necessity of the individual to act or perform 

if successful interactions are to occur. Likewise, most 

models address the importance of being able to read situa

tional cues and predict the outcomes of various types of 

behavior. This predictive ability then allows the individ

ual to select the behavior which is thought to have the 

highest possibility of success. The work of Miller et al. 

(1960) and Boneau (1974) were especially significant con

tributions in this area because they developed elaborate 
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explanations of how individuals perceive and link these cues, 

actions, and outcomes together to form maps of the environ

ment which they use in determining appropriate behaviors. 

Two other aspects of competence have been repeatedly men

tioned, although they are not found in all the models. 

Argyle (1967) and Weinstein (1970) both describe a starting 

point, or incident,which initiates the process of interper

sonal behavior. Argyle (1967) refers to it as the "aim" of 

the interaction while Weinstein (1970) labels it the "inter

personal task," yet both emphasize the idea of having a pur

pose, motive, or reason to interact with another person. 

This concept of purpose of action, although still not fully 

developed, was a needed element in the study of interpersonal 

competence because it served as both a designated starting 

point, and a means of evaluating success (i.e., was the 

purpose or goal achieved). In addition, Argyle (1967) and 

Weinstein (1970) contributed to the concept of competence, 

the idea of individuals' possessing resources (or desired 

traits) which allow them to reward others. They explain that 

the more resources an individual possesses, or the more oth

ers have to gain from interacting with this person, the more 

desirable he/she is to others. 

A review of the work in interpersonal competence also 

reveals several shortcomings. Although previous models 

have identified possible components of competence, they have 
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done little in the way of clarifying the distinction between 

individuals' behaviors and their predictiveness of compe

tence. Until statements regarding the relationship or 

interaction between the various predictive components of 

competence and success in interpersonal encounters are 

developed, little research can be conducted to validate the 

components of competence. Although many hypotheses have 

been developed (e.g., Foote & Cottrell, 1955), it appears 

none have been tested. This may be a result of the consis

tently vague definitions which occur throughout the compe

tence literature. Concepts such as "intelligence" or 

"health" are abstractly defined and open to various interpre

tations, thus they are difficult to operationalize and mea

sure. Although more recent work in interpersonal competence 

(e.g., Weinstein, 1970) has concretized the definitions of 

the components somewhat, still little research has been gen

erated. Perhaps another factor contributing to the lack of 

empirical work in this area is the absence of one model which 

combines both the cognitive and behavioral aspects of compe

tence, thus making it difficult to study the interaction 

between mental processes, behaviors, and success in inter

actions. Recently, social scientists have begun to express 

the need for an integrative model which combines both the 

cognitive and environmental aspects of behavior (e.g., 

Mahoney, 1977). Past models have seemed to emphasize one 
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aspect or the other of interpersonal competence (e.g., 

Argyle, 1967—behavioral, Boneau, 1974—cognitive) while few 

models have equally developed the cognitive and behavioral 

components of competence and the relationship between them. 

Weinstein (197 0) touched on both aspects of competence in 

his work, yet his definitions lacked the specificity to be 

tested, therefore leaving the field without an operational 

model. For hypotheses to be developed and tested which deal 

with the interaction between mental processes, behaviors, 

and success in interaction, an integrative model must be 

developed which includes both the cognitive and behavioral 

aspects of competence. 

The Cognitive-Behavioral Model 
of Interpersonal Competence 

Huston, Avery, and Ridley (Note 1) have attempted to 

address the deficiencies of previous models by approaching 

the concept of interpersonal competence from an integrative 

frame of reference. Drawing from the factors related to 

interpersonal competence found in the literature, Huston 

et al. have developed a cognitive-behavioral model which 

not only suggests possible reasons for the differing degrees 

of competence among individuals, but attempts also to ex

plain and clarify the interaction between these various 

mental and behavioral processes, and how they are jointly 

predictive of competence. Following is a summary of the 
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cognitive-behavioral model of interpersonal competence as 

presented by Huston et al. 

In defining interpersonal competence as "the ability 

to achieve one's interpersonal goals" (p. 1), Huston et al. 

have emphasized the importance of goals to the study of 

interpersonal competence. Even though Argyle (1967) and 

Weinstein (1970) did address similar concepts, in the 

cognitive-behavioral model much more attention is given to 

the function of goals. No longer is a goal a general direc

tion one wants to follow, but it is viewed as a specific 

outcome one is striving to achieve (e.g., getting a date 

with a certain man or woman, getting a raise). Because an 

interpersonal goal is seen as a desired result or outcome, 

it is the purpose for interpersonal interactions. An impor

tant distinction is made at this point between interpersonal 

competence and situational effectiveness. Competence is an 

attribute possessed in varying degrees by individuals, with 

some individuals achieving interpersonal goals consistently 

with others, while some individuals experience little or no 

interpersonal success. Huston et al. explain that to be 

highly competent an individual must have a high level of con

sistency in goal achievement across people and situations. 

They go on to explain, however, that simply because an indi

vidual is not highly competent (i.e., does not have a high 

level of goal achievement) does not necessarily indicate 
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he/she is low competent. There are individuals which Huston 

et al. refer to as interpersonally effective, who do obtain 

their goals on some occasions with some people, but not with 

the consistency of the high competent individual. These 

people may have success'which is situation or person specific 

in that they perform well in certain settings with certain 

people, but this ability does not transfer between situa

tions and people. An example would be the high school ath

lete who is able to convince his/her teammates to practice 

on Saturdays, but is unable to get a teacher to change a 

grade, or to get a date for the weekend. In other words, 

interpersonal competence is not an either-or situation, but 

can be viewed as a continuum with low and high competent in

dividuals on the ends and a wide range of interpersonal ef

fectiveness in between. 

In setting goals, a person must decide not only what 

they want from an interaction, but the target person with 

whom they will interact, the setting in which the interac

tion will occur, and the line of action which has the great

est potential for achieving the goal. The concept of cog

nitive map is emphasized here in that it is through situation, 

action, outcome links (Boneau, 1974) that have been estab

lished by previous experiences that individuals choose the 

target person, situation, and action most conducive to goal 

achievement. The assumption is that individuals will refer 
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to their cognitive maps to determine how to control outcomes 

in social encounters and thereby achieve their goal. 

It has been suggested that cognitive maps are formed 

through social interaction and experience with the environ

ment (Miller et al., 1960) . Based on this assumption it is 

logical to assume that there will be variations in individ

uals' cognitive map, depending on the breadth and complexity 

of their social experiences. Not only does a broader experi

ence base enable individuals more opportunity to develop 

sophisticated cognitive maps, but it allows them more situa

tions in which to practice various strategies as well as 

develop cue sensitivity. It is these cognitive variations, 

as well as the behavioral counterparts, that have been men

tioned in the literature as existing among individuals. 

However, the relationship of these cognitive and behavioral 

variables to each other as well as competence has not been 

addressed. It is this relationship among components, and the 

components and competence, that Huston et al. attempt to iden

tify and explain in their model of interpersonal competence. 

The four components identified in the cognitive-

behavioral model of being predictive of interpersonal compe

tence are: 

(a) possession of culturally desirable attributes, 
(b) an active orientation to goal achievement, 
(c) the ability to execute a wide range of lines 
of action, and (d) the capability of successfully 
predicting the consequences of potential lines of 
action, (p. 12) 
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It is hypothesized that these four characteristics are 

jointly predictive of success in interpersonal encounters 

because they determine one's ability to reward others in 

several ways. First, if one possesses beauty, status, con

fidence, or any of a variety of culturally desirable attri

butes, their mere presence can be rewarding to others. 

Second, an active orientation to achieving one's goal, as 

opposed to a passive wait-and-see approach, will increase 

the chances that one will select both the target person and 

situation from which they can most likely elicit a desired 

response. Third, having a wide range of lines of action 

allows one to adapt and adjust their behavior to more ef

fectively respond to and reward others and in turn influence 

their behavior. Finally, individuals who possess a predic

tive ability can effectively identify the consequences of 

various lines of action with various individuals and choose 

and execute behaviors with the highest potential for achiev

ing their own goals as well as the goals of the target per

son. Likewise, because of this predictive ability such 

individuals are also more sensitive to cues from others and 

the environment, and can adjust their behavior if desired 

in response to the cues they receive. 

After briefly identifying the process by which these 

components are predictive of competence, Huston et al. dis

cuss each component in greater detail. In discussing 
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possession of desirable attributes, it is assumed that be

cause people behave in a way that will bring the greatest 

reward with the least cost (a common exchange theory assump

tion) , they are likely to seek out those individuals who 

have the greatest potential to reward them. Therefore, indi

viduals who possess qualities and traits which are valued by 

their society are sought out by others because of their abil

ity to reward. As a result, individuals with culturally 

desirable attributes are in the position to control or influ

ence the behavior of others by granting or withholding re

wards. For example, a physically attractive male may be 

pursued by several females and is in the position of requir

ing certain things from them for continued interaction, such 

as writing his term paper. 

The second component of possession of an active orien

tation to goal achievement is composed of two sequential 

steps. In seeing one's self as responsible for attaining 

his or her goal, one must first recognize and identify his 

or her goal. By becoming more aware of what one wants, the 

person increases the probability of achieving the desired 

outcome. However, it is not enough to merely realize goals, 

because to maximize the possibility of goal achievement one 

must move to the second step of selecting the target person 

and situation in which they are most likely to succeed in 

goal attainment. Based on their ability to read cues, the 
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person who takes an active approach to pursuing his or her 

goals should be better able than those who take a passive 

approach and are not attentive to cues, to accurately deter

mine the individual who will be most responsive to him or 

her as well as the situation in which he or she can best 

perform. For example, if a student has a goal of meeting 

more people in his or her classes, the person could observe 

others in the class to determine who seems to enjoy talking 

to others and is most receptive to others' attempts to 

initiate conversation. 

The third component of possessing a wide range of lines 

of action implies a knowledge of various principles of inter

personal interaction. To achieve goals consistently, one 

needs to be able to implement any of a variety of strategies 

depending on which is most effective for the situation and 

for the person with whom he or she is interacting. In addi

tion, an individual who has a large repertoire of lines of 

action is better able than individuals with fewer strategies, 

to alter or adjust their behavior when desired outcomes are 

not being obtained. To possess a wide range of lines of 

action, it seems particularly important that one be aware of 

exchange principles operating in interaction so as to be 

able to determine rewards and costs for self and others. 

Likewise, knowledge of and ability to implement the basic 
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principles of learning theory, such as reinforcement and 

conditioning, seems fundamental to flexibility in interper

sonal strategies. Also, for one to be flexible in'his or 

her lines of action it would seem necessary to be able to 

implement strategies in both the expressive and instrumental 

domains. Other areas in which skills would be needed would 

be verbal and nonverbal communication so that individuals 

could accurately convey their desires, feelings, etc. to 

others. 

The final component predictive of goal attainment is 

the ability to predict the consequences of the various lines 

of action available to a person. To be consistently success

ful in interactions, it is important that an individual know 

how others will respond to his or her behavior in particu

lar settings. This predictive ability is based on awareness 

of a variety of cues including: (a) self-awareness, or 

awareness of one's own values, attitudes, abilities, etc., 

(b) awareness of norms in a particular situation, or aware

ness of the values, roles, and expectations of the society 

in which one is interacting, and (c) awareness of differ

ences between individuals, or the values, goals, attitudes, 

etc. of the person with whom one is interacting. For example, 

if a person is invited to a party where they know few indi

viduals, it is beneficial for him or her to be aware of 

societal norms concerning appropriate topics of conversation 

with new acquaintences. 
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The cognitive-behavioral model of interpersonal compe

tence appears to have several advantages over previous work 

done in the area. First, Huston et al. appear to have made 

progress in concretizing concepts which have previously 

been vaguely defined and left to various interpretations. 

An example of this is the specificity with which the basis 

for predicting consequences is defined as compared to Foote 

and Cottrell's (1955) abstract definition of judgement. 

A second advantage of the cognitive-behavioral model is 

the emphasis put on the concept of interpersonal goals in 

the process which is predictive of competence. This focus 

on goals is intended to operationalize the model by provid

ing a basis for assessment of how successful individuals are 

(i.e., did they accomplish what they had intended?). However, 

this advantage is only speculative until empirical testing 

can be done to determine if in fact the presence of goals 

facilitates researchers in their measurement of interpersonal 

success. 

A third advantage to this model is that it identifies 

and explains the links between the cognitive and behavioral 

aspects of competence as well as specifying the relationship 

between these aspects and goal achievement. Due to this 

conceptualization of the entire cognitive-behavioral process 

from definition of the goal to goal achievement, generation 

and testing of propositions relative to the components of 
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competence and the interactive process between them should 

become much easier. 

Although this model appears to have overcome many of 

the problems found in earlier work, validation of the model 

has yet to be conducted. If the cognitive-behavioral model 

of interpersonal competence is to prove predictive and useful 

in future work in the area of competence, empirical work 

must be begun to determine the utility of the model. It is 

therefore the purpose of this paper to begin to test the 

predictive ability of the cognitive-behavioral model of 

interpersonal competence by beginning the needed validation 

research on one component of the model. 

Active Orientation to Goal Achievement 

In the cognitive-behavioral model of interpersonal com

petence, all four components are introduced as being inter

related and jointly predictive of competence. Huston et al. 

(Note 1) have made an apparent advancement in the study of 

competence by dealing with: (a) the relationship among the 

components, and (b) the relationship between the components 

and competence. However, prior to studying these relation

ships, research must be conducted to assess the utility and 

predictability of the individual components themselves. By 

first assuring the appropriateness of the proposed components 

through individual validations studies, researchers can then 
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more confidently begin to test the complex relationships 

presented in the model. 

The four components of the cognitive-behavioral model 

are presented as equally influential upon competence, or at 

least no argument for differential importance is stated, and 

nonsequential in occurrence. Though there appears to be no 

first or most important component, for the purpose of begin

ning the needed validation research, a single component is 

to be selected for testing in the present study. Possession 

of an active orientation to goal achievement appears particu

larly appropriate as a starting place for such research since 

the degree to which one sees him or her self as responsible 

for achievement of goals is critical to active participation 

in the process of goal attainment. If individuals perceive 

themselves as not in control of meeting their goals, there 

is little chance that they will participate in behaviors 

that will meet those goals, thus decreasing the chance of 

goal attainment. If, however, an individual sees him/her 

self as responsible for achieving his or her goals, Huston 

et al. would suggest that the person will identify the goals 

as well as seek out persons and situations in which they 

will most likely be met, thus increasing the possibility of 

goal attainment. 

As previously mentioned, an active orientation to goal 

achievement is composed of two sequential steps. The first 
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is a cognitive recognition of one's goals. If a person can 

identify what he or she desires, the probability of goal 

attainment is greater. According to Huston et al., in iden

tifying interpersonal goals it is important that individuals 

are aware of the structure and nature of their goals. Some 

of the dimensions along which the structure of goals may 

vary are: (a) complexity of goals, (b) length of time re

quired in attaining goals, (c) plurality and relatedness of 

goals, and (d) conflicts between goals. Being able to recog

nize and assess the nature of one's goals is important in 

that it is a crucial link in one's cognitive map, and will 

influence other decisions such as with whom to interact and 

where to interact. More specifically, individuals form links 

between persons, situations, actions, and outcomes in their 

mind (Boneau, 1974), and as these maps, or linkages, become 

more complex, an individual is better able to understand the 

relationship between his or her behavior, the person with 

whom he or she is interacting, the structure of his or her 

goals, and goal attainment. Therefore the more one is aware 

of and understands the structure of his or her goals, the 

better able he or she is to make appropriate linkages which 

will lead to selection of the most appropriate person and 

situation for goal attainment. A recognition and understand

ing of one's goals is insufficient, however, to assure an 

active orientation to goal achievement. Not only must one 
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be able to identify his or her goals and possess complex 

cognitive linkages, but one must transfer this mental knowl

edge to action by actively seeking out those individuals 

and situations chosen as having the highest potential for 

goal attainment. Therefore, the second step in an active 

orientation to goal achievement is behavioral and could best 

be described as an initiating behavior style. In other 

words, an individual must make both cognitive links that 

will allow them to differentiate between people and situa

tions, and then initiate actual interaction with those peo

ple in the specified situations. In summarizing the compon

ent of active orientation to goal achievement as described 

by Huston et al., there appear to be three attributes which 

together comprise the component: (a) recognition of respon

sibility for self, (b) recognition of goals and complex 

cognitive map, and (c) initiating behavior style. 

Since active orientation to goal achievement is a newly 

developed theoretical concept, the tendency of social scien

tists may be to view it as an extension of other personality 

attributes already established in the literature. Although 

no one attribute appears to be analogous to active orienta

tion, clarification and understanding of the concept may be 

facilitated by looking at personality attributes which ap

pear to be similar to the specific components of active 

orientation. The first component of active orientation, a 
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strong recognition of responsibility for self, appears 

analogous to an internal locus of control. By definition, 

those individuals who are internally controlled perceive 

themselves as being able to control their outcomes (i.e., 

what happens to them) by their own behavior (Phares, 1976) . 

This view appears very similar to the idea presented by 

Huston et al. that persons with an active orientation 

acknowledges that they have a central responsibility in 

achieving their goals. Not only would the definitions indi

cate that those individuals possessing an active orientation 

are internally controlled, but research findings would also 

suggest this relationship. Several studies have found that 

internally controlled individuals are more inquisitive and 

knowledgeable of their environment, relative to externally 

controlled individuals (e.g., Davis & Phares, 1967; Seeman, 

1963; Seeman & Evans, 1962; Williams & Stack, 1972). This 

superior knowledge of the environment may be attributed to 

the fact that internals become aware of reinforcement con

tingencies more rapidly than externals (Ude & Vogler, 1969) , 

and are more attentive to potentially relevant cues in a 

situation than are externals (DuCette & Wolk, 1972; Lefe-

court & Wine, 1969). Not only have internals been found 

to be more attentive, but Wolk and DuCette (197 4) found them 

superior to externals in retention of material scanned for 

errors (cognition) as well as better in actually locating 
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the errors. Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) hypothesized 

that the advanced cognitive processes of internals should 

effect their personal effectiveness, and did in fact find 

internals more willing to take action to correct perceived 

shortcomings in themselves. Likewise, Phares (1965) found 

that internal experimenters could produce greater attitude 

changes in subjects than could external experimenters when 

reading from a script, while Felton (1971) found internal 

experimenters more successful than external experimenters 

in eliciting expected data from subjects. These charac

teristics of superior knowledge, greater attentiveness, 

greater retention, and greater ability to influence others, 

which have been identified in internals relative to externals, 

are also characteristics which have been used to describe 

individuals possessing an active orientation. Finally, even 

the self report of internals themselves would show the simi

larities between internal control and sense of responsibility 

for self since they describe themselves as active, achieving, 

effective, and independent (Hersch & Scheibe, 1967). 

The second component of active orientation, complex 

cognitive map, has received theoretical attention in per

sonality literature (e.g., Boneau, 1974; Miller et al., 

1960). However, the idea of links being built between situa

tion, action, and outcome (Boneau, 1974) through interaction 

with the environment has received little empirical validation, 
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perhaps due to a lack of a behavioral measure of cognitive 

links. DuCette and Wolk (1972) have shown, however, in 

their work with internals that the superior cognitive pro

cesses (i.e., attentiveness, sensitivity to cues, and re

tention) of internals enables them to learn problem-solving 

tasks better than externals with or without nonverbal cues 

from the experimenter. 

The third component of active orientation, initiating 

style of behavior, appears to be similar in certain aspects 

to the personality attribute of assertiveness. Alberti and 

Emmons (1970) have stated the relationship of these vari

ables in that assertive behavior allows individuals to 

achieve desired goals while enhancing self. Much of the 

research in assertiveness has dealt with correcting self-

defeating behaviors by training individuals to effectively 

and appropriately express their feelings, beliefs, rights, 

and needs to those with whom they interact (e.g., Booraem & 

Flowers, 1972; Edwards, 1972; Eisler, Miller, Hersen, & 

Alford, 1974; Lange & Jakubowski, 1976; Rathus, 1973(a); 

Rathus, 1975; Weiskott & Cleland, 1977). Although the 

therapeutic aspects are not found in the concept of initiat

ing behavior style, the idea of a willingness to speak out 

or act, and an ability to determine and employ an appropri

ate level of assertiveness (Rathus, 1975), have much in 

common with the ability to select and begin interaction with 
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target persons in target situations as described by Huston 

et al. This relationship between ability to determine 

appropriateness of behavior, willingness to act, and suc

cessful outcomes can be seen in several studies. Flowers 

and Foldman (1976) found that assertion trained paraprofes-

sionals were better able to induce understanding of the 

situation and change in clients than were nontrained para-

professionals. Lazuras (1966) found that assertive individ

uals experienced more meaningful relationships, while Booraem 

and Flowers (1972) found that improved interpersonal func

tioning occurred in psychiatric patients who received 

assertion training. 

Interestingly, a relationship between these three vari

ables of locus of control, complexity of cognitive map, and 

assertiveness has been established in the literature, al

though no one has previously suggested that the combination 

of these attributes might in fact indicate a larger, more 

comprehensive personality attribute. Internally controlled 

individuals, relative to externally controlled individuals, 

have been found to have a more complex cognitive process 

(Phares, 1976), be more assertive (Appelbaum & Tuma, 1975), 

and possess nonverbal components of assertive behavior (i.e., 

eye contact) (Lefecourt & Wine, 1969). The cognitive-

behavioral model of interpersonal competence would suggest 

that these attributes are merely components of a larger 
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personality attribute, active orientation to goal achieve

ment. 

To avoid confusion and questions, one other previously 

established personality attribute will be given attention. 

Upon introduction to the attribute of active orientation, 

it may appear quite similar to the concept of extraversion, 

or a high degree of behavioral activity (Eysneck, 1955). 

However, a brief look at the extraversion-intraversion 

literature will show the conceptual distinction of extra-

version and interpersonal competence. In an attempt to 

develop a dimensional typology of personality with the main 

axis being extraversion-intraversion, Eysenck (1964) reports 

the results of various factor analytic studies of personal

ity descriptions. These results indicate that both extra-

verts and intraverts possess characteristics of active orien

tation, as extraverts are described as impulsive, active, 

sociable, outgoing, talkative, directed towards outer world, 

desirous of social approval, responsive to the environment, 

and lacking in self-control. Intraverts, however, are de

scribed as thoughtful, quiet, passive, controlled, reliable, 

calm, intellectual, persistent, cautious, inhibited, atten

tive to situational cues, and rational. As based on previous 

descriptions of active orientation, it would seem that 

active orientation is a combination of the elaborate thought 

and attention processes of the intravert, and the behavioral 
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responsiveness of the extravert. Perhaps the distinction 

between the concepts of active orientation and intraversion-

extraversion can be made even clearer by looking at an item 

from the Maudsley Personality Inventory designed to test 

for intraversion-extraversion, which reads, "Do you prefer 

action to planning action?" (Eysenck, 1959) . Obviously, a 

person with an active orientation to goal achievement must 

be equally able to plan and act, thus emphasizing the differ

ence in the two concepts. 

Hypotheses 

The purpose of the present study is to test the pre

dictiveness of one component of the cognitive-behavioral of 

interpersonal competence. Therefore, the major hypothesis 

is that those individuals identified by their peers as 

highly competent will show a more active orientation to 

goal achievement than will those individuals identified as 

low competent. Also, based on the components of an active 

orientation to goal achievement, it is hypothesized that 

those individuals identified as highly competent will pos

sess, relative to less competent individuals: (a) a stronger 

attitude of responsibility for self, (b) a more highly devel

oped cognitive map, and (c) an initiating style of behavior. 



CHAPTER II 

r4ETH0D 

Overview of the Study 

The purpose of the present study is to determine the 

degree to which the component of active orientation to goal 

achievement is predictive of interpersonal competence. This 

will be done by measuring the cognitive and behavioral pro

cesses employed on a problem-solving task by those individ

uals identified by their peers as highly competent and less 

competent. Since one's orientation to goal achievement is 

composed of three attributes: (a) sense of responsibility 

for self, (b) complexity of cognitive map, and (c) initiat

ing behavior style, an attempt was made to design an experi

ment in which all three attributes would need to be employed 

and could therefore be measured. The Levenson (1974) locus 

of control scale served as a cognitive measure of responsi

bility for self, while the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule 

(1973a) was used as a cognitive measure of initiating style 

of behavior. A summary questionnaire was developed by the 

author to serve as a cognitive measure of complexity of the 

cognitive map. As a behavioral measure of complexity of 

cognitive map, a laboratory situation was designed in which 

subjects were told they were to solve a task with a partner 

of their choice and that the team developing the best 

39 
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solution would win a fifteen dollar prize. Specific informa

tion regarding the nature of the task and the qualifications 

of the potential partners was not initially given to the 

subjects although they could obtain it through seeking addi

tional information. The nature of the task and qualifica

tions of the potential partners were such that a correct 

or best choice did exist, but it could be reached only 

through the process of asking questions and obtaining addi

tional information (initiating behavior style), and then 

making the appropriate links (complexity of cognitive map) 

between the goal, requirements of the task, and the appro

priateness of the partners. As a measure of the total pro

cess involved in active orientation, a regression analysis 

was performed on the dimensions collectively and a multiple 

R squared was obtained. 

Subjects 

The sample for the present study consisted of 20 indi

viduals, 10 males and 10 females, identified by their peers 

as interpersonally competent, and 20 individuals, 10 males 

and 10 females, identified as less competent. The sample 

was obtained from responses to questionnaires and interviews 

with members of randomly selected campus organization of a 

southwestern university. Sorority and fraternity members 

identified those individuals who were most and least suc

cessful in a variety of interpersonal encounters in a 
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diversity of settings. The process used to identify these 

individuals will be explained in detail at a later point. 

The procedure of using peer ratings to obtain a sample was 

considered necessary in the present study since using peer 

ratings (Snyder, 1972) from a network in which all members 

know each other well appears to be the only method of identi

fying those individuals who have already established them

selves as consistently achieving successful outcomes in 

their interpersonal encounters. 

Since competence has been defined as the ability to 

achieve goals across persons and situations, it was critical 

that those individuals identified as high and low competent 

had established themselves as successful or unsuccessful 

with a variety of people in a variety of situations. There

fore, identification of high and low competent individuals 

was made by having each member rank all other group members 

on their ability to achieve goals in a series of 15 inter

personal encounters, with 1 being the person most likely to 

accomplish this, 2 being the person next most likely to 

accomplish this, and so on until all members were ranked 

(see Appendix A for ranking form of interpersonal encounters), 

Individuals with the lowest total score across the 15 encoun

ters were identified as high competent, and individuals with 

the highest total score were identified as low competent. 

To ensure that the encounters chosen were representative 
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of interaction with a wide range of people in a variety of 

situations, interpersonal encounters were determined by em

ploying a matrix on which all possible persons with whom 

interaction could occur (e.g., opposite sex friends, same 

sex friends, parents, employer, intimates, nonsignificant 

others) were placed at the top of the matrix, and a sampling 

of all types of situations in which interaction could occur 

(e.g., professional, structured role, person specific) were 

listed at the side of the matrix. Specific goal-oriented 

encounters were then developed for each of the resulting 

cells, except in certain instances where interaction with a 

particular person was highly unlikely to occur in a particu

lar situation (e.g., interaction with parents in a profes

sional setting). Initially, 30 encounter statements were 

developed, but following a pilot study this was reduced to 

15 statements. Each of 20 participants in the pilot were 

interviewed upon completion of the rankings as to the clar

ity, repetiveness, and difficulty of each item. Based on 

these interviews and the rankings, the final selection of 

items was made by considering each item individually on the 

basis of its: (a) clarity (item was dropped if approxi

mately 1/4 of the participants expressed difficulty in under

standing it), (b) independence from other items (item was 

dropped if approximately 1/4 of participants indicated it 

was asking the same question as previous items), and 
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(c) ability to discriminate among subjects. Fifteen items 

were eliminated based on one or some combination of the 

above criteria. 

Procedure 

Identification of Sample 

It was decided that the juniors in each organization 

would be asked to participate in the initial phase of the 

experiment since it was important that the members had had 

an extended period of interaction (two to three years) with 

each other in order to accurately assess the ability of each 

individual across the identified target persons and situa

tions. Presidents of the four randomly selected campus or

ganizations were then contacted concerning the possibility 

of participating in the study. All organizations contacted 

agreed to participate. All juniors in the organizations 

were then contacted individually and were asked to complete 

a questionnaire concerning how juniors in their organization 

performed in a variety of everyday situations. At that time 

members were also informed.that this was the first part of a 

two-part experiment and that 4 0 individuals would later be 

randomly selected to participate in the second part of the 

study. All members contacted agreed to participate and the 

ranking forms were distributed to 97 individuals. An overall 

return rate of 71% was obtained on the questionnaires, with 
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the return rate of the individual groups ranging between 

62% and 77%. 

In order to determine the high and low competent indi

viduals, rankings for each junior by all other juniors in 

that organization were summed. Again, the scoring system 

was such that a rank of 1 indicated that a person was most 

likely to be successful in a particular situation, a rank 

of 2 indicated a person was next most likely to be success

ful in a particular situation, and so on till all members 

were ranked on each statement. As a result, the five indi

viduals from each organization with the lowest total score 

were identified as high competent, and the five individuals 

from each organization with the highest total score were 

identified as low competent. These 40 individuals were 

again contacted and asked to participate in the final phase 

of the study in which there was a possibility of earning 

$15.00. Thirty-eight of the original 40 individuals 

selected agreed to participate. The two individuals who 

refused were both low competent, and were replaced by the 

next tv/o individuals with the highest scores. 

Treatment 

Subjects were individually and randomly scheduled over 

a two week period. Upon arrival, each subject was taken 

into an observation room where sessions were audio taped. 



45 

A trained graduate student who served as the interviewer 

informed the subjects that they were to participate in an 

experiment designed to study how strangers reach joint de

cisions. Subjects were then told that with a partner of 

their choice they were to solve a specific task (although 

the details of the task were not given), and that the team 

developing the best solution would receive a $15.00 prize. 

The interviewer explained to the subjects that he/she had a 

choice of working with one of three individuals, all of whom 

were the same sex as the subject and none of whom the sub

ject knew. The experimenter added that additional informa

tion was available on both the task and the partner if there 

was anything else the subject would like to know before se

lecting their partner. A copy of the interviewer's script 

for the experiment is located in Appendix B. 

The following information regarding the task and the 

potential partners was considered important in determining 

the best partner, and was given to the subjects only at 

specific request. If subjects asked about the nature of the 

task, they were told that they and their partner would be 

given the economic description of a developing nation which 

was currently in the midst of a depression. The job was 

for the subject and their partner to develop a plan of eco

nomic recovery for the country, and that the team developing 

the best solution would win the $15.00 prize. To receive 
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information about the partners, the subject had to ask for 

specific information, such as hometown or major. Following 

are the descriptions available to the subjects upon request: 

Partner A: 

finance major 

3.2 GPA 

interested in going into banking 

friendly, but rather shy around new people 

from Dallas 

summer jobs as a guide for group expeditions in the 

Grand Canyon and other natural landmarks, as he/she 

has camped and traveled extensively throughout U.S. 

Partner B: 

finance major 

3.4 GPA 

interested in going into international business, 

preferably banking 

friendly, outgoing 

from Dallas, but has lived in several foreign countries 

as his/her father is an engineer with Mobil Oil 

summer job with Mobil Oil in the business office 

Partner C: 

general business major 

3.2 GPA 

interested in going into law school 
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very friendly, outgoing 

from Dallas 

summer job with an engineering firm in the business 

office, but took two years off from school to work 

as ACTION volunteer 

Descriptions of the three partners were designed so that all 

appeared somewhat qualified, and only through in depth ques

tioning could the superior qualifications of partner B be 

distinguished. A total of three pilots were run in develop

ing the descriptions of the partners to assure that all 

partners were equal in social desirability and that no one 

partner (particularly partner B) would be chosen more often 

simply because they sounded more interesting, irrespective 

of the task. The descriptions of the partners were given 

to randomly selected classes and students were instructed 

to indicate the partner they would choose to work with 

without knowing what they were to do. Although descriptions 

could not be found which were chosen equally, the above 

descriptions resulted in the most equal distribution (with

out having partner B most desirable). When administered to 

81 students the results were, partner A—18, partner B—28, 

and partner C--35. 

Questions which were irrelevant or unnecessary for mak

ing the best selection were responded to by the interviewer 

in the following way: "I'm sorry, we didn't obtain that 
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information from the partners. What other questions do you 

have?" If vague, general questions such as, "Tell me more 

about the partners" were asked, the interviewer reflected 

the subject's desire for more information and asked if they 

could be more specific. This process was employed so that 

the subject's cognitive links could more accurately be 

measured. 

After the interview and upon selecting a partner, sub

jects were told that before their partner was brought in they 

were to take a few minutes and complete two questionnaires. 

The short answer summary questionnaire, which can be found 

in Appendix C, was administered first. These questions were 

designed to trace links between the goal and needed infor

mation, which is an important aspect of the cognitive map 

concept. Because they traced mental links, the questions 

were progressive in nature, and it was suspected subjects 

might have been cued in the series of questions to the links 

they were to have made. For this reason the questions were 

given to the subjects one at a time to prohibit them from 

changing previous answers based on new information gained 

from successive questions. Perhaps this concern with the 

questions cueing subjects to the links they should have made 

can best be seen in an example taken from the questionnaire. 

Question 2 asks what type of additional information would 

have been helpful to the subjects, while questions 5 and 6 
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specificly ask the subjects if they asked for additional 

information regarding the task and the potential partners 

and why or why not.. Upon reading questions 5 and 6, subjects 

might have realized that the desired answer for question 2 

would have been additional information on the task and part

ners. The questionnaire packet which was administered next 

consisted of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich 

& Stapp, 1974) , the Levenson (1974) Internal-External Control 

Scale, and the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (1973b). This 

questionnaire packet is located in Appendix D. Upon com

pletion of the questionnaire, the researcher entered the 

observation room and debriefed the subjects on the actual 

experiment, explaining that they would not actually be solv

ing a task with a partner and that the purpose was instead 

to observe the process people went through in pursuing a 

goal, that of selecting a partner. Subjects were told that 

the $15.00 prize would be given on the basis of a drawing at 

the completion of the study. 

Training of Interviewer and Raters 

Interviewer 

The interviewer for the present study was a female 

graduate student who received a total of 10 hours of train

ing by the researcher prior to the beginning of the experi

ment. The interviewer was naive to the nature or purpose of 

the study in order to prohibit her from cueing subjects 

=:EXAS TECH LIBRARY 
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nonverbally to the questions they should ask as well as the 

appropriate partner. Three criteria were used to determine 

when the interviewer had successfully completed training. 

First, a natural presentation of a memorized script was 

required. Second, although a memorized script was followed, 

extensive training was given to emphasizing the acceptability 

of asking questions. Social psychology research would imply 

that subjects tend not to ask questions even when they are 

instructed that it is acceptable. For this reason, specific 

attention was given to conveying both verbally and nonverbally 

the appropriateness of questioning. Pilots were conducted 

to determine the best wording for the instructions to convey 

this appropriateness. Following three pilots and three re

visions of the instructions, a version was found which 

prompted questions from a majority of the respondents. See 

the interviewer's script located in Appendix B for the final 

format. Third, the interviewer was trained to respond to 

questions which might be asked, for which she did not have a 

prepared answer, in such a way as not to cue subjects that 

she did not know what the experiment was about. This was 

done because if subjects realized the interviewer was naive 

they would no longer view her as a reliable source of infor

mation and cease questioning. For this reason she responded 

to questions to which she had no prepared answer by saying 

that that particular information was not obtained from the 
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partners. If the subjects then asked what information was 

obtained, she responded, "Educational information and per

sonal history." If subjects asked why they were choosing 

instead of being chosen, they were told that it was deter

mined merely by random assignment. When all three criteria 

were achieved, the experiment was begun. 

Raters 

Two independent judges were trained approximately 10 

hours in the use of the Information Seeking Scale to rate 

the audio taped sessions. The Information Seeking Scale 

is located in Appendix E. Following training, each judge 

independently rated 10 tapes and interater reliability, 

using Pearson r̂ , was calculated to be .89. 

The short answer nature of the responses to the summary 

questionnaire (Appendix C) implied that for some answers 

an interpretation or subjective evaluation would have to 

be made by the rater. For this reason a rater who was naive 

to the design and purpose of the study was trained approxi

mately five hours to rate the short answers to the seven 

questions. Ability to distinguish between specific links, 

vague links, and no links in the ansv/ers served as the cri

teria for determining rater effectiveness. Guidelines as to 

what constituted a rating of zero, one, or two were as fol

lows. A rating of two was given when the answer indicated 

that the subject had incorporated into their cognitive map 
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specific information which only could have been obtained 

through additional questioning, and that the subject had 

developed specific links between what they were trying to 

accomplish and the information they needed to do it. A 

rating of one was given when the answer indicated the sub

ject had incorporated the information given them in the 

initial description into their cognitive map, but did not 

have additional specific information. In other words, the 

subject had recognized the links present in the description 

of what they were to do, but had not clarified and specified 

those links by seeking more information. A rating of zero 

was given when the answer indicated that the subject was 

unaware of any links between what he/she was to do and the 

information available to them. 

Measures 

In order to test the hypotheses for the study, the 

following measures were employed to assess the three dimen

sions of active orientation to goal achievement as well as 

assess the component itself. 

Attitude of Responsibility 
for Self" "̂ """ 

Levenson's (1974) Internal-External Control Scale was 

used as a cognitive measure of responsibility for self. 

This measure was selected for two reasons. First, the scale 

was revised from Rotter's (1966) original locus of control 
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measure to "obtain a conceptually cleaner instrument" 

(Levenson, 1974, p. 377). Second, recent findings have 

supported the multidimensional nature of locus of control 

(e.g., Mirel, 1970), and Levenson's measure is based on a 

multidimensional approach to the variable. Levenson identi

fied three sources to which individuals attribute control 

of their lives: (a) internal, or self, (b) powerful others, 

and (c) chance. It was reported that the internal control 

scale is significantly different from both the powerful 

others scale (t = 12.41, p < .001), and the chance scale 

(t = 13.28, p < .001), while the powerful others and chance 

scale are moderately correlated (r = .59, p < .01). Both 

the powerful other scale (r = -.14), and the chance scale 

(r = -.17) were negatively correlated with the internal 

control scale (Levenson, 1974) . 

Complexity of Cognitive Map 

Based on the conceptual definition of cognitive map, a 

summary questionnaire was developed as a cognitive measure 

of the subjects' complexity of cognitive map. Through a 

series of seven questions an attempt was made to identify 

the mental links subjects had between the goal of the experi

ment, needed information, and methods of obtaining that 

information. The questionnaire consisted of seven questions 

tracing the subjects' thoughts through the process of identi 

fying the goal, to identifying types of needed information. 
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to determining ways of obtaining the information, to relat

ing it to the goal, and finally to selecting a partner based 

on the information and its relationship to the goal. Each 

of the seven questions could receive a possible score of 

zero through two, with a score of zero being no obvious 

cognitive link developed, one being a vague cognitive link 

developed, and two being a specific cognitive link developed, 

for a total of 14 possible points. Descriptions of what 

specificly constituted the rating of zero, one, and two 

can be found in the previous procedure section. 

A six point Information Seeking Scale developed by the 

author to rate the relevancy and quality of the subjects' 

questions served as a behavioral measure of complexity of 

cognitive map. This scale can be found in Appendix E. The 

relevancy and quality of the questions were determined by 

rating to what degree the subjects asked for specific infor

mation about the task and partner which was needed to make 

the best partner selection. By structuring the experiment 

in such a way that specific information was needed to make 

the best partner selection, the subjects' mental links be

tween the goal and needed information could be determined 

by measuring the degree to which these links were manifest 

in their questions. Therefore the Information Seeking Scale 

ranged from a score of one for no information sought to a 

score of six for asking specific questions about the task 
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and/or potential partners. Also, because subjects needed 

information about both the task and the qualifications of 

the potential partners to make the best selection, subjects 

asking questions regarding both topics were considered to 

show a higher development of cognitive map than were the 

subjects asking questions about only one topic. Because of 

the importance of asking relevant questions as well as 

questions about both topics, the scoring procedure was as 

follows. First, each statement made by a subject was rated 

and a preliminary score was obtained by taking the mean of 

all the subjects' ratings. Then the mean score was multi

plied by two if questions were asked regarding both the 

nature of the task and the potential partners. If informa

tion was only requested on one of tv/o topics, the prelim

inary score of the questions served as the final behavioral 

score. 

Initiating Behavior Style 

To obtain a cognitive measure of initiating behavior 

style, the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (1973b) was adminis

tered. Although there are conceptual distinctions between 

assertiveness and initiating behavior style, it was thought 

that one component of assertiveness might be a willingness 

to act, or instigate action. Responses to the Assertiveness 

Schedule were therefore factor analyzed to see if a group 

of items might be found which deal with initiating action, 
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and could serve as a measure of initiating behavior style. 

Rathus (1973b) reports that this scale has a high test-

retest reliability (r = .78, p. < .01) over a period of 

eight weeks, as well as a high split-half reliability (r = 

.78, p < .01). 

The laboratory setting was initially designed so that 

a behavioral measure of initiating behavior style could be 

obtained. However, when it became evident that subjects 

tended not to ask questions in experimental settings, the 

instructions were altered to stress the acceptability of 

and encourage subjects to ask questions. This was necessary 

for the behavioral measure of complexity of cognitive map, 

but it invalidated a behavioral measure of initiating be

havior style in that all subjects were encouraged to initiate 

questioning (which might not otherwise have been the sub-

ject's natural response). Since the two behavioral mea

sures seemed to be in conflict, it was therefore determined 

that a behavioral and cognitive measure of complexity of 

cognitive map would be taken, and that only a cognitive 

measure of initiating behavior style would be taken. 

Active Orientation to 
Goal Achievement 

In measuring the components of active orientation to 

goal achievement, three cognitive and one behavioral mea

sures were employed. To measure the total component of 
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active orientation multiple regression was computed using 

the four dimension measures collectively as a single mea

sure. Through this process a multiple R squared was obtained 

to determine the effect of the dimensions of active orienta

tion collectively. 

Additonal Measures 

In addition to the variable measures, a short form of 

the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich & Stapp, 

197 4) was administered. Although this measure was not 

developed as a measure of interpersonal competence as de

fined by Huston et al. (Note 1), it was developed as an 

objective measure of social competence and self-esteem. 

Oblique factor rotation has produced such factors as confi

dence, dominance, social competence, and social withdrawal, 

all of which would be related to interpersonal competence. 

Because of some conceptual overlap with interpersonal com

petence, it was thought that this measure might confirm some 

of the distinctions between high and low competent individ

uals, although it does not address the main distinction of 

goal achievement as defined by Huston et al. (Note 1). 

Short form B was used in the present study as it has been 

found to have a high correlation (r = .97) with the original 

form. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Major Analysis 

In order to test the hypothesis that highly competent 

individuals would possess a more active orientation to goal 

achievement, relative to low competent individual, each 

dimension of active orientation was measured separately 

and then a regression analysis was performed on the dimen

sions collectively and a multiple R squared was obtained. 

To test the sub-hypotheses that highly competent individuals 

would possess relative to low competent individuals: (a) a 

stronger responsibility for self as measured by the Levenson 

Internal-External Control Scale (1974), (b) a more highly 

developed cognitive map as measured by the Information 

Seeking Scale ratings and the Summary Questionnaire, and 

(c) an initiating style of behavior as measured by the 

Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (1973), analysis of variance 

was performed on the measures of each dimension. In addi

tion, the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule was factor analyzed 

to see if any items clustered together as an indication of 

willingness to act. If such a cluster of items was found, 

they would be treated as a measure of initiating behavior 

style, and analysis of variance would be computed. 

58 
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Responsibility for Self 

The locus of control scores v/ere analyzed as a function 

of competence and sex in a two-way analysis of variance. 

Results indicated that no significant difference existed due 

to level of competence, F(l,36) = .07, p > .50, sex, F(l,36) = 

.38, p > .50, or competence by sex interaction, F(l,36) = 

.01, p > .50. The small difference in the locus of control 

scale means of the two groups, as shown in Table 1, support 

the conclusion that responsibility for self was not distin

guishable by competence level. (To control for missing 

items, computations were performed on the subjects' mean 

scale score instead of their summated scale score.) 

TABLE 1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE LEVENSON (197 4) 
INTERNAL-EXTERNAL CONTROL SCALE 

Sex High Competence Low Competence 

Male 

Mean 3.45 3.42 

S.D. .47 .32 

Female 
Mean 3.3 8 3.3 4 
S.D. .38 .38 

Complexity of Cognitive Map 

Subjects' Information Seeking Scale ratings were ana

lyzed as a function of level of competence and sex in a 
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two-way analysis of variance. Results indicated that no 

behavioral differences in complexity of cognitive map 

existed due to competence, F(l,36) = .24, p > .50, sex, 

F(l,36) = .01, p > .50, or competence by sex interaction, 

F(l,36) = 1.38, p > .25. 

In addition, two-way analysis of variance was performed 

on the Summary Questionnaire scores in order to determine 

any differences existing due to level of competence and sex. 

Results indicated that no cognitive differences in complexity 

of cognitive map existed due to competence, F(l,36) = .19, 

p > .50, sex, F(l,36) = 27, p > .50, or competence by sex 

interaction, £(1,36) = 1.92, p = .18. The small difference 

in the means of the two groups on the behavioral and cogni

tive measures of complexity of cognitive map, as shown in 

Table 2, support the conclusion that complexity of cognitive 

map was not distinguishable by competence level. 

Initiating Behavior Style 

Subjects' scores on the Rathus Assertivenss Schedule 

(1973) were analyzed as a function of competence and sex in 

a two-way analysis of variance. Results indicated that no 

significant differences in assertiveness existed due to 

competence, F(l,36) = 3.74, £ = .06, although a strong 

trend existed in the hypothesized direction. A significant 

difference was found in the assertiveness scores when 
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TABLE 2 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE COGNITIVE AND 
BEHAVIORAL MEASURES OF COMPLEXITY OF 

COGNITIVE MAP 

Sex 

High Competence 

Behavioral Cognitive 

Low Competence 

Behavioral Cognitive 

Male 
Mean 

S . D . 

F e m a l e 
Mean 

S . D . 

8 . 4 0 

3 . 1 5 

7 . 1 3 

3 . 5 4 

8 . 8 0 

3 . 3 6 

7 . 8 0 

3 . 5 5 

6.74 

3.20 

7.81 

2.57 

6, 

4 . 

8. 

3 . 

.70 

,00 

.90 

.67 

analyzed by sex, F(l,.36) = 18.86, p < .01, although compe

tence by sex interaction was not significant, F(l,36) = .28, 

p > .50. The difference in the means of the two groups on 

the assertiveness scale, as shown in Table 3, would appear 

to indicate that although no significant difference existed, 

the two groups did vary in the hypothesized direction. (To 

control for missing items, computations were performed on 

subjects' mean scale scores.) 

In addition, a factor analysis of the Rathus Assertive

ness Schedule (see Table 4) indicated the existence of a 

group of six items with a factor loading greater than .45 

which could be labeled initiating style of behavior since 

all items referred to a willingness to begin action. Two-way 

analysis of variance was then computed on the subjects' 
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TABLE 3 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION ON THE RATHUS (197 3) 
ASSERTIVENESS SCHEDULE 

Sex High Competence Low Competence 

Male 

Mean .72 .49 

S.D. .38 .66 

Female 
Mean .09 -.31 
S.D. .51 .49 

summary score on these six items to determine the difference 

in initiating behavior style due to competence and sex. 

Results indicated that no significant difference existed 

due to competence, F(l,36) = 1.03, p = .32, sex, F(l,36) = 

2.41, p = .13, nor competence by sex interaction since the 

F value resulting from the competence by sex computation was 

too small to be tested for significance. The small differ

ence in the means of the two groups, as seen in Table 5, 

support the conclusion that initiating style of behavior was 

not distinguishable by competence. 

Active Orientation to 
Goal Achievement 

The multidimensional nature of the attribute of active 

orientation implied that the combination of the dimension 
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TABLE 4 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE RATHUS ASSERTIVENESS SCHEDULE 

Item 

Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 
Item 

Factor 

64 

65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 

83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92' 
93 

1 

.56 

.36 

.14 

.14 

.28 

.06 

.29 

.23 

.63 

.19 

.63 

.43 

.75 

.55 

.46 

.66 

.28 

.30 
-.03 
-.11 
.31 
.41 
.34 
.41 
.16 
-.09 
.43 
.20 
.29 
.48 

2 

.23 
-.15 
.61 
.17 

-.13 
.48 
.29 
.34 

-.09 
-.04 
-.08 
-.24 
-.44 
-.33 
-.16 
-.18 
.10 
.46 

-.24 
.48 

-.13 
.24 

-.41 
-.25 
.69 

-.93 
.27 
.38 
.67 
.30 

3 

-.53 
.39 
.15 
.17 

-.26 

.31 

.51 
-.02 
.12 

-.17 
.02 
.04 

-.04 
-.33 
-.51 
.22 

-.60 
-.46 
.53 

-.33 
-.34 
.17 
.22 

-.03 
-.06 
-.22 
.18 
.19 

-.26 
.37 

4 

.17 

.29 

.29 

.06 

.53 

.26 
-.36 
-.23 
-.46 
.49 

-104 
.48 

-.18 
.32 

-.22 
.06 
.04 

-.18 
.20 
.43 

-.34 
.04 
.16 
.06 
.30 
.28 

-.15 
.10 

-.31 
-.01 

5 

-.09 
-.16 
.12 
.63 
.20 

-.35 
-.19 
-.16 
.02 

-.34 
-.09 
-.20 
.92 

-.23 
.15 
.19 
.14 
.09 
.13 
.24 

-.22 
-.53 
.20 
.50 
.15 

-.43 
.04 
.41 

-.13 
.95 

6 

-.25 
-.12 
.40 
.10 
.00 
.25 
.07 

-.22 
.27 
.35 

-.03 
-.31 
.02 

-.13 
.10 

-.33 
-.11 
.09 
.19 

-.08 
.49 
.14 
.47 
.29 
.32 
.07 
.17 

-.26 
-.16 
-.40 

7 

-.35 
-.19 
-.05 
.13 
.29 
.20 
.17 
.10 

-.28 
-.20 
-.33 
.41 

-.20 
.29 
.07 

-.09 
-.02 
-.17 
-.49 
-.33 
.24 
.22 
.17 
.02 
.07 

-.44 
.11 
.16 

-.05 
.03 

Communality 

0.60 
0.46 
0.68 
0.50 
0.57 
0.62 
0.64 
0.30 
0.78 
0.59 
0.53 
0.78 
0.83 
0.77 
0.58 
0.67 
0.48 
0.60 
0.68 
0.69 
0.69 
0.61 
0.65 
0.57 
0.73 
0.52 
0.35 
0.49 
0.74 
0.62 

Latent Roots 4.55 3.39 2.56 2.31 2.06 1.80 1.62 18.29 
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TABLE 5 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE 
INITIATING BEHAVIOR STYLE FACTOR 

Sex High Competence Low Competence 

Male 

Mean 0.32 -0.07 

S.D. 0.94 0.94 

Female 
Mean -0.27 -0.63 
S.D. 1.46 1.25 

measured would be more predictive of competence than would 

each dimension taken individually. In order to test this 

hypothesis, multiple regression was performed on the mea

sures, with competence serving as the criterion variable, 

and the measures of locus of control, assertiveness and 

complexity of cognitive map serving as the predictor variable. 

Results indicated that multiple R was not significant, 

F(4,36) = .64, p > .50, and when squared accounted for 7% 

of the variance. As might be expected, the variance ac

counted for by the multiple R squared was greater than the 

variance accounted for by any single variable since neither 

the locus of control scores or the Information Seeking Scale 

ratings accounted for any of the variance, the Summary Ques

tionnaire scores accounted for only 1/10% of the variance. 
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and the assertiveness scores accounted for 6% of the 

variance. 

Additional Analysis 

Results of the original analysis indicated that individ

uals identified as high and low competent did not vary sig

nificantly in active orientation to goal achievement, or 

the three dimensions of active orientation as measured by 

the Levenson (1974) Internal-External Control Scale, Rathus 

Assertiveness Schedule (1973), and newly developed measures 

of the cognitive map. However, scores of the two groups 

on the Texas Social Behavior Inventory short form (Helmreich 

& Stapp, 1974) indicated that differences existed between 

the groups. Analysis of variance results indicated that a 

significant difference existed due to competence, F(l, 36) = 

5.08, p = .03, sex, F(l,36) = 11.77, p < .01, and competence 

by sex interaction, F(l,36) = 3.98, p = .05. As previously 

discussed, the locus of control and assertiveness measures 

were not thought to be exact measures of the dimensions of 

active orientation, yet because of their similarity in 

several aspects to responsibility for self and initiating 

style of behavior, the measures were used as indicators of 

the variables. Since differences did not appear for the 

entire scales, and because some items in the scales had 

little to do with the dimensions being measured, it was 
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thought that certain elements or aspects of the scales might 

better measure the variables than would the entire scales. 

For this reason additional analyses were computed. 

Factor Analysis 

First, the three scales were factor analyzed in order 

to obtain groupings of items which might represent more 

accurately than the entire scale, the variables being con

sidered (see Appendix F for results of factor analyses). 

A factor of ten items (25, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 35, 36, 39, 

40—see Appendix D) which accounted for 32.1% of the vari

ance was found in the Texas Social Behavior Inventory. With 

the exception of item 25, all items appear to be measuring 

a type of social or self-confidence. The subjects' summary 

scores were then analyzed as a function of competence and 

sex in a two-way analysis of variance. Results indicated 

that significant differences existed in social confidence 

due to competence, F(l,36) = 5.71, p < .01, sex, F(l,36) = 

10.82, p < .01, and competence by sex interaction, F(l,36) = 

4.26, p < .05. 

When factor analyzed, the responses to the Levenson 

Internal-External Control Scale did not produce a factor 

which appeared to represent the dimension of responsibility 

for self. However, in addressing the multidimensional nature 

of the locus of control measure, Levenson (1974) identified 

eight items (41, 43, 44, 48, 57, 58, 60, 62--See Appendix D) 
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which were all designed to measure one's internal control. 

It was thought that these items measuring internal locus of 

control might best represent the dimension of responsibility 

for self, and therefore subjects' summary score on these, 

items were analyzed as a function of competence and sex in 

a two-way analysis of variance. Results indicated that no 

significant differences existed in internal locus of control 

due to competence, F(l,36) = .43, p > .50, sex, F(l,36) = 

1.39, p = .25, nor competence by sex interaction, F(l,36) = 

.97, p = .33. 

As mentioned previously, an initiating behavior style 

factor was found when the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule was 

factor analyzed. Results of the analysis of variance can 

be found in the major analysis section. 

Face Validity of Items 

Second, items from the Levenson Internal-External Con

trol Scale and Rathus Assertiveness Schedule which by face 

validity appeared to be measuring the defined variable were 

selected and treated as new scales. Analysis of variance 

was then performed to determine the differences which existed 

due to competence and sex. The items from the Levenson 

Internal-External Control Scale which appeared at face value 

to be dealing with responsibility for self were the exact 

items which comprised the internal factor previously tested. 

The results of the analysis of variance of these items can be 



68 

found in previous sections. Ten items from the Rathus Assert

iveness Schedule appeared to be dealing with an initiating 

style of behavior or willingness to act (items 66, 69, 73, 

82, 84, 85, 86, 89, 91, 93—see Appendix D). Results from 

the analysis of variance computations indicated that no sig

nificant differences existed due to competence, F(l,36) = 

1.53, £ = .26, sex, F(l,36) = 2.65, p = .11, nor competence 

by sex interaction, F(l,36) = .49, p = .49. 

Reduced Sample 

In order to sharpen the difference between high and 

low competent individuals, the three individuals from each 

organization identified as highest competent and the three 

individuals from each organization identified as lowest com

petent were used as a new sample for a total of 24 subjects. 

Analysis of variance was then performed on their scores on 

the TSBI, locus of control, assertiveness, and cognitive 

map measures, as well as all new scales developed from 

factor analysis, and the face validity of items. Results 

on the TSBI indicated that a significant difference existed 

due to competence, F(l,36) = 4.42, p < .05, although no 

significant difference was found due to sex, F(l,20) = 3.38, 

p = .08, nor competence by sex interaction, F(l,20) = .46, 

p > .50. When analysis of variance was performed on the 

locus of control scores of the two groups, no significant 
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differences were found due to competence, F(l,20) = 1.55, 

p = .23, sex, F(l,20) = .30, p > .50, or competence by sex 

interaction, F(l,20) = .77, p = .39. Also, no significant 

differences were found on assertiveness between the two 

groups due to competence, F(l,20) = .58, p = .46, nor com

petence by sex interaction, F(l,20) = .32, p > .50. However, 

a significant difference was found in assertiveness due to 

sex, F(l,20) = 6.59, p < .05. No significant differences 

were found on the behavioral measure of cognitive map due 

to competence, F(l,20) = .67, p = .42, sex, F(l,20) = .23, 

p > .50, or competence by seK interaction, F(l,20) = 2.99, 

p = .10. Likewise, no significant differences were found 

on the cognitive measure of cognitive map due to competence, 

F(l,20) = .17, £ > .50, sex, F(l,20) = .09, p > .50, nor 

competence by sex interaction, £(1,20) = 1.25, £ = .28. 

In analyzing the scales which resulted from factor 

analysis of the original scales, a significant difference 

was found on the TSBI social confidence factor due to com

petence, F(l,20) = 4.64, p < .05. No significant differences 

were found due to sex, F(l,20) = 2.57, p = .13, nor compe

tence by sex interaction, F(l,20) = .13, p > .50. On the 

internal control factor, no significant differences were 

found due to competence, F(l,20) = .37, p < .50, sex, 

F(l 20) = 1.31, p = .26, nor competence by sex interaction, 

F(l,20) = .15, p ^ .50. Likewise, on the initiating style 
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of behavior factor, no significant differences were found 

due to competence, F(l,20) = .10, p > .50, sex, F(l,20) = 

.57, £ = .46, nor competence by sex interaction, F(l,20) = 

.10, £ > .50. 

Finally, on the initiating style of behavior scale 

developed from the face validity of the items, no signifi

cant differences were found due to competence, F(l,20) = 

.11, £ > .50, sex, F(l,20) = .65, £ = .43, nor competence 

by sex interaction, F(l,20) = .08, £ > .50. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The present experiment was designed to test the active 

orientation to goal achievement component of the cognitive-

behavioral model of interpersonal competence. A peer rating 

procedure was used to determine high and low competent indi

viduals. Contrary to the hypotheses, high competent indi

viduals did not show relative to low competent individuals 

a more active orientation to goal achievement, nor did they 

show: (a) a stronger responsibility for self, (b) a more 

highly developed cognitive map, or (c) an initiating style 

of behavior. Due to these unexpected results, the question 

to be answered then becomes, "Why did differences not appear 

between the two groups as hypothesized in the attribute of 

active orientation to goal achievement and its components?" 

Possible explanations may come from any, or a combination 

of three distinct sources: (a) the sample, (b) the procedure 

and measurements, and (c) the conceptual model. 

The first possible source which may have affected the 

results is the sample, which was drawn from social oriented 

organizations such as fraternities and sororities. Member

ship in these organizations is based on selection, and the 

selection is based in part on the impression one makes on 

other organization members. This might indicate that 
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individuals selected for membership into such organizations 

possess a certain degree of ability to ingratiate others 

and have an above average level of social or interpersonal 

skill. As a result, the sample used may have consisted of 

individuals at the upper end of the competence continuum. 

This fact may have influenced the findings of this study in 

two ways. First, it was hypothesized that the sample was 

composed of individuals who were highly consistent in 

achievement of their interpersonal goals (high competent) 

and individuals who were highly consistent in nonachievement 

of their interpersonal goals (low competent). However, the 

sample may not have met this assumption of broad diversity in 

goal achievement in that the sample actually consisted of 

individuals who achieved their goals consistently across 

situations and persons (interpersonally competent) and indi

viduals who were able to achieve goals in certain situations 

or with certain people (interpersonally effective). In other 

words, the distinction between the two groups may not have 

met the requirements of the experiment in that the groups 

differed in consistency of goal achievement instead of 

achievement or nonachievement of goals as assumed in the 

experiment. This idea that the distinction between the two 

groups may have been much finer than mere achievement of 

goals is supported by the Texas Social Behavior Inventory 

results. Significant differences would seem to indicate 
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that the two groups did vary in social competence, thus lend

ing support to the idea that a difference existed between 

the groups, but that the nature of the differences is un

known . 

The second possible result of this skewed sample might 

be that most individuals in the sample could have been 

labeled interpersonally competent. As explained previously, 

identification of the sample was made through a ranking pro

cess in which group members identified those individuals 

most likely to be able to achieve certain goals. Since rank

ings were based on perceptions of who could best achieve a 

certain goal, and not who could or could not achieve a 

certain goal, it is possible that all individuals being 

ranked were all capable of achieving the goals and ranking 

were based merely on who could do it best. In other words, 

all organization members might have been capable of success 

in the stated goals and therefore rankings were made on a 

criteria other than who could or could not achieve the goal. 

If this was the case, it is possible that rankings were made 

on who impressed others as being more successful, or who 

possessed the social confidence that would make others tend 

to think of them as more successful or obtaining success 

quicker than others. Instead of the distinction being 

achievement versus nonachievement of goals (high versus low 

competence), the distinction may have been who impressed 
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others as being best able to achieve goals (social confi

dence versus social uncertainty). Results of the social 

confidence factor of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory 

would seem to support this explanation in that a significant 

difference was found in the social confidence scores of the 

two groups. 

Here we have two possible explanations as to how the 

above average interpersonal skill level of the sample may 

have affected the results. First, the distinction between 

the two groups may have been one of amount of goal achieve

ment instead of ability to achieve goals. Second, rankings 

may have been made not on who was able to achieve goals (as 

all group members may have been capable of goal achievement), 

but who impressed others as being able to best achieve the 

goal. Since the scores on the total Texas Social Behavior 

Inventory support one explanation, and scores on the social 

confidence factor of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory sup

port the other explanation, it is impossible to determine 

which, if either, of the explanations most accurately re

flects the results. However, in both instances procedural 

problems, which will be addressed later, are implied because 

of the unclear source of distinction between the two groups. 

To determine if sharpening the difference between those 

individuals identified as high and low competent would in

crease the difference between the two groups, the original 

sample was reduced by selecting the highest three and lowest 
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three individuals identified in each organization. In this 

instance, however, increasing the range did not produce 

significant differences in the locus of control or assertive

ness scores of the tv/o groups, which again may be due to the 

high interpersonal skill level of the organizations from 

which the sample was drawn. 

The second major area potentially influencing the re

sults is the experimental procedure and measures employed. 

If the sample used in the present study was in fact ranging 

from interpersonal effectiveness to interpersonal competence 

as previously suggested, then an experiment which tested 

the individuals in only one setting might not accurately 

represent one's orientation to goal achievement. The dif

ference between interpersonal competence and interpersonal 

effectiveness is that interpersonally effective individuals 

experience goal achievement in their interactions, but on a 

less consistent basis than the interpersonally competent 

individuals. Therefore, since the distinction between these 

two groups is one of success across situations and persons, 

an experiment testing differences between interpersonally 

effective and interpersonally competent individuals should 

be designed to test across various situations and persons 

as opposed to testing in only one situation as was done in 

the present study. If, however, the two groups did not vary 

in their ability to achieve goals, but instead varied in 
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their ability to give the impression that one was capable 

of success, then the experiment was not designed to be 

sensitive to that difference. The procedure in the present 

study was based on the assumption that the two groups dif

fered in ability to achieve goals, and if as suggested, this 

assumption was invalid, then an experimental situation based 

on achievement of a goal would not differentiate between the 

groups. For the experimental procedure employed in the 

present study to be valid, it would have to be assured that 

the factor which distinguished the two groups was ability 

to successfully achieve goals. In either case it would 

appear that the experimental procedure was not appropriately 

suited for the sample in that: (a) measurement was made in 

a single situation when identification of the sample was 

made on performance over a variety of situations, or (b) 

measurement was made on ability to achieve goal when identi

fication of the sample was made on ability to appear confi

dent and capable of goal achievement. 

Another procedural problem may have been that motivation 

or reward in the experiment was not great enough to induce 

high competent individuals to employ their superior skills. 

The $15.00 prize may not have been incentive enough for the 

individuals to really become involved in the experiment, and 

because they had little to gain from full participation, 

subjects may not have fully exemplified their capabilities. 
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In a similar vein, the task may not have been challenging or 

difficult enough to demand the advanced resources or skills 

of the interpersonally competent subjects. It is possible 

that a more complex or difficult task would have been more 

appealing to high competent individuals because it would 

have increased their motivation to become involved in the 

experiment and to demonstrate their superior skills. For 

example, if the subjects realized early in the experiment 

that this was a task that almost anyone in their organiza

tion could accomplish, they might have been less interested 

in becoming involved. If interpersonally competent individ

uals are in fact more sensitive to cues and possess a more 

developed cognitive map than less competent individuals, a 

task in which only questioning was required to obtain infor

mation would be less challenging than a task which required 

more integrative cognitive processes. 

A third procedural problem could be that the nature of 

the experiment assumed that individuals would attempt to 

pick the person most qualified to do the task. It is pes-

sible, however, that because of their greater self confi

dence, as indicated by the Texas Social Behavior Inventory, 

interpersonally competent individuals were more assured of 

their own capabilities to accomplish the task, and did not 

feel a strong need to pick the partner who appeared most 

capable of accomplishing the task alone. 

A review of the experiment would also indicate several 
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possible problems in the operational definitions of the 

dimensions. As stated previously, the attributes tested in 

the experiment are newly developed and therefore no standard 

measurements exist for them. Because of this, it was neces

sary to use measures of those attributes which approximated 

or were similar to those introduced in the cognitive-

behavioral model of interpersonal competence. 

It is possible that problems exist with the locus of 

control scale used to measure responsibility for self due 

to the multidimensional nature of the scale. The scale en

compassed more aspects than just responsibility for self 

and therefore might not have been a clear measure of the 

defined variable. For example, a question which was scored 

as a "powerful others" control item states, "Getting what I 

want requires pleasing those above me." A high competent 

individual with an active orientation to goal achievement 

may in fact agree with this statement because they are aware 

of the dynamics of their environment and realize the coor

dination of plans which has the greatest potential for 

eventual goal achievement. For this reason the internal 

factor of the scale was taken as a more sensitive measure of 

responsibility for self, yet no differences appeared between 

the two groups. This again may be a result of the small 

range of competence represented by the sample. 

Problems can also be found with the measures of 
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complexity of cognitive map which were employed. In the 

instructions given by the interviewer, stress was put on the 

importance of questioning. As a result, the vast majority 

of subjects asked questions to obtain additional informa

tion about the task and partners. The fact that no differ

ence was found in the cognitive links of the two groups may 

suggest several things. First, these results may indicate 

that the difference in high and low competent individuals 

may not be in the nature of their cognitive map, but in 

their tendency to use the map. More specificly, subjects' 

mental links, when made, may not differ greatly, but instead, 

high competent individuals may be more attentive to cues, 

make situation, action, outcome links, and employ them in 

their interactions more readily and consistently than do 

low competent individuals. Since subjects in the present 

study were encouraged to ask questions and therefore make 

cognitive links, the natural tendency of the two groups to 

be attentive to cues and make cognitive links can not be 

determined. Another explanation could be that the differ

ences in cognitive maps of the two groups can only be seen 

in complex tasks. It may be argued that the task in the 

present experiment was not difficult, and that on tasks 

that range from low to average difficulty, there is little 

difference in the mental processes of the two groups; how

ever, the variation appears when individuals have to integrate 
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many types of environmental input in a complex interpersonal 

situation. A third possible explanation could be that the 

technique of questioning alone may not accurately identify 

individuals' cognitive maps. Perhaps questioning is a 

relatively simple technique of obtaining information, and 

distinction might only be made in complex situations where 

information had to be obtained through less straightforward 

and clear-cut methods. 

Fourth, it is possible that understanding of the cogni

tive map is not yet concrete enough to develop measurements 

which accurately identify differences in individuals' mental 

links. Perhaps through assessment and refinement of attempts 

to measure the cognitive map, such as the one in the present 

study, can accurate measurement finally be obtained. 

Similarly to the problems with the locus of control 

scale, the assertiveness scale was not viewed as an exact 

measurement of initiating behavior style because it dealt 

with a more broad and multidimensional personality variable. 

Yet results did indicate a strong trend for high competent 

individuals to be more assertive than low competent indi

viduals. This could in part be due to highly competent 

individuals acknowledging that on occasion assertiveness 

is the best way to obtain a desired outcome. Surprisingly, 

when attempts were made to isolate the dimension of initiat

ing behavior style, neither the items which grouped together 
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as an initiating style of behavior factor, nor the items 

selected on face validity as representing initiating 

style of behavior, appeared to differentiate between the 

two groups. This may indicate that high and low competent 

individuals differ not merely in initiating style of be

havior, but in other dimensions represented in the scale, 

such as competiveness and aggressiveness. It also may sug

gest that initiating behavior style has been too narrowly, 

defined and includes dimensions other than a willingness 

to act. 

The third possible source of an explanation for the 

findings could be the conceptual model itself. It is pos

sible that the specific component of active orientation to 

goal achievement may not be an accurate predictor of compe

tence. At this point in time it is difficult to determine 

the utility of the component because the concept of active 

participation is supported in conceptual literature and no 

known empirical literature exists to contradict it. It would 

then seem that the validity or invalidity of the component 

can only be determined as empirical findings are complied. 

So at this point in time a broad based rejection of the 

component cannot be merited until further research is done 

which alleviates possible sampling, procedural, and measure

ment problems. 

To accurately assess the validity of the component of 
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active orientation to goal achievement and the cognitive-

behavioral model of interpersonal competence, it is impor

tant that further research be conducted. Based on the 

problems encountered in the present study, caution should be 

taken in future work to see that the following procedures 

are employed. First, development of measures designed 

specificly to assess: (a) responsibility for self, (b) com

plexity of cognitive map, and (c) initiating style of be

havior, must be conducted. Until valid measures of the 

variables can be obtained, accurate assessment of the degree 

to which high and low competent individuals differ is impos

sible. Second, care should be taken to obtain samples from 

groups in which the entire range (or a wide range) of com

petence is found. It may, however, be difficult for future 

researchers to identify a close network of individuals who 

are familiar with each other's interpersonal interactions, 

whose membership includes the entire range of competence. 

Because of this it may be necessary to develop a rating sys

tem in which absolute values are assigned to specific abil

ities to perform, as opposed to the ranking system used in 

the present study. This would allow researchers to take the 

lowest individuals from a low competent group, and the high

est individuals from a high competent group if a single 

organization could not be found which had a broad range of 

competence. In addition, researchers may find that any type 
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of peer rating cannot be used, whether ranking or rating, 

because it is based heavily on the social confidence one 

shows, or the impression he/she creates. If this is the 

case, samples would then need to be obtained through a more 

objective method such as observation in a variety of natural 

or controlled settings. Finally,, to test for the differ

ences that may exist in consistency of goal attainment, as 

opposed to achievement or nonachievement of goals, experi

mental tasks should be developed which test individuals' 

active orientation across situations and persons. Such 

experimental tasks should vary in difficulty from quite 

simple to highly complex in order to determine at what level 

differences become evident between high and low competent 

individuals. However, researchers may find this to be a 

quite difficult task as it would require so much time from 

the subjects. One solution to this problem might be to use 

matched samples which could be used in different settings. 

The present study did not succeed in supporting the 

component of active orientation to goal achievement as a 

distinguishing factor between high and low competent individ

uals. It did, however, make some important contributions to 

future empirical work to be conducted in the area of inter

personal competence in that some of the problematic areas 

are identified. Hopefully, future attempts to study the 

cognitive-behavioral model of interpersonal competence will 



84 

be facilitated by an awareness of the difficulties in such 

research, and a dedicated attempt will be made to control 

for them. 
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This is a questionnaire designed to measure peoples' 

ability to do certain tasks. You are to rank the juniors 

(excluding yourself) in your sorority/fraternity according 

to how you think or know they would perform in each of these 

situations. We ask that you be as objective as possible and 

rank group members on each task not according to how well 

you know or like them, but according to who is most likely 

to be able to do each of these tasks. On the following 

page is a matrix in which you are to rank group members. 

The number in the left hand column corresponds with the 

questions on this page. For each question rank group members 

listed at the top of the matrix with 1 being the person who 

is most likely to 

most likely to 

, 2 being the person who is next 

, and so on until all group members 

are ranked. It is very important that each member is ranked 

on every item. Following is an example of how the rankings 

should look when completed: 
0) 

Xi Ti y, 
O (U -H 
PQ EH S l-D Pi < PH 

1. dates interesting people 

2. discusses a wide range of 
issues with their parents 

1 

2 

3. would make a stranger feel 3 
comfortable at a party 

1 4 2 6 3 7 5 

3 4 1 5 2 7 6 

4 3 5 1 6 2 7 

Again there are no right or wrong answers, so please be 

as objective and honest as possible. 
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is the person who: 

1. could get a teacher to change his/her grade 

2. will most likely get a top level job 

3. most people listen to when a decision needs to be made 

4. can intelligently discuss a variety of topics with others 

5. makes a good impression when he/she is in a new social 

situation 

6. is sought after as both a dating partner and friend by 

members of the opposite sex 



APPENDIX B: INTERVIEWER'S SCRIPT 
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We very much appreciate your taking the time to partici

pate in this experiment. I am now going to briefly describe 

to you what you will be doing for the next twenty minutes. 

(Look directly at subject) Please feel free to ask me for 

any additional information or for clarification at any point 

in time if you so desire. (Pause 3-4 seconds and look di

rectly at subject to em.phasize the acceptability of asking 

questions.) 

You are one of 4 0 persons that has been randomly se

lected from a group of 140 sorority and fraternity members 

to participate in this experiment to study how strangers 

reach joint decisions. (Emphasize) Keep in mind that it is 

important that you get complete information from me so that 

you can do your best in this experiment, so again, please 

feel free to ask questions or make comments that will help 

you with the experiment. You and a partner of your choice 

will be given a task to solve in a limited time period. The 

task will require that both of you work together, so pick 

your partner carefully. As an incentive, a $15.00 prize 

will be given to the team developing the best solution. You 

have the opportunity of choosing the partner with whom you 

would like to work from three possible alternatives, none of 

whom you know. All three persons are (same sex as subject) 

and we have designated them partners A, B, and C. I have 

additional information on all three partners and on the task. 
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but since I'm not sure what you want to know, I'll just let 

you ask for additional information if you want it. What 

questions do you have? 



APPENDIX C: SUMMARY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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What is the main thing you are going to try to do in 
this experiment? 

What types of information would be helpful for you to 
know in beginning to work on this experiment? 

3. Why would it be helpful to have this information? 

Did you attempt to attain this information? 
If yes, how did you go about doing it? 

Did you ask for additional information about the task 
you are to undertake with your partner? Why or 
why not? 

Did you ask for more information about your potential 
partners? Why or why not? 

7. Why have you chosen the partner that you have? 



APPENDIX D: COMPOSITE QUESTIONNAIRE 

* Q u e s t i o n 2 on t h e L e v e n s o n I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l C o n t r o l 
S c a l e was i n a d v e r t a n t l y o m i t t e d . 
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Directions: Please complete the following questionnaire as 
honestly as you can. Circle the letter where appropriate. 
All answers on this questionnaire are strictly confidential 
and will be used for research purposes only. Only the prin
ciple researcher and the experimenter will see your responses 

1. Name 

2. 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

Sex 

Age 

M 

Number of brothers 

Number of sisters 

Your birth order - were you born 1st, 2nd, 3rd, etc.? 

Born 

7. What is your approximate overall grade point average' 

1. 0.00-1.49 
2. 1.50-1.99 
3. 2.00-2.49 
4. 2.50-2.99 
5. 3.00-3.49 
6. 3.50-4.00 

8. What is your major field of study? 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Agricultural Sciences 
Arts & Sciences 
Business Administration 
Education 
Engineering 
Home Economics 
Other (specify) 

Which of the following best describes the community 
which you think of as your hometown? 

1. Suburb in a 
people 

2. Suburb in 
3. Suburb in 
4. In a city 
5. In a city 
6. City town 

metropolitan area of more than 2,000,000 

a 
a 

metropolitan area of 
metropolitan area of 

(not a suburb) of more 
of 50,000 to 500,000 
of 10,000 to 50,000 

500,000 to 2,000,000 
100,000 to 500,000 
than 500,000 
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7. Town of less than 10,000 

8. Farm, ranch, or other open country 

10. What is your religious background? 

1. Protestant 
2. Catholic 
3. Jewish 
4. do not have religious identity 
5. other—please list 
6. I prefer not to answer this question 

11. To what extent would you say religion influences your 
daily life—e.g., what you say, what you do? 

1. not at all 
2. very little 
3. somewhat 
4. quite a bit 
5. very much 

Below is a list of occupational categories which you are to 
use to describe the primary work involvement of your mother 
and father. In these items, mother and father refer to those 
persons either currently living in your home or providing 
means of family support. Indicate the one category which 
best describes your father's v/ork activity (#12), and do the 
same for your mother (#13). 

1. unskilled worker (e.g., farm worker, maid) 
2. semi-skilled (e.g., machine operator) 
3. service worker (e.g., barber, policeman, beautician) 
4. skilled worker or craftsman (e.g., carpenter, 

electrician, plumber) 
5. salesperson, bookkeeper, secretary, office worker 
6. owner, manager, partner of a small business; lower 

level government official; military commissioned 
officer 

7. profession requiring a bachelor's degree (e.g., 
engineer, elementary or secondary school teacher) 

8. owner, high level executive large business or high 
level government agency 

9. profession requiring an advanced degree (e.g., 
doctor, lawyer, college professor) 

10. homemaker 

12. father 

13. mother 



act?vH ^ ! ) ^ ̂ "̂"̂  categories as above, list the major work 
activity you expect to be doing several years from now. 

•^^' y°^^ expected major work activity 

p?o=! ^^ ̂ ^^f* °5 categories of educational attainment. 
at?afL^"fn''^^K ^^^ highest level your father and mother 
attained in school, and the highest level you expect to 
attain. 

1. some grade school 
2. finished grade school 
3. some high school 
4. finished high school 
5. some college 
6. bachelors degree 
7. advanced degree 

15. father's education 

16. mother's education 

17. your expected educational attainment 

18. Characterize your present overall level of personal 
adjustment. This may include energy level, feelings 
of well-being, productivity, typical mood, intensity 
of interest in things, relationships with people, etc. 
Please indicate only one response. 

1. poor ("down all the time") 
2. not so good ("the blahs") 
3. good ("pretty together") 
4. extremely good ('̂ really together") 

19. Which of the following best describes your own inter
personal situation here at Texas Tech? 

1. have a large number (more than 5) of very close 
friends and many acquaintances 

2. have a large number of close friends and few other 
acquaintances 

3. have several (3 to 5) close friends and many 
acquaintances 

4. have several close friends and few acquaintances 
5. one or two close friends and many acquaintances 
6. one or two close friends and few acquaintances 
7. no close friends but many acquaintances 
8. no close friends and few acquaintances 
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A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

C 
C 
C 
C 
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Listed below are some possible sources of influence on your 
behavior. Indicate the importance of each of the following, 
as It influences how you conduct your relationships with 
others, by circling the correct letter beside each item. 

A = Highly important 
B = Very important 
C = Somewhat important 
D = Not very important 
E = Not at all important 

D E 20. Parents 
D E 21. Brothers, sisters, or other family members 
D E 22. "youth culture" 
D E 23. Close friends 

A B C D E 24. Current dating partner 

The following questions are designed to gather information on 
the way you think about yourself. Most people see themselves 
differently in various situations, as well, as from time to 
time. Please remember there is no right answer—we are just 
interested in your honest response. Circle just one response 
for each question. 

A = Very characteristic of me 
B = Fairly characteristic of me 
C = Slightly characteristic of me 
D - Not very characteristic of me 
E = Not at all characteristic of me 

A B C D E 25. I would describe myself as socially 
unskilled. 

A B C D E 26. I frequently find it difficult to defend 
my point of view when confronted with the 
opinion of others. 

A B C D E 27. I would be willing to describe myself as 
a pretty "strong" personality. 

A B C D E 28. When I work on a committee, I like to 
take charge of things. 

A B C D E 29. I usually expect to succeed in the things 
I do. 

A B C D E 30. I feel comfortable approaching someone 
in a position of authority over me. 

A B C D E 31. I enjoy being around other people, and 
seek out social encounters frequently. 
I feel confident of my social behavior. 
I feel I can confidently approach and 
deal with anyone I meet. 

B C D E 34. I would describe myself as happy. 

A 
A 

B 
B 

C 
C 

D 
D 

E 
E 

32 
33 
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^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^' 1 enjoy being in front of large audiences 
A B C D E 36. When I meet a stranger I often think he/ 

she is better than I am. 
A B C D E 37. It is hard for me to start a conversation 

with strangers. 
A B C D E 38. People seem naturally to turn to me when 

decisions have to be made. 
A B C D E 39. I feel secure in social situations. 
A B C D E 40. I like to exert my influence over other 

people. 

TtHrs-^ction- is- eofltposê d-̂ êyf 24 personal statements. You are 
to indicate the strength of your agreement or disagreement 
with each statement by circling the appropriate number. 

' A = Strongly agree 
fB = Agree 
3 0 = Mildly agree 
u D = Mildly disagree 
^ E = Disagree 
1̂  F = Strongly disagree 

A B C D E F 41.^, Whether or not I get to be a leader v 
depends mostly on my ability. 

A B C D E E 42. To a great extent what happens in my 
life is mostly determined by powerful 
others. 

A B C D E F 43. Whether or not I get into a car acci
dent depends mostly on how good a 
driver I am. 

A B C D E F 44. When I make plans, I am almost certain 
to make them work. 

A B C D E F 45. Often there is no chance of protecting 
my personal interests from bad luck 
happenings. 

A B C D E F 46. When I get what I want, it's usually 
because I'm lucky. 

A B C D E F 47. Although I might have good ability, 
I will not be given leadership respon
sibility without appealing to those 
in positions of power. 

A B C P E F 48. How many friends I have depends on 
how nice I am. 

A B C D E F 4 9 . I have often found that what is going 
to happen will happen. 

A B C D E F 50. My life is chiefly controlled by 
powerful others. 

A B C D E F 51. Whether or not I get into a car acc:i-
dent is mostly a matter of luck. 
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B C D E F 52 

B C D E F 53 

A B C D E F 54 

People like myself have very little 
chance of protecting our personal 
interests when they conflict with 
those of strong pressure groups. 
It's not always wise to plan too far 
ahead because things turn out to be a 
matter of good or bad fortune. 
Getting what I want requires pleasing 
those above me. 

A B C D E F 55. Whether or not I get to be a leader 
depends on whether I'm lucky enough 
to be in the right place at the right 
time. 

A B C D E F 56. If important people were to decide 
they didn't like me, I probably 
wouldn't make many friends. 

A B C D E F 5 7 . I can pretty much determine what will 
happen in my life. 

A B C D E F 58. I am usually able to protect my per
sonal interests. 

A B C D E F 59. Whether or not I get into a car acci
dent depends mostly on the other 
driver. 

A B C D E F 60. When I get what I want, it's usually 
because I worked for it. 

A B C D E F 61. In order to have my plans work, I 
make sure that they fit in with the 
desires of people who have power over 
me. 

A B C D E F 62. My life is determined by my own 
actions. 

A B C D E F 63. It's chiefly a matter of fate whether 
or not I have a few friends or many 
friends. 

/ 

Following are 30 opinions or behaviors that people sometimes 
see as achracteristic of themselves. Indicate how descripe 
tive each statement is of you by circling the appropriate 
letter. 

A = Very characteristic of me, extremely 
descriptive 

B = Rather characteristic of me, quite 
descriptive 

C = Somewhat characteristic of me, 
slightly descriptive 

D = Somewhat uncharacteristic of me, 
slightly nondescriptive 

E = Rather uncharacteristic of me, 
quite nondescriptive 

F = Very uncharacteristic of me, extremely 
nondescriptive 
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A B C D E F 64 

A B C D E F 65 

A B C D E F 66 

A B C D E F 67 

A • B C D E F 68 

A B C D E F 69. 

A B C D E F 70. 

A B C D E F 71. 

A B C D E F 72. 

A B C D E F 73 

A B C D E F 74 

A B C D E F 75 

A B C D E F 76. 

A B C D E F 78 

A B C D E F 79 

A B C D E F 80 

A B C D E F 81 

A B C D E F 82. 

Most people seem to be more aggressive 
than I am. 
I have hesitated to make or accept 
dates because of my "shyness." 
VJhen the food at a restaurant is not 
done to my satisfaction, I complain 
about it to the waiter or waitress. 
I am careful to avoid hurting other 
people's feelings, even when I feel 
that I have been injured. 
If a salesman has gone to considerable 
trouble to show me merchandise which 
is not quite suitable, I have a diffi
cult time saying "No." 
When I am asked to do something, I 
insist on knowing why. 
There are times when I look for a 
good vigorous argument. 
I strive to get ahead as well as most 
people in my position. 
To be honest, people often take ad
vantage of me. 
I enjoy starting conversations with 
new acquaintances and strangers. 
I often don't know what to say to 
attractive persons of the opposite sex. 
I will hesitate to make phone calls 
to businss establishments and insti
tutions. 
I would rather apply for a job or for 
admission to a college by writing 
them letters than by going through 
with personal interviews. 
I find it embarrassing to return mer
chandise. 
If a close friend and respected rela
tive was annoying me, I would smother 
my feelings rather than express my 
annoyance. 
I have avoided asking questions for 
fear of sounding stupid. 
During an argument I am sometimes 
afraid that I will get so upset that 
I will shake all over. 
If a friend and respected lecturer 
makes a statement which I think is in
correct, I will have the audience 
hear my point of view. 
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A B C D E F 83. 

A 
A 

B 
B 

C 
C 

D 
D 

E 
E 

F 
F 

87 
88 

I avoid arguing over prices with 
clerks and salespersons. 

A B C D E F 84. When I have done something important 
and worthwhile, I manage to let 
others know about it. 

A B C D E F 85. I am open and frank about my feelings. 
A B C D E F 86. If someone has been spreading false 

and bad stories about me, I see him/ 
her as soon as possible to "have a 
talk" about it. 
I often have a hard time saying "No." 
I tend to bottle up my emotions rather 
than make a scene. 

A B C D E F 89. I complain about poor service in a 
restaurant and elsewhere. 

A B C D E F 90. When I am given a compliment, I some
times just don't know what to say. 

A B C D E E 91. If a couple near me in a theatre or 
at a lecture were conversing rather 
loudly, I would ask them to be quiet 
or to take the conversation elsewhere. 

A B C D E F 92. Anyone attempting to push ahead of me 
in a line is in for a good battle. 
I am quick to express an opinion. 
There are times when I just can't 
say anything. 

The following statements refer to different views about 
couple relationships. Indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement. Remember, there are 
no right or wrong answers; your opinion is what is important. 

A = Strongly agree 
B = Agree 
C = Undecided 
D = Disagree 
E = Strongly disagree 

A B C D E 95. If a couple can talk openly about a prob
lem, they basically have it solved. 

A B O D E 96. Usually it is better not to say you dis
like something your partner is doing if 
you can't think of any v/ay to solve it. 

A B C D E 97. It is important to find out which partner 
is to blame when there is a problem in a 
relationship. 

A B C D E 98. Most problems in a relationship will be 
resolved if both partners in a relation
ship try to be loving and forgiving. 

A 
A 

B 
B 

C 
C 

D 
D 

E 
E 

F 
F 

93 
94 



A B O D E 99 

A B O D E 100 

A B O D E 101 

A B O D E 1 0 2 

A B O D E 1 0 3 

A B O D E 1 0 4 

A B O D E 1 0 5 

A B O D E 1 0 6 

A B O D E 1 0 7 

A B O D E 1 0 8 

A B O D E 1 0 9 

A B O D E 1 1 0 

A B O D E 1 1 1 . 

A B C D E 1 1 2 . 

A B O D E 1 1 3 

A B O D E 1 1 4 

A B O D E 1 1 5 

A B O D E 1 1 6 

1 0 8 

In a good relationship, conflict should 
be avoided if at all possible. 
My partner should be able to tell what 
I want most of the time without me hav
ing to tell him/her directly. 
When a problem occurs in a relationship, 
usually both partners are equally at 
fault. 
A person should not try to get his/her 
partner to change. 
If a couple is well matched, they will 
not have to work out relationship prob
lems. 
The statement "what is meant to be will 
be" describes the way I look at close 
relationships. 
When a couple has a problem, the best 
way to solve it is to pray. 
The way a problem is solved is equally 
as important as the solution. 
I get so uncomfortable when my partner 
and I disagree that I prefer for him/ 
her to solve it and then let me know 
what the solution is. 
I would rather break off a relationship 
quietly with someone than to explain my 
negative feelings toward them. 
If a couple is well matched, they should 
not have to "compromise" about anything. 
In a good relationship it is more impor
tant to think of one's partner's needs 
than one's own needs. 
I would prefer to just stop seeing some
one for a while rather than tell them I 
thought they were getting too serious. 
It is difficult for me to think about 
logically solving problems in my rela
tionships (close) since they are so 
unpredictable. 
In most relationship problems there is 
probably one best solution,if only it 
could be found. 
If the causes of a problem can be lo
cated, it is basically solved. 
Looking at several possible ways to 
solve a problem is probably more trouble 
than it is worth. 
A person who sees a problem in a rela
tionship should take it upon him or 
herself to solve it. 
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A B O D E 117. When it comes to problems in close rela
tionships, I agree with the statement 
that "time will solve all problems." 

A B O D E 118. It is better not to bring up a problem 
if you're not willing to get involved 
in helping to solve it. 

A B O D E 119. When a couple is faced with a difficult 
problem in their relationship, it will 
typically be solved in the following 
way: 

A. overlook the bad points, look to the 
brighter side. 

B. one partner solves the problem indi
vidually. 

0. one partner solves the problems, 
taking partner's view into consider
ation. 

D. both parties work together toward a 
solution. 

A B O D E 120. When partners in business disagree about 
how they will run their business, they 
frequently have to "negotiate" their 
differences and develop a new contract. 
Close relationships are not very dif
ferent from business partnerships when 
it comes to the process of resolving 
differences. 

Please indicate how well each of the following personality 
characteristics describes you by circling the appropriate 
letter. 

A = Always or almost always true 
B = Usually true 
C = Often true 
D = Occasionally true 
E = Sometimes but infrequently true 
F = Usually not true 
G = Never or almost never true 

A B C D E F G 121. self-reliant 
A B C D E F G 122. yielding 
A B C D E F G 123. helpful 
A B C D E F G 124. defends own beliefs 
A B C D E F G 125. cheerful 
A B O D E E G 12 6 . moody 
A B C D E F G 1 2 7 . i n d e p e n d e n t 
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A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

C 
C 
C 
0 
C 
0 
C 
0 
C 
0 
C 
C 
C 
0 
C 
0 
C 
0 
C 
0 
c 
0 
c 
0 
0 
0 
c 
0 
c 
c 
0 
0 
0 
c 
c 
c 
0 
c 
0 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
0 
c 
0 
0 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 

128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173. 
174. 
175 
176. 

shy 
conscientious 
athletic 
affectionate 
theatrical 
assertive 
flatterable 
happy 
strong personality 
loyal 
unpredictable 
forceful 
feminine 
reliable 
analytical 
sympathetic 
jealous 
has leadership ability 
sensitive to the needs of others 
truthful 
willing to take risks 
understanding 
secretive 
makes decisions easily 
compassionate 
sincere 
self-sufficient 
eager to soothe hurt feelings 
conceited 
dominant 
soft spoken 
likable 
masculine 
warm 
solemn 
willing to take a stand 
tender 
friendly 
aggressive 
gullible 
inefficient 
acts as a leader 
childlike 
adaptable 
individualistic 
does not use harsh language 
unsympathetic 
competitive 
competitive 



A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

0 
C 
C 
0 

D 
D 
D 
D 

E 
E 
E 
E 

F 
F 
F 
F 
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G 177. tactful 
G 178. ambitious 
G 179. gentle 
G 180. conventional 
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APPENDIX E: INFORMATION SEEKING SCALE 

lyU^' 
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Information Seeking Scale 

6 Asks specific questions about the task and/or potential 

partners listed under "Necessary Topics." States question 

in a direct manner so that a definite answer of informa

tion is required. For example, "What are each of the 

people majoring in?" 

5 Seeks information about task or potential partner listed 

under "Necessary Topics," but question is more general 

and does not require a specific answer. Questions stated 

in indirect, vague manner as if subject is uncertain of 

what specific information he/she wants. For example, 

"Tell me a little more about their educational back

ground . " 

4 Asks clarifying questions designed to aid the subjects' 

understanding of what they are to do. 

3 Asks question v̂ hich is irrelevant to the goal. Seeks 

information which is not necessary in reaching goal, 

such as "What fraternities are they in?" 

2 Attempts to initiate social conversation or engage the 

investigator in typical social discourse. 

1 Does not ask questions or seek any type of information. 
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Additional Guidelines for Information Scale 

Each question or statement made by the subject is to be 

rated. Attempt to rate each statement as it is made, 

and do not replay statements unless it is absolutely 

necessary. 

A rating of 3-6 indicates a question. The distinguishing 

factor between these ratings are: a) the information 

asked for, and b) the manner in which the question is 

asked. If the question asked is regarding information 

on the task or partners which is necessary for reaching 

the best alternative, the rating will be 5 or 6. If 

in addition the question is asking for specific infor

mation and it requires a definite answer, the rating 

will be 6. Below is a list of the information considered 

necessary for reaching the best alternative. If the 

question is regarding any of these topics, the rating 

will be 5 or 6. If it is not asking about these topics, 

the rating will be 3. 

Necessary Topics 

Partner: 
academic major 
G.P.A. 
employment experience 
future professional plans 
personality 
where partners were raised 
parents' professions 
*a rating of 5 will be given 
for a specific question 

Task: 
what the task is 
any additional specific 

info about factors 
affecting the economic 
problem, statistics 
and nature of the country 
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about classification, but 
do not give this question 
a 6 regardless of specificity 

3. If subject does not ask any questions, but visits with 

investigator, or makes statements such as "I understand," 

the rating will be 2. 



APPENDIX F: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS—TEXAS SOCIAL BEHAVIOR INVENTORY 

(Helmreich & Stapp, 1974) 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 Commonality 

Item 

.13 -.22 -.65 -.22 -.23 0.84 

-.36 -.20 .00 .29 -.57 0.69 

-.04 .13 -.09 -.40 -.42 0.81 

-.47 .14 .36 -.32 .26 0.87 

-.09 .03 .00 .10 .10 0.54 

.68 -.13 .51 .05 -.22 0.81 

.48 .36 -.18 -.16 .17 0.64 

.37 -.19 -.26 -.12 .26 0.65 

-.12 -.51 .13 .29 .18 0.84 

.43 -.58 .34 .01 .91 0.69 

.26 .36 .12 -.05 .08 0.68 

-.25 .08 -.26 .62 .23 0.81 

.41 .54 .04 .55 -.21 0.87 

-.29 .09 .13 -.07 -.13 0.65 

.10 -.23 -.22 .04 .07 0.77 

-.24 .17 .39 -.09 -.09 0.75 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

.51 

.34 

.67 

.58 

.72 

.16 

.43 

.57 

.66 

.22 

.68 

.49 

.26 

.72 

.81 

.71 






