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ABSTRACT

ADOLESCENTS' TELEVISION-RELATED TALK

WITH PARENTS AND FRIENDS:

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

By

Renato A. Linsangan

Using the structural analysis of relations as a

conceptual framework, this study examined differences in

television-related talk (TERI), defined as interpersonal

communication about television content, that adolescents

have with parents and friends. It also examined the

association between structures of relations, defined in

terms of 99mmunigatixe_interagtign_progedure§. and 1231.

1231 was theorized to follow or reflect communicative

. ! l' i .

This relational framework is based on the premise that

interpersonal interactions are organized by participants

into structures. Structure refers to the types of

interactions which take place between the subject (e.g.,

adolescent) and the social object (e.g., parent), and these

interactions become the source of knowledge or meaning for

the participants.

It was predicted that adolescents would perceive

themselves to be in two kinds of interpersonal relations--



one with parents and another with friends. More

specifically, the general hypothesis was that adolescents'

relationships with their parents would be mostly unilateral,

where meaning resides in parents who strive to impart an

already constructed knowledge to their children by virtue of

their power and authority. In contrast, adolescents'

relationships with their friends would more often be

basically cooperative or_mutual, where ideas can be

challenged, opinions are expressed, and meaning is

negotiated and co-constructed.

Data were collected from adolescents who were asked to

indicate the frequency of their interactions with parents

and friends on measures of gQmmgniggtiy§_in;§1§g§ign

nrggednres and TERI. Measures of Q9mmunigatiye_interagtign

procedures were adapted from existing measures of

generalized interactional patterns. Multiple indicator

measurement models of 1131 were constructed for this study,

and their factor structures were tested for _

unidimensionality using confirmatory factor analysis.

The results of tests of hypotheses about adolescents'

99mmnni9ati1e_in;eraotign_nzggedure§ with their parents and

friends generally supported the theoretical predictions of

the structural analysis of relations. The respondents’

relationships with their parents were found to be mostly

unilateral while their relationships with their friends were

found to be mostly mutual. Results of tests of hypotheses

about their 1231 with their relations generally paralleled



the results on oommgnioatiye interaction procedures.

Adolescents’ IyBI with parents was found to be mostly

unilateral while their 1231 with friends was found to be

mostly mutual.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Television-related talk (TVRT), interpersonal

communication about television content, has been studied

largely as a dimension of parental or adult mediation of

children’s television viewing. Investigations focusing on

1231 in this respect have largely been attempts to

demonstrate that parental or adult verbal intervention is

effective in influencing what young people learn from

television. However, a majority of studies have found

little or no mediation of children’s television use (Lyle &

Hoffman, 1972; Streicher & Bonney, 1974; Comstock, 1976,

1978; Mohr, 1979; Bybee, Robinson, & Turrow, 1982).

1131 need not be conceptualized solely on the basis of

or in relation to mediation. Implicit in this common

conceptualization is the assumption that verbal messages

about television content are important only in relation to

mediation of young people’s television viewing. That

conceptualization severely limits the definition of TVRT to

communication aimed at translating the complexities of

television into terms comprehensible to children of various

cognitive levels of development. Additionally, this
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perspective assumes that TVRT is unidirectional, that is,
 

verbal messages regarding television content come only from

parents or adults to children. Focusing on parents as

transmitters of knowledge and meaning, mediation studies

have not considered the interactional process that may

possibly occur in parent-child communication, and the

child’s input to the construction of television messages.

Furthermore, these studies have neglected the contribution

of other sources of influence, such as friends or older

siblings, on children’s constructions of television

portrayals or messages.

Some researchers have offered alternative perspectives

from which interpersonal communication about television may

be viewed. For example, it has been suggested that the

communicative uses of television in families may fulfill

relational functions, such as communication facilitation, as

a resource for interpersonal affiliation or avoidance, a

resource for social learning, and demonstration of

competence or dominance (Lull, 1980). While these functions

might describe how families use television, they do not

reveal the nature of the talk participants’ interactions

about television content and how their relationship might

influence such interactions. A more heuristic approach when

dealing with communication about television might be to

ascertain the nature of such communication within the

relational context of the participants. Within a family or

friendship milieu, how do participants interact about
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television? What relational variables impact on their

interactions?

The purpose of this study was to examine the

association between erructures of relations, as manifested

in oommuniceriye interaotion procedures, and TVRT in

adoleeoenrzoerenr and adolesoent-friegd relationships.

Three research questions were considered:

1. Are there differences (or similarities) in

adolescents’ structural relationships with parents and

friends? mothers and fathers? same sex and opposite

sex friends?

2. Are there differences (or similarities) in

adolescents’ TVRT with their parents and friends?

fathers and mothers? same sex and opposite sex

friends?

3. Are differences (or similarities) in TVRT related

to differences (or similarities) in the structure of

relations?



CHAPTER 2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

This study used the structural analysis of relations

(Youniss, 1980; Youniss & Smollar, 1985) as a conceptual

framework. This perspective is primarily an integration and

extension of Piaget (1965) and Sullivan’s (1953) theoretical

approach to social development.

The relational framework is based on the premise that

interpersonal interactions are organized by participants

into structures. Structure refers to the types of

interactions which take place between the subject (e.g.,

adolescent) and the social object (e.g., parent), and these

interactions become the source of knowledge or meaning for

the participants.

Adolescents perceive themselves to be in two kinds of

interpersonal relations—-one with parents and another with

friends (Hunter, 1983; Youniss & Smollar, 1985).

Qommnnioetiye interection proceduree reveal these two

structural relationships. Adolescents’ relationship with

their parents is mostly unilateral, where meaning resides in

parents who strive to impart an already constructed

knowledge to their children by virtue of their power and
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authority. In contrast, adolescent relationship with

friends or peers is basically cooperative or mutual, where

ideas can be challenged, opinions are expressed, and meaning

is negotiated and co-constructed.

To understand how adolescents come to perceive

themselves in different relations and how they organize

these relations into structures, discussion of Sullivan

(1953) and Piaget’s (1965) social development theories, as

integrated by Youniss (1980) and Youniss & Smollar (1985),

is in order.

Children’s Social Development

Children are born into a socially ordered world. At

infancy, they start out not being able to make a connection

between their inner world and the external world. Although

their actions seem controlled by inner biological factors,

they soon perceive some kind of order in their actions and

others’ actions and reactions to them. When they cry,

adults pick them up, feed them, or play with them. Sullivan

and Piaget theorize that within the first year of life,

infants begin to perceive a contingency between actions.

They start to perceive that their actions are not self-

contained units, but are a part of a continuing series of

actions performed by themselves and others around them. For

Sullivan and Piaget, this is the point when infants start to

contend with interpersonal interactions, the point where

meaning becomes social rather than private.
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The first step then in children’s social development is

their realization that existence is social and not

individual, which results from their participation in

interactions with adults who have their welfare foremost in

mind. The next step is the establishment of a structure by

which children and adults develop a method for seeking and

finding order with one another. This is supposed to be

achieved during the preschool years when children attempt to

adopt their parents’ and other adults’ versions of reality

and gain approval for such attempts. Once this structure is

formed, children learn to exchange conformity for approval.

This process continues until early adolescence. And during

this process, children learn to accept that reality is

ordered, that they must master this order through the help

of adults, and that the roles of children and adults in this

ordered reality are that of learners and knowers,

respectively.

Children start school with the belief that the ordered

reality they know is shared by their peers. They soon find

out that their version is not the only version of reality.

They are then faced with the prospect of either constantly

running up against contrary viewpoints held by peers or

evolving a method of reconciling different versions of

reality. Sullivan and Piaget propose that, through

:friendship, the latter prevails. Through cooperative effort

‘with friends, children discover that differences in

viewpoints are reconciled and order is achieved. With this
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realization, children embark on another phase of

development, characterized by a need for social union and

willingness to engage in interactions that bring about

mutual benefit to both participants.

Children’s realization that there is another kind of

relationship possible outside of their relationship with

their parents leads them to an awareness of differences in

interpersonal relations. These differences are "due to

differences in structure, when structure refers to the types

of interactions which take place between child and other.

Children come to see themselves as being able to construct

order in society either rhroogh adults or with peers"

(Youniss & Smollar, 1985, p.21). These two kinds of

relations are actually two versions of social experience,

where the child’s role is dependent upon the structure of

the relationship. Specifically, the process by which the

child is a participant in social construction with parents

differs from the process by which s/he is a participant in

social construction with friends. In the former

relationship, the child looks to parents and constructs

reality, or finds meaning for an event, through them in a

tone of conformity. In friendship, cooperation occurs as

friends co-construct meaning to an event by jointly

searching to discover whose meaning is most workable, or by

finding new meaning for the event. The meanings they both

initially bring to an event are potentially equally valid.

But they are obliged to contend with each other’s meaning
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through interactive procedures of taking and giving

perspectives and then working toward a mutual perspective.

The concept of reciprocity, the basis for

differentiating between these two relations, refers to the

processes by which children exchange behavior and

communicate with either parents or friends. Children’s

relationship with parents is characterized by reciprocity of

complement, while their relationship with peers is

characterized by direct reciprocity. Reciprocity of

complement is basically assymetrical, in the sense that

children’s contributions to interactions are restricted and

most often directed by parents, but the reverse is not true.

Direct reciprocity does not so much refer to equality

between peers but to the process of cooperative presentation

and listening that peers share, resulting in common

understanding--even in disagreement.

C e nt

In their search for order, children discover that their

interactions with adults are characterized by habits and

routines in which adults and children have to play their

respective parts. Their discovery might be summarized by

the question: "What do they do when I do something?" Thus,

children come to realize that the meaning of their actions

can be found only in relation with the action of adults.

Through different situations, they arrive at a

generalization of a method which might be applicable to
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different interactions. Since adults hold already

established views of society, Sullivan and Piaget propose

that adults’ actions in relation to children’s actions are

mostly evaluative. Adults know what forms of behavior are

appropriate, and they lead children into these forms of

behavior. They also argue that adults’ evaluative behaviors

are independent of any particular disciplinary style.

Though different their styles might be, all adults engage in

typical evaluative behaviors, such as encouragement,

discouragement, reinforcement, etc. From these evaluative

behaviors, children learn to adjust their behavior

accordingly, and move toward a social construction which

they think adults hold.

The complementary nature of the child-adult

relationship does not necessarily preclude children’s

initiatives at and adults’ adjustments during interactions.

The general idea is that adults do not treat children as

equals in the task of ordering reality, in the sense that

adults do not enter into interactions with children with the

thought of altering their construction of reality. Whatever

adjustments they make are attempts at better communicating

to children their already established views. This is not to

say that adults’ actions are guided by rigidity. Rather,

their actions are guided by their judgment of what is

acceptable in society and by their desire to help children

understand societal demands, thus, helping them be accepted

by society.
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In essence, the adult-child relationship is

structurally onileteral. Meaning resides outside of the

child, in adults; meaning is passed on to the child from

the adult. This structure is accepted by the child because

s/he discovers that conformity to adults’ instructions

brings about orderly effects and enables them to participate

in a wide array of interactions with adults.

Children enter the world of peers with the expectation

that their conception of reality, as they have determined

from their interactions with parents or other adults, is

applicable everywhere. Across a variety of situations, they

soon discover that their versions of reality are sometimes

not shared by peers. Even citing parents as authority does

not always lead others to agreement with them. Slowly, they

come to realize that no individual version of reality is the

only right version.

In their search for order among peers, children come to

the conclusion that each is free to contribute toward the

interaction. However, equal contribution or direct

reciprocity does not always bring results or order. But if

one child conceded to another, s/he would merely be

replicating the complementary relationship that s/he already

has with her/his parents.

Sullivan and Piaget theorize that children discover a

solution-—one presents a point of view and another presents
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a different point of view. They listen to each other, but

each maintains a position. This experience opens a new

relationship for them, something which they have not

experienced with parents or other adults. The process

actually leads to a new structure of relationship, a

a 've structure which, in turn, leads to order.

Cooperation takes the form of procedures they use for

arriving at order--debate, argument, negotiation,

compromise.

In the same way that a unilaterally structured

relationship evolves, the cooperatively structured

relationship evolves out of a repeated interaction process

in different interpersonal situations. As children move

into adolescence, the contrast between their relationship

with parents and their relationship with peers becomes more

and more apparent. Adolescents now see themselves in two

relations, with each relation requiring a distinct form of

reciprocity.

Communicative Procedures in Adolescents’ Relations

In studies of children aged 6-14 (Youniss, 1980),

interactions between parents and preadolescents were found

‘to follow a consistent form in different content areas.

Parents guided their children through requests or commands,

and children followed their parents’ directives. From the

children’s reports, parents appeared to have exclusive

rights of approval and disapproval, and children modified
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their behavior according to these rights. This consistent

form of interaction suggests that the parent-preadolescent

structural relation involves unilateral authority. Between

the ages of 9 and 14, children were found to start

transforming their conception of the adult-child

relationship from that of a complementary relationship to a

directly reciprocal relationship. This was more pronounced

between 12 and 14.

Interactions between peers were found to follow direct

or symmetrical reciprocity. Between the ages of 6 and 8,

children already understood their role in peer interactions

and felt free to make like or equal contributions. Starting

at the age of nine, children were found to start defining

friendship as a relation sustained by cooperative

procedures. As they developed, until early adolescence,

children came to grasp the implications of cooperation and

the norm of equality in their friendships.

In a series of studies consisting of eight projects

over a four-year period, Youniss & Smollar (1985) assessed

adolescents’ interpersonal communication with parents and

friends in terms of topics of conversation. This was in

keeping with past research indicating that adolescents seek

out parents and friends for advice depending on specific

issues. For example, Brittain (1963) reported that

adolescents rely more on peer wishes when it comes to

present-oriented situations and more on parental wishes when

it: comes to future-oriented situations. They rely more on
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parents and less on peers for advice regarding financial,

educational, and career concerns. Regarding social

activities, adolescents rely more on peers and less on

parents for advice (Sebald, 1986).

The researchers also argued that relational structures

may be revealed through the quality, or characteristics, of

interpersonal communication. Quality was assessed in terms

of types of understanding and kinds of general procedures

used. If both members of the dyad assumed equal

responsibility for ensuring understanding of their messages,

their communication was typed as having symmetrical

understanding. Symmetrical understanding is achieved

through procedures used in direct reciprocity, characterized

as open, accepting, and cooperative. If, on the other hand,

only one member assumed this responsibility, the

communication was typed as nonsymmetrical. This type of

understanding is characteristic of procedures in reciprocity

of complement, characterized as guarded, judgmental, and

authoritative.

o e - e at' shi

Two major findings from the Youniss & Smollar (1985)

studies suggest that the status of parental authority during

adolescence differs from its status during childhood.

First, parental authority does not apply universally to the

whole repertoire of parent-adolescent communicative

interactions. Adolescents do discuss certain topics with
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both their parents, but there are also topics which they

discuss only with one parent and still others which they

discuss with neither parent. Second, while parents retain

their position of authority and can assert that position

unilaterally, adolescents perceive that they can also

interact cooperatively with their parents. On matters with

clear objective standards, such as school performance,

parents settle disagreements unilaterally; there is not much

negotiation on such topics. In matters of personal problems

where they are involved, parents act less as unilateral

authorities; they appear more willing to listen and

understand.

In addition, mothers and fathers interact differently

with their adolescent children with regard to the above two

issues. Fathers’ involvement with their adolescent children

is generally restricted to the domains of academic

performance and future plans, where they communicate with

unilateral authority. Mothers’ involvement, aside from

these two areas, extends to household rules, emotional

states, and interpersonal areas of the adolescents’ everyday

lives. Aside from differences in topics of involvement,

mothers and fathers also differ in their communicative

procedures. While both parents act unilaterally when it

comes to areas with clear objective standards, such as

(academic performance and household rules, mothers’

:involvement with their adolescent children in areas without

clear objective standards, such as social competence and
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emotional well-being, enables them to engage also in

cooperative procedures with their children.

As suggested by these findings, the structure of

unilateral authority characteristic of parent-child

relations is revised during adolescence. Adolescents were

found not to perceive their parents as a unit, but as

separate relations. Fathers continued to be perceived as

authorities; father-adolescent communication was typically

nonsymmetrical. While mothers continued to be perceived as

authorities as well, they were also described by adolescents

as conversational partners in areas of private concerns,

social life, and here-and-now interests. In short, mother-

adolescent communication was both symmetrical and

nonsymmetrical. In their involvement in adolescents’ daily

lives, mothers also become confidants from whom adolescents

can gain consensual validation through cooperative

procedures.

WW9

The same studies (Youniss & Smollar, 1985) reveal that

activities and interactions in friendship relations are

relatively unstructured, in the sense that they are not

governed by formal rules of behavior. Adolescents described

their interactions in terms of just being "out together" or

simmfly "hanging around." In addition, these interactions

usually occur outside parental view or supervision.

Communication in friendship relations may be described
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as a process of consensual validation. In this process,

"two persons seek to understand their world through a mutual

exchange of ideas, feelings, and thoughts that are offered

to each other for comment, discussion, or evaluation" (p.

128). The result of this process is a construction of the

world by the self with another through mutual reflection.

Adolescents described their conversations with friends

as encompassing both intimate (e.g., feelings, fears,

problems) and nonintimate issues (e.g., TV, sports, school),

characterized by consensual validation, or symmetrical

understanding, through mutual reflection. They reported

talking to their friends about their thoughts, feelings, and

problems. They indicated expressing, and accepting as valid

perspectives, opposing opinions.

Generally, these findings indicate that friends take

measures to understand each other in an atmosphere of trust,

openness, cooperation, and acceptance of each other’s point

of view. However, females were found to disclose and talk

more with friends about their personal problems than males.

They were also found to be more oriented toward meeting

emotional needs than their male counterparts. In short,

communication between female friends is more symmetrical

than communication between males. The studies did not

consider communication between friends of the opposite sex.
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gopmppioarive Interacrion Prooedures

As discussed previously, adolescents see themselves in

two kinds of relational structures--unilateral with their

parents and cooperative, or mutual, with their friends.

These structures are revealed through their communicarive

interaoriop procedures with these relations. Youniss &

Smollar (1985) also describe these procedures, in terms of

quality of communication, as nonsymmetrical and symmetrical

types of understanding. This latter distinction was derived

from various studies describing procedures used in different

situations (e.g., conflicts, conflict resolutions, typical

and enjoyed activities) and topics (e.g., dating, feelings,

problems) of communication.

Using data from these descriptive studies and earlier

ones done by Youniss (1980) and Youniss & Volpe (1978),

Hunter (1983) developed empirical measures of unilateral and

mutual oommppioative interaction procedures used in direct

influence and social verification contexts. 'rec

Inflpepoe refers to communicative procedures initiated by

the other person (object) to get the subject to do

something. Sooiel Verifioetiop refers to procedures

initiated by the subject to solicit input from the object

for the purpose of clarification.

In Unilererei Direot Influenoe, the object tries to

directly influence the subject’s behavior by assuming

greater power and authority. In a i e flue ce,
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the object attempts to influence the subject through

negotiation, explanation, request, and exchange of

benefits. Patterns of Uniiateral Social Verification apply

to situations where the subject seeks verification because

s/he is uncertain about some ideas or actions. They also

include responses of the object in the form of advice or

opinions based on greater knowledge or experience. Mutual

Sooiai Verification is characterized by the object’s

attempts to understand and solve the subject’s problems

cooperatively. It is based on the object’s willingness to

co-construct new ideas rather than transmit already formed

ideas.

Unilateral Mutual

 

Direct

Influence

 

Social

verification
   
 

Adolescents’ Communicative Interaction Procedures

About Television

There is evidence that families engage in interpersonal

communication about television (Desmond et al., 1985) and

types of these interpersonal exchanges have been documented.

For example, Messaris (1983) reported that parents and

children engage in information-oriented kinds of

(conversations about television programs. Among friends,

‘television shows are also tOpics of conversations (Youniss &

Smollar, 1985). Is it possible that these types of
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conversation may follow or be influenced by general

oommnnioariye inreraotiop procedures determined by familial

and/or friendship relational structures? The specific

interest in this study was whether or not TVRT reflected

unilateral and/or mutual procedures.

Discovering the type of communicative procedures used

in relational interactions about television content would

provide answers to, among other things, some questions

regarding the mediation of television messages. If these

procedures were found to be unilateral (object to subject)

in familial relationships, the implication would be that

parent-child interactions about television are

unidirectional, as implied in mediation studies. But how

does one explain reports of little or no mediation? Could

this be due to the possibility that both parents and their

children "mediate" television messages?

There is no literature available on what, how, and why

adolescents talk with their friends about television. It is

paradoxical that researchers have not considered how young

people "mediate" television messages among themselves when

most studies attempt to assess the impact of the medium on

them. Television continuously presents images of different

versions of social relations, giving its audience multiple

and contradictory interpretations. It would be interesting

to discover how young viewers go about making sense of these

images and how they bring to bear their limited life

experiences to this process. Finding out how adolescents’
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TVRT with friends are affected by the structure of their

relationships is a start toward this discovery.

TYRT_Infornation_EurnQ§es

There are no existing empirical measurements of

information-oriented 1231. The few published studies on

this area (e.g.: Messaris, 1983; Bryce & Leichter, 1983)

have used observational methods, the actual observation of

families in television viewing situations. While

observational studies may provide detailed accounts or

descriptions of communicative interactions regarding

television, they do not allow for the measurement of

systematic variances in variables of theoretical interest.

Television-specific interaction procedures, defined in

terms of IMRI_informeriop_porpoeee, were developed for this

study. These were suggested by information-oriented kinds

of conversations about television and communicative

procedures in unilateral and mutual relational structures.

The four TERI_informeriop_pprpo§ee developed for this

study are explained below:

1. Informerion_5eeking - This information purpose

refers to interactions about television where the subject

(adolescent) may inquire from the object about different

elements of television programs. This is a parallel of

SQQi§l_YerifiQation.

2. Information.§larifieetion - Re5ponses to "whY"

questions are a form of clarification or explanation. When
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this type of 1231 is a direct response by the object (parent

or friend) to the subject’s Information Seeking, it

constitutes Social Verification. Clarification, however,

may not necessarily be a direct response to an inquiry; it

is possible that this type of communication may be initiated

by the object, as in Hunter’s (1983) definition of direct

influence. Thus, the object’s Informarion Clarification,

when unsolicited by the subject, takes the form of Direct

Influenge.

3. at' iv‘ - Unsolicited accounts, as in

accounts of plot developments or characters’ dialogues and

actions, is a form of Direcr Influence. When accounts are a

response to the subject’s Information Seeking, they take the

form of Sggial_Yerifigetign.

4. Informarion Exchange - When the subject and the

object contribute mutually to interactions about television,

the information purpose is called Informerion Exchange. It

does not fall under either Direct Influence or Soeial

Ve ' ' 'o .

To type these purposes as either unilateral or mutual,

they were delineated according to direction of

communication. There is nniiererel_gireerion when one

member of the dyad communicates more than the other. In

mornel_direerion, there is equal communication between the

subject and the object.

1. Information.§eeking - When Information_Seekihg is

done more by the subject than the object, the communicative
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interaction is unilateral. When the subject and the object

equally seek information from each other, the procedures are

mutual.

2. Information Clarification - Unilateral direction is

characteristic of greater object to subject IygI procedures.

When there is equal amount of clarification between the

object and the subject, communication is mutual.

3. Information giving - Unilateral procedures in this

category are also characterized by greater object to subject

communication. Equal amount of Information Giving between

the object and the subject constitutes mutual procedures.

4. Informetion Exchange - This is characteristic of

mutual procedures.

Hypotheses

a i t rac oc du 5

Hunter (1983) found that parents’ interactions with

their adolescent children were mostly unilateral in both

WandWcontexts.

Adolescent-friend interactions in both contexts were found

to be predominantly mutual. These findings support the

conceptualizations of the parent-child relationship as

unilateral and the friendship relationship as mutual. They

also confirm the nonsymmetrical and symmetrical types of

‘understanding found by Youniss & Smollar (1985) in these two

kinds of relations.
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IL: Adolescents’ relationships with their parents and

friends are structurally different.

H“: Uniiarerni Direct Infiuence will be more,

and utu ' ect nfluence will be less,

frequent in adolescent-parent relationships

than in adolescent-friend relationships.

Hm: Unilaterei Sociei Verification will be

more, and a cia Ve ' 'c 10 will

be less, frequent in adolescent-parent

relationships than in adolescent-friend

 

 

   
 

relationships.

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence AP*> AF* AP < AF

Social AP > AP AP < AF

verification

*AP Adolescent-Parent Dyad

*AF Adolescent-Friend Dyad

Results of Youniss & Smollar’s (1985) studies show that

while mothers’ interactions with their children may show the

same patterns as fathers’, they are also less unilateral and

more mutual. As discussed previously, both fathers and

mothers are perceived by their adolescent children as

authorities. However, mothers are also described by them as

conversational partners who engage in cooperative

interactions with them. Hunter (1983) did not find mothers

to have higher mutual interactions than fathers with their

adolescent children. But she explained that this finding

may have been due to the wordings of the questionnaire

instructions.
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IL: Adolescents’ relationships with their mothers

and fathers are structurally different.

H“: Mutuai Direct Influence will be more, and

Unilateral Direct Influence will be less,

frequent in adolescent-mother relationships

than in adolescent-father relationships.

Hm: Mutual Sociai Verification will be more,

and hi era Soc'al Verification will be

less, frequent in adolescent-mother

relationships than in adolescent-father

relationships.

 

 

   
 

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence AM*< AD* AM > AD

Social AM < AD AM > AD

verification

*AM Adolescent-Mother Dyad

*AD Adolescent—Father Dyad

Both Hunter (1983) and Youniss & Smollar (1985) found

greater son-father interactions than daughter-father

interactions. However, they found no differences in Direct

Infihenoe and Sooiel Verificerion interactions by sons and

daughters with their mothers. Mother-daughter interactions

were expected to be stronger than mother-son interactions;

same-sex similarities in social experiences are expected to

bring about closer (more mutual) and greater interactions

between parent and child of the same sex than between parent

and child of the opposite sex (Hunter, 1983). Considering

Youniss & Smollar’s (1985) report that mothers are described

jby both males and females as conversational partners,

results of no difference in interactions by sons and

daughters with their mothers should not be surprising.
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However, other studies show that same-sex parent-child

relationships have closer attitudinal and psychological

closeness than opposite-sex parent-child relationships

(Hunter, 1983). Due to these inconsistent findings, no

hypotheses were offered in this area. But differences in

adolescents’ structural relations with their same-sex and

opposite-sex parents were explored in this study. Their

results will be discussed with the results of tests of the

second set of hypotheses above.

Although adolescents generally interact mutually and

symmetrically with their friends, females tend to use more

symmetrical procedures of understanding (Youniss & Smollar,

1985) and mutual patterns of communicative interactions

(Hunter, 1983) with their friends than males. These

findings are consistent with other studies showing that

females are more peer-oriented and have greater intimacy and

empathy in their friendships (Hunter, 1983).

Since no studies were found regarding differences in

oommnnionfiye inferaetion proceduree between friends of the

opposite sex, no hypotheses were offered in this area.

However, communicative interactions between opposite-sex

friends were explored in this study and will be discussed

with the results of tests of the hypotheses below.

IL: Female same-sex friendships are structurally

different from male same-sex friendships.

H”:Wwill be more frequent

in female same-sex friendships than in male

same-sex friendships.
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H”: Mntuai Social Verification will be more

frequent in female same-sex friendships than

in male same-sex friendships.

 

 

    

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence FSS*> MSS*

Social FSS > MSS

verification

*FSS = Female-Same-sex Friend Dyad

*MSS = Male-Same-sex Friend Dyad

fo '0 se

No prior research on informarion purpoees of

reieyieionzreiered_reih exists--predictions about these

variables can only be made on the basis of the framework

used to conceptualize and develop them. In this framework,

adolescents’ interpersonal interactions with parents are

theoretically predicted to be unilateral while their

interactions with friends are predicted to be mutual. In

parent-adolescent relationships, meaning resides in parents,

who strive to impart an already constructed knowledge to

their children by virtue of their power and authority. In

friend-adolescent relationships, ideas can be challenged,

opinions expressed, and meaning is negotiated and co-

constructed.

The following hypotheses are formulated under the

assumption that interpersonal communication about television

content followed the theoretical predictions of the

structural analysis of relations. They are also based on

findings that while adolescents strive for mutual procedures
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with parents, they still perceive parents as authorities and

seek approval and validation from them. Adolescents

perceive friendship as a supportive relationship, where

friends help and cooperate with each other and share

personal knowledge and common perspectives on a number of

issues.

IL: Adolescents’ TVRT with their parents and friends

are different.

I!“ :

Information

Giving O/S*> S/O* O/S

Information

Seeking 8/0 > 0/3 8/0

Information

Clarification 0/3 > 8/0 0/5

Information

Exchange AF > AP

In adolescent-parent relationships, object to

subject Information Giving will be more

frequent than subject to object Informarion

Giving; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-friend

relationships.

In adolescent-parent relationships, subject

to object Information Seehing will be more

frequent than object to subject Informarion

Seeking; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-friend

relationships.

In adolescent-parent relationships, object to

subject Informarion Clarifioerion will be

more frequent than subject to object

Informafion Clarificarion; they will not be

significantly different in adolescent-friend

relationships.

Infernatign.§xghange will be more frequent in

adolescent-friend relationships than in

adolescent-parent relationships.

AP AF

 

S/O

 

O/S

 

S/O  

   
*0/3

*5/0

Object to Subject

Subject to Object
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As discussed previously, adolescents’ communicative

procedures with their mothers and fathers differ. In

aspects of adolescent lives where no clear objective

standards apply, mothers’ participation tends to be greater

than fathers’ participation. Mothers also pay more

attention to their adolescent children’s everyday activities

and concerns. Additionally, they are perceived by their

children as more willing than fathers to strive for mutual

communicative procedures. Television is an everyday

activity, even with adolescents whose central concern are

their social and emotional lives. It is also an area where

no clear objective standards apply as evidenced, though

indirectly, by studies showing little or no parental

mediation of television use. It is expected that television

content would be more in the agenda of adolescent-mother

than adolescent-father communicative interactions. It is

also expected that these interactions would be more mutual

than unilateral.

1h: Adolescents’ TVRT with their mothers and

fathers are different.

H“: In adolescent-father relationships, object to

subject Informerion giving will be more

frequent than subject to object Information

Qiying: they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-mother

relationships.

H“: In adolescent-father relationships, subject

to object Informerion_§eeking will be more

frequent than object to subject Information

Seeking: they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-mother

relationships.
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H“: In adolescent-father relationships, object to

subject Information Clarificarion will be

more frequent than subject to object

Information Clarification; they will not be

significantly different in adolescent-mother

relationships.

HM: Informarion Exchange will be more frequent in

adolescent-mother relationships than in

adolescent-father relationships.

 

 

 

  

AD AM

Information

Giving 0/5 > 8/0 0/3 = 5/0

Information

Seeking 8/0 > 0/8 8/0 = 0/8

Information

Clarification 0/3 > 8/0 0/5 = 8/0

Information

Exchange AM > AD   

No hypotheses on same-sex and opposite-sex parent-child

differences in TVRT were formulated, but they were

investigated in this study and will be discussed with the

tests of the above hypotheses.

Adolescents spend a considerable portion of their

waking hours watching television. Female teens are

consistently reported (Greenberg, 1988) to watch more

television than their male counterparts. If viewing were an

indication of the extent of TERI among young people, then,

females should be expected to talk more about television

content. In addition, if the nature of talk about

television were to follow general communicative procedures,

females should also be expected to engage more than males in

TVRT and to use more mutual patterns in these interactions.

In other words, the frequency of 1231 between female friends
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should not be expected to be significantly different.

As discussed earlier, male adolescents tend to use less

symmetrical or mutual communicative interaction procedures.

If 1231 were to follow general communicative procedures,

males should then be expected to use less mutual (and more

unilateral) procedures when talking about television. The

generalization about the nature of male adolescents’

communicative procedures with each other does not allow for

the prediction of which direction--object to subject or

subject to object--of 1231 would be more frequent.

Therefore, the hypothesis could only be that male friends

would have significantly different TVRT.

I231 between friends of the opposite sex were also

explored in this study. No hypotheses were offered in this

area.

IL: 1231 in female same-sex friendships and in male

same-sex friendships are different.

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject to

object Information giying will be

significantly different from object to

subject Informatign_§iying they will not be

significantly different in female same-sex

friendships.

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject to

object Information Seeking will be

significantly different from object to

subject Infgrmatign_Seeking: they will not

be significantly different in female same—

sex friendships.

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject to

object Informatign_glarifieatign will be

significantly different from object to

subject Information gierifieetion; they will

not be significantly different in female

same-sex friendships.
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H“: Information Exchange will be more frequent in

female same-sex friendships than in male

same-sex friendships.

 

 

 

  

MSS FSS

Information

Giving 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5

Information

Seeking 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5

Information

Clarification O/S = 8/0 O/S = 8/0

Information

Exchange FSS > MSS    

The overall goal of this study was to explore the

relationship between relational structures, delineated in

terms of communicative interaction procedures, and TERI,

defined according to information purposes. If TVRT were

determined by the structure of relations, then,

communieerive interaction procedures should have an effect

on the nature of information purposes adolescents have with

their parents and friends. Mutual communicative procedures

should be expected to result in mutual information pnrposes.

By the same token, unilateral interaction procedures should

be expected to bring about unilateral TVRT interaction

purposes.

H“: For adolescents whose Direef Influenee and Social

Verificetion procedures with their relations are

unilateral. Infermatien_gixing, Informatign

Seeking, and Informarion Ciarification would also

be nniiarera .

H”: For adolescents whose Direct Inflnence and Social

Verifioarion procedures with their relations are

mutu_l Infgrmati_n_§iying Informatign_fieeking

and Information Clarification would also be

mutual-



Information

Giving

Information

Seeking

Information

Clarification
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UDI usv MDI usv

0/5 > 5/0 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0

5/0 > 0/5 5/0 > 0/5 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5

0/5 > 5/0 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0   
 

 



CHAPTER3

METHODS

This chapter outlines the methods used to investigate

differences in adolescents’ structural relations and

reievieion-related talk with their parents and friends. The

sample from which data were collected is described, and the

Operationalization of variables is presented. Then, the

analyses used to examine srructurai relerions, defined in

terms of commnnieerive interaction procedures, and TVRT,

defined in terms of informerion_pnrpoeee, are discussed.

Respondents

Questionnaires were administered to 230 grade 9

students in an urban middle school in the Midwest.

Incomplete questionnaires were discarded, leaving a total of

200 usable questionnaires. The respondents were

predominantly white (71%), but were almost equally

represented by males (49%) and females (51%). Their mean

age was 14.73.

The respondents reported watching an average of 3.09

hours of television on a typical schoolday, 2.13 hours (69%)

of which were spent watching television with someone. On

33
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weekends (Saturday and Sunday), they watched an average of

6.69 hours, 5.15 hours (77%) of which were spent watching

television with someone. They also reported having an

average of three working television sets at home, with 127

(63.5%) of them saying they had their own set. One hundred

fifty-seven (78.5%) of the respondents reported having cable

at home, while 131 (65.5%) reported having HBO or some other

pay cable channel.

Procedures

Copies of the questionnaire were sent to the two

teachers whose classes were going to be used in the study.

They reviewed and pretested the questionnaire to ensure that

the instructions and questions were clear to the

respondents. Students who participated in the pretest were

not included in the final sample.

Two versions of the questionnaire were prepared for the

actual data collection. The first version had questions

aboutWWfirst, followed

by questions on TVRT. The second version had questions

about 1231 first, followed by questions on oommnnieeriye

infereorion_proeegnre§. All questions were repeated four

times--one each for mother, father, same-sex friend, and

opposite-sex friend. Each version repeated the questions in

two sequences. The first had the questions for the parents

first, followed by the questions for the friends. The

second had the questions for the friends first, followed by
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the questions for the parents.

No significant differences due to question sequencing

were found.

Operationalization

Two sets of variables were operationalized in this

study. The first set--Unilareral Social Verification,

Marnal_§ooial_yerifiearion, Unilateral Direer Influence, and

Mutual_01reet_lnfluenoe--represented eommunioatixe

inferacrion proceduree. The second set of variables

represented informarion pnrposes of TVRT. These purposes

were measured in terms of Informarion_§eehing, Information

Qlarifioarion, Informafion giving, and Information Exchange.

ic ive ntera d e

Social Verification was measured in terms of the

object’s procedures of social verification and the subject’s

reasons for seeking social verification from the object.

Three proeedure and four reason items were used to measure

un1lateral.§ooial_Yerifigation while four Drooedure and four

reaeon items were used to measure Mnfnal Social

Verifiearion. Response categories for all these items were

"Never" (0), "Not Often" (1), "Often" (2), "Very Often" (3),

and "Always" (4). All questions were repeated four times--

one each for mother, father, same-sex friend, and opposite-

sex friend.

Erooedure items for Sogial_Yerifigation were headed by
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the following: "Think of the times when you feel unsure

about important decisions you have to make, or unsure about

personal problems you have, or unsure whether your ideas

about something are right. How often does s/he do the

following when you talk to him/her about something you are

not sure of?"

Reason items for Sooial_yerifioarion were headed by the

following questions: "Why do you talk to him/her when you

are not sure about something? How often are the following

answers similar or close to your reasons?"

Below are the proeednre and reason items used to

operationalize Unilateral and Mutual Social Verification:

P e u ' ems ' a e oc'a V ri ' atio :

1. S/he tells me that s/he points out where I’m wrong

for my own good.

2. S/he tells me that I would realize her/his ideas

are right when I get more experience.

3. S/he tells me what is right.

Rrooeanre items for Mntual Social Verificarion:

1. S/he tries to figure out with me whether or not I’m

right.

2. S/he tells me that s/he thinks I’m right.

3. S/he takes time to understand in what way I’m

uncertain about something.

4. S/he tells me s/he wonders about the same thing.

e s ' e U ' a c' e

1. Because I know s/he really cares about my doing the

right thing.

2. Because s/he has taught me a lot of things.

3. Because s/he has more experience than I do.

4. Because I respect her/his knowledge about certain

things.

't s r u S ia Ver' '0 t' :

1. Because s/he understands how I feel.

2. Because s/he thinks with me about what might be
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right instead of just telling me what s/he thinks

is right.

3. Because I don’t feel embarrassed to tell her/him

about what’s troubling me.

4. Because s/he is having similar experiences as I am.

Direet Influenee was measured in terms of the object’s

procedures of direct influence and reasons for attempts at

direct influence. Four procedure and four reason items were

used to measure Unilateral Direcr Influence. Four procedure

and four reason items were also used to measure Mutual

Direor Influence. Response categories for all these items

were "Never" (0), "Not Often" (1), "Often" (2), "Very Often"

(3), and "Always“ (4). All questions were repeated four

times--one each for mother, father, same-sex friend, and

opposite-sex friend.

Rroeedure items for Direct Influence were headed by the

following: "Think of the times when this relative (friend)

wants you to do something when you want to do something

else. How often does s/he do the following when s/he wants

you to do something else?"

Reaeon items for Direct Inflnence were headed by the

following questions: "Why do you think s/he wants you to do

those things? How often are the following answers similar

or close to his/her reasons?"

Following are the procednre and reason items used to

operationalize Unilateral and Mutual_pireet_lnflueneez

ce 't n a l ' f u :

1. :/he says I’m supposed to do what s/he tells me to

o.

2. S/he simply tells me to do it.

3. S/he says s/he expects me to do what s/he tells me.
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S/he keeps telling me to do it until I do it.

e e ce:

S/he keeps talking to me about what s/he wants me

to do hoping I will start wanting to do it.

S/he says I would enjoy doing what s/he wants me to

do.

S/he tells me that s/he would do favors for me at

other times if I would go along with her/him now.

S/he asks me if I would be willing to do it.

e C9:

Because s/he wants to teach me to do the right

thing.

Because s/he doesn’t trust my judgment.

Because s/he is supposed to tell me what to do.

Because s/he knows what I should do about some

things better than I do.

WW:

1. Because s/he wants me to help her/him to do

something.

2. Because s/he knows I would want to do what s/he

wants me to do.

3. Because s/he wants to spend time with me by doing

something together.

4. Because s/he wants me to do the same thing s/he

wants to do.

W

Variations of talk--asking, explaining, telling,

discussing--were used to assess respondents’ purposes of

talk about television content with their parents and

friends. Subject to object (e.g., respondent to mother) and

object to subject (e.g., mother to respondent) directions of

talk were also assessed except in Informarion_Exohange,

which is a mutual procedure. Items starting with "I"

indicated subject to object direction while items starting

with "She" or "He" indicated object to subject direction.
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Response Options used for all items were "Never" (0),

"Not Often" (1), "Often" (2), "Very Often" (3), and "Always"

(4). All questions were repeated four times--one each for

mother, father, same-sex friend, and opposite-sex friend.

The following items Operationalized the different

u ses TVRT:

Information Seeking (Objecr to Suhject):

1. S/he asks me if what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

. S/he asks me about events that happen on TV shows.

3. S/he asks me about conversations that take place on

TV shows.

4. S/he asks me about TV characters.

5. S/he asks me why TV characters act the way they do.

Informafion Seeking (Subjecr ro Objeof):

1. I ask her/him if what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

2. I ask her/him about events that happen on TV shows.

. I ask her/him about conversations that take place

on TV shows.

4. I ask her/him about TV characters.

5. I ask her/him why TV characters act the way they

do.

Information Clarification (Object to Subject):

1. S/he explains to me that what happens on TV shows

is like real-life.

2. S/he explains to me that what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life.

3. S/he explains to me the events that happen on TV

shows.

4. S/he explains to me the conversations that take

place on TV shows.

5. S/he explains to me why TV characters act the way

they do.

n ' 'c ' Su ' t ' c :

1. I explain to her/him that what happens on TV shows

is like real-life.

2. I explain to her/him that what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life.

3. I explain to her/him the events that happen on TV

shows.
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4. I explain to her/him the conversations that take

place on TV shows.

5. I explain to her/him why TV characters act the way

they do.

Information Giving (Object to Suhject):

1. S/he tells me

real-life.

2. S/he tells me

that what happens on TV shows is like

that what happens on TV shows is not

like real-life.

3. S/he tells me

4. S/he tells me

on TV shows.

5. S/he tells me

6. S/he tells me

do.

about events that happen on TV shows.

about conversations that take place

about TV characters.

why TV characters act the way they

t 'ec :

1. I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is

like real-life.

2. I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is not

like real-life.

3. I tell her/him

shows.

4. I tell her/him

on TV shows.

5. I tell her/him

about events that happen on TV

about conversations that take place

about TV characters.

6. I tell her/him why TV characters act the way they

do.

I o ' xc a :

1. We talk about TV shows.

2. We discuss whether or not what happens on TV shows

is like real-life.

3. We talk about events that happen on TV shows.

4. We talk about conversations that take place on TV

shows.

5. We talk about TV characters.

6. We discuss why TV characters act the way they do.

Analysis

Measures of communicarive interaction procednres were

adapted from Hunter’s (1985) measures of generalized

interactional patterns, which had been verified as forming
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distinct factors. Multiple indicator measurement models of

information purposes of TVRT were constructed for this

study, and their factor structures were tested for

unidimensionality. A factor or scale is unidimensional only

if the items are alternate indicators of the construct being

measured. A multiple indicator measurement model is a

measurement model that specifies a unidimensional scale.

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the

structures of the seven TERI measurement models.

Specifically, the analysis was used to confirm the

hypothesis that the factor structures of the proposed

informarion_pnrpoeee measurements, consisting of the

multiple items specified a priori, were unidimensional.

Hunter (1977) suggested three evaluation criteria for

unidimensionality. The first, homogeneity of content,

refers to the similarity of meaning among cluster items.

The second and third criteria, internal consistency and

parallelism, are statistical procedures.

The first criterion, homogeneity of content, was

implemented during the construction of the items. The items

were written to reflect similarity of meaning among them.

The product rule for internal consistency requires that

the correlation between two items (observed correlation) in

the same cluster should be the product of their loadings on

the factor (expected correlation) where they were

hypothesized to load. If the deviations of the observed

correlations from the expected correlations are within
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sampling error, the cluster is unidimensional.

The product rule for external consistency, or

parallelism, requires that the correlation between a cluster

item and an item belonging to an outside factor (observed

correlation) should be the product of their loadings on

their hypothesized factors (expected correlation). If the

deviations of the observed correlations from the expected

correlations are within sampling error, the cluster of

interest is unidimensional.

To test for internal consistency and parallelism,

parameters of the models were first estimated using LIMSTAT

(Lin, 1987). The statistical program first provided

matrices for use in evaluating internal consistency. They

consisted of 1) a matrix of observed correlations among

cluster items, 2) a matrix of expected correlations among

cluster items based on their factor loadings using

communalities (reliabilities of items) in the diagonal, 3) a

matrix of deviations of the observed correlations from the

expected correlations, and 4) a matrix of deviations from

the sampling error.

The program then provided the matrices for evaluating

parallelism. These were 1) a matrix of observed

correlations between cluster items and outside factor items,

2) a matrix of expected correlations between cluster items

and outside factor items based on their factor loadings, 3)

a matrix of deviations of the observed correlations from the

expected correlations, and 4) a matrix of deviations from
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the sampling error.

The factor structures were then evaluated for

unidimensionality.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS

Initial tests of internal consistency showed that the

specified factor structures could be accepted as

unidimensional (Appendix A). However, the tests of

parallelism indicated a few rather large deviations

(Appendix B) from the sampling error. The measurement

models were re-examined to identify which items were

contributing to the large deviations from the sampling

error. Those pairs of items (cluster item and outside

factor item) with observed correlations that had large

deviations from the expected correlations were identified,

and they were deleted from the models one at a time.

The subsequent tests of parallelism revealed that three

similar items in each of the Informarion_SeeRing,

Infematiezueixing, andMWfactors

consistently caused the large deviations from the sampling

error. The items were those containing the "like real-

life," "not like real-life," and "why characters act the

way they do" phrases. The items were:

I E !' S 1'

1. I ask her/him if what happens on TV shows is like

real—life.

44
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2. I ask her/him why TV characters act the way they

do.

3. S/he asks me if what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

4. S/he asks me why TV characters act the way they do.

Informafion Giving

1. I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is

like real-life.

2. I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is not

like real-life.

3. I tell her/him why TV characters act the way they

do.

4. S/he tells me that what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

5. S/he tells me that what happens on TV shows is not

like real-life.

6. S/he tells me why TV characters act the way they

do.

Information Exchange

1. We discuss whether or not what happens on TV shows

is like real—life.

2. We discuss why TV characters act the way they do.

In addition, two items in the Information Clarification

model also contributed to the large deviations from the

sampling error. These items contained explanations of

"events that happen" and "conversations that take place" on

TV shows. The items were:

1. I explain to her/him the events that happen on TV

shows.

2. I explain to her/him the conversations that take

place on TV shows.

3. S/he explains to me the events that happen on TV

shows.

4. S/he explains to me the conversations that take

place on TV shows.

Reexamination of each measurement model led to a

possible and plausible explanation as to why the items

mentioned above were causing problems regarding the

unidimensionality of the models. The explanation is based
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on an assumption held in viewer-oriented television text

analysis that viewer experiences are brought to bear in

making sense of television (Fiske & Hartley, 1978), and on

the proposition that this process occurs during viewers’

releEision-related ralk (Linsangan, 1987). Talking about

the likeness or unlikeness of television portrayals to real-

life, or about the motives behind characters’ actions, may

be seen as an opportunity for viewers to bring their own

experiences and social knowledge into the talk. In other

words, the stimuli for communicative interaction may be

provided by television content, but the criteria for

evaluation may come from the everyday cultural life of I;_I

participants. Thus, talking about these elements of

television content would be a more complex communicative

process than relating plot developments (events) and

dialogues (conversations) or talking about characters

outside of the reality and motive contexts. If this

"complexity" assumption were true, the meaning of the

"reality" and "motives" items would be dissimilar from the

meaning of the rest of the items in the Information Seeking,

Wiring, andWmmodelS- When

viewers talk about these elements, more than likely, they

try to clarify them within the context of their social and

cultural lives. By the same token, the items about "events"

and "conversations" would not have similar meanings as the

other items in the Informarion_glarifioarion models.

Relating "events" and "conversations" would not have an
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evaluative component and, therefore, viewers would not have

to draw upon their socio-cultural knowledge and personal

experiences.

Results of confirmatory factor analysis on the revised

measurement models supported the hypothesis that their

factor structures were unidimensional. In addition, the

analysis showed that, aside from having construct validity,

the measurements also had very high reliability.

Results of confirmatory factor analysis on the revised

measurement models are discussed below.

Internal Consistency

Tables 1.1-1.7 show the items and factor loadings for

each of the seven measurement models. Tables 2.1a-2.7b show

the tests of internal consistency. The "a" tables have the

observed and expected correlations. The "b" tables show the

deviations of the observed correlations from the expected

correlations and the deviations from the sampling error.

It is clear from the "b" tables that each revised

cluster of items representing each of the seven pnrposes of

ralk is unidimensional. The deviations of the observed from

the expected correlations, except for two deviations (Table

2.7b) in the Earner_Dara, were within sampling error. These

two deviations (.02 and .01), however, are negligible.

Under the internal consistency criterion, the seven

measurement models were accepted as unidimensional.
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Table 1.1 .

Factor Loadin98*** of Infemtioaéeekim ItenS**

Object to Subject

ITEMS MData“ FData“ SSFDat’Q OSFDat-f'af

1. S/he asks me about events 72 71 82 83

that happen on TV shows.

2. S/he asks me about 84 84 75 80

conversations that take

place on TV shows.

3. S/he asks me about TV 80 78 81 82

characters.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 83 82 84 86

*MData = Mother data

*FData = Father data

*SSFData = Same-sex Friend Data

*OSFData = Opposite-sex Friend Data

Table 1.2

Factor loadings ofWWItems

Subject to Object

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. I ask her/him about events 80 75 78 80

that happen on TV shows.

2. I ask her/him about 87 76 73 85

conversations that take

place on TV shows.

3. I ask her/him about TV 81 86 79 83

characters.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 87 83 81 87      
 

**Item numbers in Tables 1.1-1.7 correspond with the item

3.1a-3.21b.numbers in Tables 2.1a-2.7b and Tables

***Factor loadings and coefficient alphas in Tables 1.1-1.7

and correlation coefficients and deviations in Tables 2.1a-

3.21b were multiplied by 100 to eliminate the decimal point.
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Table 1.3

Factor Loadings of Informarion Qlarification Items

Object to Subject

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. S/he explains to me that 78 80 79 83

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life.

2. S/he explains to me that 62 66 73 71

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life.

3. S/he explains to me why 77 65 70 65

TV characters act the

way they do.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 77 74 78 77

Table 1.4

Factor Loadings of Infernation_§lerifieetien Items

Subject to Object

 

 

 

 

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. I explain to her/him that 74 89 81 86

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life.

2. I explain to her/him that 70 70 83 70

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life.

3. I explain to her/him why 76 75 70 73

TV characters act the way

they do.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 78 82 82 81    
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Table 1.5

Factor Loadings of Information Giving Items

Object to Subject

 

 

 

      

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. S/he tells me about events 83 86 83 83

that happen on TV shows. '

2. S/he tells me about 90 79 74 81

conversations that take

place on TV shows.

3. S/he tells me about TV 84 80 75 72

characters.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 89 86 81 83

Table 1.6

Factor Loadings of Information Giving Items

Subject to Object

 

 

 

 

     
 

 

 

 

 

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. I tell her/him about events 85 82 81 89

that happen on TV shows.

2. I tell her/him about 85 73 67 82

conversations that take

place on TV shows.

3. I tell her/him about TV 79 83 80 82

characters.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 87 83 80 88

Table 1.7

Factor Loadings of Information Exchange Items

ITEMS MData FData SSFData OSFData

1. We talk about TV shows. 77 83 80 78

2. We talk about events that 85 86 82 88

happen on TV shows.

3. We talk about 82 78 72 74

conversations that take

place on TV shows.

4. We talk about TV 75 70 74 77

characters.

Standard Coefficient Alpha = 87 87 85 87    
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Test of Internal Consistency

Wing/Object t0 Subject

 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mbther Data

1 54 52

2 61 7O 60 71

3 57 68 64 58 67 64

Father Data

1 52 50

2 60 70 60 71

3 55 66 62 55 66 61

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 67 67

2 62 58 62 56

3 67 61 66 66 61 66

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 69 69

2 66 64 66 64

3 68 65 67 68 66 67
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Table 2.1b

Test of Internal Consistency

Infernation._5eek_i_ng/Object t0 Subject

 

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

Deviations "00": Deviation

Observed-Expected Within S.E.

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .044

1 — .—

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 01 - 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .045

1 — -

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .042

1 — _

2 00 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00 -

   
Opposite—Sex Friend Data S.E. = .040

 

 1 - -

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 01 - 00 00 -
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Table 2.2a

Test of Internal Consistency

Informetienieeking/Subject to Object

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2

Mother Data

1 65 64

2 70 76 70 76

3 65 71 66 65 70

Father Data

1 57 56

2 57 59 57 58

3 65 66 73 64 65

   
Same-Sex Friend Data

 

1 61 61

2 57 55 57 53

3 62 58 63 62 58

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 1 65 64

2 69 73 68 72

3 67 71 69 66 71
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Table 2.2b

Test of Internal Consistency

Information Seehing/Subject to Object

 

Deviations

Observed—Expected

"00': Deviation

Within S.E.

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .037

1 - -

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 01 - 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .043

1 - .-

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 01 - 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

1 - _.

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .037

1 - -

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00 -

    



55

Table 2.3a

Test of Internal Consistency

Infmatiemglerifieatien/Object to Subject

 

Observed

Correlations

Expected

Correlations

 

ITEMS 1 2 3

 

1 2

 

Mother Data

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   

1 62 61

2 48 39 48 38

3 62 47 6O 60 48 59

Father Data

1 63 64

2 53 44 53 44

3 53 41 43 52 43 42

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 63 62

2 58 54 58 53

3 56 51 50 55 51 49

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 68 69

2 60 51 59 50

3 55 44 43 54 46 42
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Table 2.3b

Test of Internal Consistency

Information Clarificarion/Object to Subject

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00": Deviation

Within S.E.

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .051

1 — -

2 00 - 00 -

3 02 01 - 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .054

1 — -

2 00 - 00 -

3 01 02 - 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

1 — .-

2 00 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .051

1 — ..

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 02 - 00 00 -
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Table 2.4a

Test of Internal Consistency

InfernatioxLQlarifieation/Subject to Object

 

 

  

 

  
 

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

1 55 55

2 51 50 52 49

3 57 53 58 56 53 58

Father Data

1 78 79

2 63 51 62 49

3 68 51 58 67 52 56

Same—Sex Friend Data

1 66 66

2 68 69 67 69

3 57 58 50 57 58 49

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 73 74

2 61 51 60 49

3 63 50 54 63 51 53
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Table 2.4b

Test of Internal Consistency

Information_glerifieatien/Subject to Object

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

'00": Deviation

Within S.E.

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   

ITEMS 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .050

1 -
-

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .045

1 - _.

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 01 - 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .044

1 — -

2 01 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .047

1 — _

2 01 - 00 -

3 00 01 - 00 00 -
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Table 2.5a

Test of Internal Consistency

wriggling/Object t0 Subject

 

 

  

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mother Data

1 70 69

2 75 80 75 81

3 7O 76 72 70 76 71

Father Data

1 74 74

2 69 63 68 62

3 69 63 65 69 63 64

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 68 69

2 61 55 61 55

3 63 55 57 62 56 56

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 69 69

2 68 65 67 66

3 60 58 53 60 58 52
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Table 2.5b

Test of Internal Consistency

Wing/Object t0 Subject

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

'00": Deviation

Within S.E.

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .032

l - _

2 00 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .039

1 - -

2 01 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

1 c- _

2 00 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .044

1 - -

2 01 - 00 -

3 00 00 - 00 00 -
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Table 2.6a

Test of Internal Consistency

Informatien_§izing/Subject to Object

 

 

 

 

   

 

   

 

 
  

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 I 1 2 3

Mother Data

1 73 72

2 73 73 72 72

3 68 67 64 67 67 62

Father Data

1 68 67

2 60 54 60 53

3 69 60 69 68 61 69

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 65 66

2 53 46 54 45

3 66 53 64 65 54 64

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 79 79

2 74 68 73 67

3 74 67 68 73 67 67
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Table 2.6b

Test of Internal Consistency

Information_§iying/Subject to Object

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00': Deviation

Within S.E.

 

2 3 151

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 2

Mother Data S.E. .037

1 - —

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00

Father Data S.E. - .043

1 - _

2 00 - 00 -

3 01 01 - 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .047

1 _ .—

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 01 - 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .034

l - —

2 01 - 00 -

3 01 00 - 00 00
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Table 2.7a

Test of Internal Consistency

n o t' Exch e

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 1 1 2 3 4

Mbther Data

1 59 59

2 66 73 65 72

3 60 73 67 63 70 67

4 60 61 62 57 58 64 62 56

Father Data

1 69 69

2 77 74 71 74

3 63 64 61 65 67 61

4 56 58 60 50 58 60 55 49

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 63 64

2 68 67 66 67

3 56 58 53 58 59 52

4 58 59 57 56 59 61 53 55

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 62 61

2 72 76 69 77

3 56 64 56 58 65 55

4 59 65 60 59 60 68 57 59
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Table 2.7b

Test of Internal Consistency

'0 an

 

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected Within S.E.

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 i 1 2 3 4

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Mother Data S.E. = .042

1 - _.

2 01 - 00 -

3 03 O3 - 00 00 -

4 02 03 00 - 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .043

1 -
-

2 06 - 02 -

3 02 03 - 00 00 -

4 02 02 05 - 00 00 01 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

l -
_

2 02 - 00 -

3 02 01 - 00 00 -

4 01 02 04 - 00 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .043

1 — -

2 03 - 00 -

3 02 01 - 00 00 -

4 01 03 03 - 00 00 00 -
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Parallelism

Tables 3.1a-3.21b show the tests of parallelism. The

"a" tables have the observed and expected correlations. The

"b" tables show the deviations of the observed correlations

from the expected correlations and the deviations from the

sampling error.

It should be noted that a set of variables will rarely

satisfy the definition of parallelism because it is a very

stringent requirement (Hunter, 1977). Since all the scales

had been found to be unidimensional under the test of

internal consistency, a less strict requirement for the test

of parallelism was adopted by drawing a confidence interval

at .001 level of significance for the sampling error. In

addition, a deviation of .05 or less from this confidence

interval was considered a negligible deviation when

evaluating the scales for unidimensionality.

Information Seeking (ijeet to thjecf). Tests of

parallelism (Tables 3.1b-3.6b) clearly indicate that this

factor can be accepted as unidimensional with respect to all

the other factors, except with respect to Information Giving

(thjeet to ijecr). Table 3.5b shows one deviation of .11

from the sampling error for the same-sex friend data. For

the mother data, father data, and opposite-sex friend data,

the deviation of the observed from the expected correlation,

for the same pair of items, was equal to zero. Since this

large deviation was not consistently observed among all the
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Table 3.1a

Test of Parallelism

Wing/Object to Subject (X)

IanmLimSeeking/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 68 60 63 56 61 57

2 62 75 59 65 71 66

3 54 63 68 62 68 63

Father Data

x 1 63 50 54 50 51 57

2 54 63 55 59 60 68

3 54 57 73 55 56 63

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 69 57 55 60 56 61

2 44 67 44 55 51 56

3 60 56 71 59 56 60

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

x 1 76 61 67 62 66 65

2 60 71 53 60 64 62

3 58 58 75 62 66 64
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Table 3.1b

Test of Parallelism

Informatien_§eeking/0bject t0 Subject (X)

Infernatien.§eeking/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .042

X 1 12 01 06 00 00 00

2 03 O4 07 00 00 00

3 08 05 05 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .047

X 1 13 01 03 00 00 00

2 05 03 13 00 00 00

3 01 01 10 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .047

X l 09 01 06 00 00 00

2 11 16 12 00 00 00

3 01 00 11 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .042

x 1 14 05 02 00 00 00

2 00 07 09 00 00 00

3 04 08 11 00 00 00
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Table 3.2a

Test of Parallelism

mowed to Subject (X)

WWW/Object t0 Subject (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

  
 

Mother Data

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

X l 34 37 31 35 28 34

2 36 28 39 41 32 40

3 46 30 40 39 31 38

Father Data

X l 33 38 55 41 34 34

2 35 32 58 49 40 40

3 27 31 54 46 38 37

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 32 27 39 37 34 33

2 31 24 42 34 31 30

3 34 28 46 36 34 32

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 34 35 41 48 41 37

2 44 36 50 46 39 36

3 40 33 57 47 40 37
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Table 3.2b

Test of Parallelism

Information_§eeking/Object t0 Subject (X)

Information_clarifieation/Object to Subject (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E = .062

X 1 01 09 03 00 00 00

2 05 04 01 00 00 00

3 O7 01 02 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .059

X 1 08 04 21 00 00 01

2 14 08 18 00 00 00

3 19 07 17 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .063

X 1 05 07 O6 00 00 00

2 03 07 12 00 00 00

3 02 06 14 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 14 06 04 00 00 00

2 02 03 14 00 00 00

3 07 07 20 00 00 01
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Table 3.3a

Test of Parallelism

Mamas/Object t0 Subject (X)

Wagon/Subject tO Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 l 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 26 37 33 33 31 34

2 37 34 43 39 36 40

3 41 34 41 37 35 38

Father Data

X 1 31 31 31 35 28 30

2 46 25 52 42 33 35

3 35 19 42 39 31 35

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 41 33 32 41 42 35

2 41 35 41 37 38 32

3 41 41 39 40 41 35

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 47 44 45 54 44 46

2 46 36 54 52 43 44

3 51 48 57 54 44 45
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Table 3.3b

Test of Parallelism

Information_SeekiDg/Object t0 Subject (X)

 

Information_glarifieatien/Subject to Object (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 l 3

Mother Data S.E. - .062

X l 07 06 01 00 00 00

2 02 02 03 00 00 00

3 04 01 03 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. - .062

X 1 04 03 Ol 00 00 00

2 04 08 17 00 00 00

3 04 12 09 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .061

X 1 00 09 03 00 00 00

2 04 03 09 00 00 00

3 01 00 04 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .055

X l 07 00 01 00 00 00

2 06 07 10 00 00 00

3 03 04 12 00 00 00
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Table 3.4a

Test of Parallelism

Immune/Object t0 Subject (X)

Wing/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 72 59 60 53 58 54

2 61 61 53 62 67 63

3 57 61 62 59 64 60

Father Data

X 1 63 57 60 58 53 54

2 60 70 52 69 63 64

3 66 53 67 64 59 59

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 60 59 61 66 59 60

2 49 70 49 60 54 55

3 59 59 75 65 58 59

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X l 73 63 58 68 66 59

2 64 77 54 65 64 56

3 53 56 69 67 65 58
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Table 3.4b

Information.§eekiDg/Object to Subject (X)

 

Inferaatien_§iyiDg/Object to Subject (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .045

X 1 19 01 06 04 00 00

2 01 O6 10 00 00 00

3 02 O3 02 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .045

X 1 05 O4 06 00 00 00

2 09 07 12 00 00 00

3 02 06 08 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .045

X 1 06 00 01 00 00 00

2 ll 16 06 00 01 00

3 06 01 16 00 00 01

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .043

X 1 05 03 01 00 00 00

2 01 13 02 00 00 00

3 14 09 11 00 00 00
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Table 3.5a

Test of Parallelism

WObjwt to Subject (X)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Infemtioniixing/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 l 2 3 1 2 3

Mbther Data

X 1 69 62 55 56 56 62

2 58 75 54 65 65 6O

3 52 56 60 62 62 58

Father Data

X 1 76 50 58 57 51 58

2 52 75 56 68 60 68

3 58 54 7O 63 56 63

Same-Sex Friend Data

X l 73 60 55 65 54 64

2 44 75 42 60 49 59

3 57 57 75 64 53 64

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 75 61 70 72 67 67

2 67 75 59 70 64 64

3 69 62 76 72 66 66
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Table 3.5b

Test of Parallelism

iject to Subject (X)

Informatieniixine/Subject to Object (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .045

X 1 13 06 03 00 00 00

2 07 10 06 00 00 00

3 10 06 02 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .045

X 1 19 01 00 04 00 00

2 16 15 12 01 00 00

3 05 02 07 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. ; .046

X 1 08 06 09 00 00 00

2 16 26 17 01 11 02

3 00 00 03 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .038

X 1 03 06 03 00 00 00

2 03 11 05 00 00 00

3 03 04 10 00 00 00
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Table 3.6a

Test of Parallelism

Informationezeeking/Object to Subject (X)

W(Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

X 1 66 65 56 59 51 56 54 50

2 56 57 67 51 60 66 63 58

3 46 49 60 61 57 63 60 55

Father Data

X 1 56 62 53 54 50 51 47 42

2 41 52 68 45 59 61 55 49

3 47 43 53 54 54 56 51 46

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 53 57 57 63 58 59 52 53

2 44 46 65 42 53 54 48 49

3 53 50 52 69 57 58 51 53

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 59 64 59 63 57 64 54 56

2 44 48 65 55 55 62 52 54

3 58 53 48 69 56 64 53 56
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Table 3.6b

Test of Parallelism

Informetien_§eeking/Object to Subject (X)

Informationjxghangefi)

 

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Deviations '00“: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data S.E. = .047

X 1 15 09 02 09 00 00 00 00

2 04 09 04 O7 00 00 00 00

3 11 14 00 06 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .052

X 1 06 11 06 12 00 00 00 00

2 18 09 13 04 01 00 00 00

3 07 13 02 08 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .050

X 1 05 02 05 10 00 00 00 00

2 09 08 17 07 00 00 00 00

3 04 08 01 16 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .048

X 1 02 00 05 07 00 00 00 00

2 11 14 13 01 00 00 00 00

3 02 11 05 13 00 00 00 00
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four sets of data, this scale was accepted as unidimensional

under the test of parallelism.

Information Seeking (Subject to Object). With respect to

the other Information Seeking scale, this factor has already

been accepted as parallel; Table 3.1b shows that all the

deviations of the observed from the expected correlations

are equal to zero. With respect to the two Informarion

glarifieation (Tables 3.7b and 3.8b) and the two Information

Sizing (Tables 3.9b and 3.10b) scales, it is clear that the

items of this scale are also parallel. Tables 3.7b and 3.8b

show that all the deviations of the observed from the

expected correlations are within sampling error. In Tables

3.9b and 3.10b, 90% of the deviations are equal to zero.

The other deviations (7 out of 72 or 10%) are equal to .05

or less. With respect to Informarion Exohange, only one

deviation (.07) did not meet the ".05 or less" criterion of

acceptance (Table 3.11b, father data). Since this deviation

was only 2% (1 out of 48) of the total number of deviations

being evaluated, the items in the Information Seeking

(thjeot ro Ohjeet) factor were also accepted as parallel

with respect to the items of Informarion Exchange.

' ' ' ' b'e t to Sub'ect . The items of

this scale have already been accepted as parallel with

respect to the items of the two Informarion Seeking scales

(see Tables 3.2b and 3.7b). It is clear from Tables 3.13b

and 3.14b that the items of this scale are parallel with
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Table 3.7a

Test of Parallelism

Information_Seeking/Subject to Object (X)

 

 

IDformation_clarifieatienlObject to Subject (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

   

Mother Data

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

X 1 34 44 46 42 33 41

2 43 33 49 45 36 45

3 36 34 46 42 34 42

Father Data

X l 51 45 43 51 42 41

2 49 43 54 52 43 42

3 44 41 57 58 48 48

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 28 22 36 32 30 28

2 34 26 35 30 28 27

3 25 28 37 32 30 29

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X l 37 43 45 46 39 36

2 33 43 45 49 42 38

3 38 50 48 48 41 37
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Table 3.7b

Test of Parallelism

Infernation.§eeking/Subject to Object (X)

Infermation_clarifieatien/Object to Subject (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS X 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .059

X 1 08 11 05 00 00 00

2 02 03 04 00 00 00

3 06 00 04 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .055

X 1 00 03 02 00 00 00

2 03 00 12 00 00 00

3 14 07 09 00 00 00

Same—Sex Friend Data S.E. = .064

X 1 04 08 08 00 00 00

2 04 02 08 00 00 00

3 07 02 08 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .058

X 1 09 04 09 00 00 00

2 16 01 07 00 00 00

3 10 09 11 00 00 00
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Table 3.8a

Test of Parallelism

InfernatieLSeeking/Subject to Object (X)

Infemtienfilarifieatien/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

   

Mother Data

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

X 1 29 43 43 39 37 40

2 42 44 47 42 40 44

3 38 34 44 40 37 41

Father Data

X 1 43 32 41 37 29 32

2 34 23 38 38 30 32

3 34 21 46 43 34 36

Same-Sex Friend Data

X l 35 34 37 36 37 31

2 33 27 44 34 35 29

3 26 32 43 36 37 32

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 42 44 51 48 39 41

2 43 41 46 51 42 43

3 41 47 45 50 41 42
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Table 3.8b

Test of Parallelism

Infomtieniefling/Subject to Object (X)

InfomtimElerifieatim/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .059

X 1 10 06 03 00 00 00

2 00 O4 03 00 00 00

3 02 O3 O3 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .062

X 1 06 03 09 00 00 00

2 04 07 O6 00 00 00

3 09 13 10 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .062

X 1 01 03 06 00 00 00

2 01 08 15 00 00 00

3 10 05 11 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .057

X 1 06 05 10 00 00 00

2 08 01 03 00 00 00

3 09 06 03 00 00 00
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Table 3.9a

Test of Parallelism

Merino/Subject to Object (X)

Wag/Object t0 Subject (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 67 60 61 60 66 61

2 66 72 61 66 71 67

3 65 62 73 61 66 62

Father Data

X 1 67 58 56 61 56 57

2 64 73 40 62 57 58

3 65 63 71 70 65 65

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 57 51 54 62 55 56

2 51 69 49 58 51 52

3 57 45 75 62 56 56

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 62 61 45 58 56 50

2 54 70 47 61 60 53

3 54 57 66 60 58 52
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Table 3.9b

Test of Parallelism

lnformatieLSeeking/Subject to Object (X)

Wiring/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .041

X 1 07 06 00 00 00 00

2 00 01 06 00 00 00

3 04 04 11 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .044

X 1 06 02 01 00 00 00

2 02 16 18 00 01 03

3 05 02 06 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .048

X 1 05 04 02 00 00 00

2 O7 18 03 00 02 00

3 05 11 19 00 00 03

Opposite—Sex Friend Data S.E. = .047

X l 04 05 05 00 00 00

2 07 10 O6 00 00 00

3 06 01 14 00 00 00
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Table 3.10a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Informationmking/Subject to Object (X)

Information_§iying/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 66 72 58 63 63 59

2 56 77 54 69 69 64

3 58 66 72 64 64 60

Father Data

X 1 67 51 54 54 48 54

2 44 61 36 54 48 55

3 58 53 69 61 55 62

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 68 50 57 62 51 61

2 43 69 49 58 48 57

3 56 45 79 63 52 62

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 69 51 56 61 56 56

2 59 66 52 64 59 59

3 63 54 67 63 58 58
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Test of Parallelism

Informatien_fieeking/Subject to Object (X)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Informatien_§ixin9/Subject to Object (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .042

X l 03 09 01 00 00 00

2 13 08 10 00 00 00

3 O6 02 12 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .050

X 1 13 03 00 00 00 00

2 10 13 19 00 00 03

3 03 02 07 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .047

X l 06 01 04 00 00 00

2 15 21 O8 00 05 00

3 O7 07 17 00 00 01

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

X 1 08 05 00 00 00 00

2 05 07 07 00 00 00

3 00 04 09 00 00 00
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Table 3.11a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

Infernatien.§eekine/Subject to Object (X)

111W (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

X 1 59 62 58 59 54 60 58 53

2 53 59 72 53 59 65 63 57

3 51 56 60 62 55 61 58 53

Father Data

X 1 57 65 56 53 57 59 53 48

2 53 47 77 39 57 59 54 48

3 59 54 61 66 65 67 61 55

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 45 50 50 56 52 53 47 48

2 41 45 63 42 48 50 44 45

3 49 47 46 61 52 54 47 49

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 57 59 52 49 52 59 50 52

2 54 50 58 43 56 63 53 55

3 62 58 53 67 54 61 52 54
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Table 3.11b

Test of Parallelism

Information_§eeking/Subject to Object (X)

Information_Erehenge_ixl

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

'00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data S.E. = .046

X 1 05 O2 02 06 00 00 00 00

2 06 06 O9 04 00 00 00 00

3 04 05 02 O9 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .048

X 1 00 O6 O3 05 00 00 00 00

2 04 12 23 09 00 00 07 00

3 06 12 00 11 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 07 03 03 08 00 00 00 00

2 07 05 19 03 00 00 01 00

3 03 07 01 12 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

X l 05 00 02 03 00 00 00 00

2 02 13 05 12 00 00 00 00

3 08 03 01 13 00 00 00 00
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respect to the items of the two Information Giving scales;

deviations from the sampling error were all equal to zero.

With respect to the items of Information Exchange (Table

3.15b), the items of this scale were also found to be

parallel; all the deviations were also equal to zero. With

respect to the Information Clarification (Subject to Object)

scale, this factor was also accepted as parallel although

one deviation in the opposite-sex friend data was greater

than .05 (Table 3.12b, opposite-sex friend data). This

deviation was only 3% of the total number of deviations

being evaluated.

Informarion glarification (Subject Lo Object). It is clear

from Tables 3.16b, 3.17b, and 3.18b that the items of this

scale are parallel with respect to the items of the two

Information Giving and Information Exchange scales. All the

deviations from the sampling error were equal to zero. With

respect to the two Information Seeking (see Tables 3.3b and

3.8b) and the other Information glarifieafion (see Table

3.12b) factors, this factor has already been accepted as

parallel.

f t' G' ' O 'ect t S 'ect . With respect to the

two Information Seeking (see Tables 3.4b and 3.9b) and the

two Informarion_glarifioarion scales (see Tables 3.13b and

3.16b), the items of this scale have already been accepted

as parallel. Table 3.19b shows the results of the

parallelism test between the items of this factor and the
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Table 3.12a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

  
 

 

Informatien_§lerifieatien/Object t0 Subject (X)

Informatien_§lerificatien/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS x 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 66 44 46 55 52 56

2 37 58 35 . 44 41 45

3 52 54 69 54 51 56

  
 

Father Data

 

X 1 57 50 52 60 47 50

2 39 56 25 49 39 42

3 45 35 60 49 38 41

  
 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 61 59 38 58 59 50

2 53 62 30 53 55 46

3 58 53 62 51 52 44

  
 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 X 1 58 42 50 69 56 58

2 49 66 40 59 48 50

3 57 47 74 54 44 46

  
 

 



Table 3.12b

Test of Parallelism

91

IDfor-ation_§larifieetion/Object to Subject (X)

Iaformation_§larifieatien/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00': Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 l 2 3 1 3

Mother Data S.E. - .052

X 1 11 08 10 00 00 00

2 07 17 10 00 00 00

3 02 03 13 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. - .056

X 1 03 O3 02 00 00 00

2 10 l7 17 00 00 00

3 O4 03 19 00 00 01

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .051

X 1 03 00 12 00 00 00

2 00 07 16 00 00 00

3 07 01 18 00 00 01

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. - .051

X 1 11 14 08 00 00 00

2 10 18 10 00 01 00

3 03 03 28 00 00 11
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Table 3.13a

Test of Parallelism

Inferaatien_clarifieatien/Object t0 Subject (X)

Information_§ixiDg/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X l 31 42 42 40 44 41

2 36 30 36 32 35 32

3 38 48 47 4O 43 40

Father Data

X l 43 55 41 55 51 51

2 38 48 37 45 42 42

3 47 56 55 45 41 42

   
Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 27 32 33 35 32 32

2 19 29 32 33 29 30

3 32 38 38 31 28 28

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 X 1 41 50 34 50 49 44

2 38 43 32 43 42 37

3 38 51 53 39 38 34

    



Table 3.13b

Test of Parallelism
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Infenatienilarifleation/mject to Subject (X)

Infenatienfiixing/Object to Subject (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .060

X l 09 02 01 00 00 00

2 O4 05 04 00 00 00

3 02 05 07 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .055

X 1 12 04 10 00 00 00

2 07 06 05 00 00 00

3 02 15 13 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .064

X 1 08 00 01 00 00 00

2 14 00 02 00 00 00

3 01 10 10 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .058

X 1 09 01 10 00 00 00

2 05 01 05 00 00 00

3 01 13 19 00 00 00
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Test of Parallelism
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Information_clarifieetion/Object t0 Subject (X)

 

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Information_§iying/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X l 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X l 19 34 24 32 32 30

2 27 29 22 25 25 24

3 34 42 35 31 31 29

Father Data

X 1 38 42 26 45 40 45

2 46 28 32 37 33 37

3 44 45 40 36 32 37

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 23 33 28 31 26 31

2 23 23 19 29 24 29

3 26 35 38 28 23 27

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 43 46 28 48 44 44

2 41 37 33 41 38 38

3 41 49 49 38 35 35
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Test of Parallelism
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Information_clarifieatienlObject t0 Subject (X)

Information_§ixin9/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

  
 

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .065

X 1 13 02 06 00 00 00

2 02 04 02 00 00 00

3 03 11 06 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .061

X 1 O7 02 19 00 00 00

2 09 05 05 00 00 00

3 08 13 03 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .066

X 1 08 07 03 00 00 00

2 O6 01 10 00 00 00

3 02 12 11 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 05 02 16 00 00 00

2 00 01 05 00 00 00

3 O3 14 14 00 00 00
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Table 3.15a

Test of Parallelism

Information.clarifieation/Object to Subject (X)

Warns. (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

X l 37 30 40 41 40 44 42 39

2 43 36 32 38 32 35 34 31

3 35 43 45 40 39 43 42 38

Father Data

X 1 51 43 56 43 54 56 51 45

2 47 38 44 44 44 46 42 37

3 48 39 54 41 44 45 41 37

   
Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 24 21 32 34 28 29 25 26

2 25 13 24 26 26 26 23 24

3 25 20 30 26 25 25 22 23

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 X 1 32 43 44 41 45 51 43 45

2 43 40 40 35 39 44 37 38

3 41 40 36 50 35 40 34 35
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Table 3.15b

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

mfernatien_§1erifieatien/Object t0 Subject (X)

Infemtmmcehanee

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data S.E. = .060

X 1 03 14 02 02 00 00 00 00

2 11 01 02 O7 00 00 00 00

3 04 00 03 02 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 03 13 05 02 00 00 00 00

2 03 08 02 07 00 00 OO 00

3 04 06 13 04 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .066

X 1 04 08 07 08 00 00 00 00

2 01 13 01 02 00 00 00 00

3 00 05 08 O3 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 13 08 01 04 00 00 00 00

2 04 O4 03 03 00 00 00 00

3 06 00 02 15 00 00 00 00
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Table 3.16a

Test of Parallelism

Wsmject to Object (X)

Infomtienfiixing/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 21 22 31 30 33 3O

2 26 34 36 28 31 29

3 29 39 41 31 34 31

Father Data

X 1 29 37 25 37 34 34

2 22 28 29 29 27 27

3 29 43 38 31 28 29

Same-Sex Friend Data

X l 25 37 34 35 31 32

2 29 29 36 36 32 32

3 30 29 32 30 27 27

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 41 49 35 47 46 41

2 34 34 33 38 37 33

3 37 49 49 40 39 35

    



Table 3.16b
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Test of Parallelism

Informationfilariiieatien/Subject to Object (X)

InformatieLeixine/Object to Subject (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

I'00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .064

X 1 09 11 01 00 00 00

2 02 O3 07 00 00 00

3 02 05 10 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .064

X 1 08 03 09 00 00 00

2 07 01 02 00 00 00

3 02 15 09 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .064

X 1 10 O6 02 00 00 00

2 07 O3 04 00 00 00

3 00 02 05 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .060

X 1 06 03 06 00 00 00

2 04 03 00 00 OO 00

3 03 10 14 00 00 00
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Table 3.17a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

   

 

 

Infergtieriflerifieetien/Subject to Object (X)

Information Giving/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data

X 1 25 38 35 37 37 34

2 31 39 30 35 35 33

3 39 47 45 38 38 35

Father Data

X 1 34 51 32 42 37 42

2 34 32 24 33 29 33

3 28 51 38 35 31 35

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 20 41 28 35 29 34

2 24 34 35 36 29 35

3 20 44 38 30 25 30

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 56 53 47 55 51 51

2 43 36 38 45 41 41

3 47 50 49 47 43 43

    



Table 3.17b
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Test of Parallelism

Information_clarifieatien/Subject tO Object (X)

Information_§ixing/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

I'00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .061

X 1 12 01 01 00 00 00

2 O4 04 03 00 00 00

3 01 09 10 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .062

X 1 08 14 10 00 00 00

2 01 03 09 00 00 00

3 O7 20 03 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .064

X 1 15 12 06 00 00 00

2 12 05 00 00 00 00

3 10 19 08 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

X l 01 02 04 00 00 00

2 02 05 03 00 00 00

3 00 07 06 00 00 00
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Table 3.18a

Test of Parallelism

Wsmjmt to Object (X)

InfemtimExehenge (Y)

 

Observed

Correlations

Expected

Correlations

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4

  

1 2 3 4

 

MOther Data

 

X 1 27 20 29 28

2 27 34 35 32

3 25 35 37 29

  

29 32 31 28

27 30 29 27

30 33 32 29

 

Father Data

 

X 1 25 22 36 32

2 34 24 31 36

3 35 29 40 30

  

37 38 35 31

29 30 27 24

31 32 29 26

 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 26 27 35 31

2 33 23 23 33

3 23 23 30 25

  

30 31 27 28

31 31 27 28

26 26 23 24

 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 X 1 41 42 42 35

2 52 40 24 31

3 39 43 46 45

  

44 50 42 44

36 41 34 36

38 42 36 37

  



103

Table 3.18b

Test Of Parallelism

Information Clarifioarion/Subject tO Object (X)

W(Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00': Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

ITEMS

 

X 1 2 3 4

 

1 2 3 4

 

Mother Data S.E. .065

 

X 1

2

3

 

02 12 02 00

00 04 06 05

05 02 05 00

 

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

 

Father Data S.E. .064

 

X 1

2

3

 

12 16 01 01

05 06 04 12

04 03 11 04

 

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

 

Same-Sex Friend Data .066S.E.

 

   

X 1 04 04 08 03 00 00 00 00

2 02 08 04 05 00 00 00 00

3 03 03 07 01 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .060

 

 X 1

2

3

 

03 08 00 09

16 01 10 05

01 01 10 08

 

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00
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items Of the Information Giving (Subject to Object) factor.

Under the father data, one deviation exceeds the .05

acceptance criterion. Since this deviation (.07) represents

only 3% Of the total number Of deviations being evaluated,

and since the other three sets Of data strongly support the

test Of parallelism, this factor was accepted as parallel

with respect tO the other Information Giving factor.

Table 3.20b Shows the test Of parallelism between this

factor and Information Exchange. Two deviations in the

father data are greater than .05 and one deviation in the

opposite-sex friend data also exceeds this level Of

acceptance. Considering the strong results Of the internal

consistency test and the equally strong results Of the

parallelism test in two sets Of data (mother and Opposite-

sex friend data) for this factor, it was decided to accept

this factor as parallel with respect to Information

Erehenge.

n r a n 'vin Su 'ec tO Ob'ec . Table 3.21b shows

only one deviation that exceeds the .05 level Of acceptance

(same-sex friend data). The items Of this scale were

accepted as parallel with respect to the items Of

Informarion_Ekohange since this deviation constitutes only

2% Of the total number Of deviations being evaluated. In

addition, the results Of the test Of parallelism in the

mother, father, and Opposite-sex friend data strongly

supported the acceptance Of this factor as unidimensional.
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Table 3.19a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Imeienfiixing/Object t0 Subject (X)

InfemtienJiixing/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 l 2 3

Mother Data

X l 61 64 55 56 56 52

2 47 63 52 61 61 57

3 50 61 64 57 57 53

Father Data

X 1 63 49 55 63 57 64

2 54 74 53 58 52 59

3 65 46 70 59 53 60

Same-Sex Friend Data

X l 66 54 63 70 58 69

2 55 72 48 62 52 62

3 62 51 80 63 52 62

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 72 65 63 70 65 65

2 65 77 58 68 63 63

3 51 53 68 61 56 56
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Table 3.19b

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Wine/Object t0 Subject (X)

Informatienfiixine/Subject to Object (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mother Data S.E. = .047

X 1 05 08 03 00 00 00

2 14 02 05 00 00 00

3 07 04 11 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .046

X 1 00 08 09 00 00 00

2 04 22 06 00 07 00

3 06 07 10 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .044

X 1 04 04 06 00 00 00

2 07 20 14 00 05 00

3 01 01 18 00 00 03

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .042

X 1 02 00 02 00 00 00

2 03 14 05 00 00 00

3 10 03 12 00 00 00
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Table 3.20a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Infemtionfiixing/Object t0 Subject (X)

W(Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

X 1 66 73 70 64 59 65 63 57

2 53 63 74 64 64 7O 68 62

3 51 55 58 69 60 66 63 58

Father Data

X 1 64 71 66 62 71 73 66 60

2 62 64 85 61 65 67 61 55

3 58 57 50 78 66 68 62 55

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 68 74 52 58 66 68 60 61

2 53 57 73 51 59 61 53 55

3 58 49 54 69 60 62 54 56

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 63 72 64 63 63 72 60 63

2 51 57 75 57 62 70 59 61

3 56 56 49 76 55 62 52 54
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Table 3.20b

Test of Parallelism

Informatien_§ixing/Object to Subject (X)

Information_Exehange (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00': Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data S.E. = .042

X 1 07 08 07 07 00 00 00 00

2 11 07 06 02 00 00 00 00

3 09 11 05 11 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .041

X 1 07 02 00 02 00 00 00 00

2 03 03 24 06 00 00 10 00

3 08 ll 12 23 00 00 00 09

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

X 1 02 06 08 03 00 00 00 00

2 06 04 20 04 00 00 05 00

3 02 13 00 13 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .044

X 1 00 00 04 00 00 00 00 00

2 11 13 16 04 00 00 01 00

3 01 06 03 22 00 00 00 07
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Table 3.21a

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

InfemtienJiiyim/Subject to Object (X)

Informatiomchenge (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

X 1 56 63 56 57 54 60 58 53

2 54 58 65 54 54 60 58 53

3 49 46 48 61 50 56 54 49

Father Data

X 1 56 58 49 56 56 59 53 48

2 45 49 66 42 50 52 47 42

3 51 50 44 65 57 59 54 48

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 59 61 53 63 62 64 56 58

2 46 51 73 48 51 53 46 48

3 56 49 50 67 61 63 55 57

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 55 63 57 59 60 68 57 60

2 45 60 69 61 56 63 53 55

3 54 58 51 74 56 63 53 55
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Table 3.21b

Test Of Parallelism

Wine/Subject to Object (X)

Information Exchange (Y)

 

Deviations

Observed-Expected

"00“: Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mother Data S.E. = .049

X 1 02 03 02 04 00 00 00 00

2 00 02 07 01 00 00 00 00

3 01 10 06 12 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .051

X 1 00 01 04 08 00 00 00 00

2 05 O3 19 00 00 00 02 00

3 06 09 10 17 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .048

X 1 03 03 03 05 00 00 00 00

2 05 02 27 00 00 00 11 00

3 05 14 05 10 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .046

X 1 05 05 00 01 00 00 00 00

2 11 O3 16 06 00 00 01 00

3 02 05 02 19 00 00 00 03
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This factor has already been accepted as parallel with

respect tO the other factors.

Information Exchange. With respect tO all the other six

factors, Information Exchange has already been accepted as

parallel.



CHAPTER 5

RESULTS OF HYPOTHESIS TESTS

This chapter presents the results Of hypothesis tests

concerning adolescents’ communicative interaction procedures

and information purposes Of their TVRT with their parents

and friends.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

Sommnnieative Inferaction Rrocedures

with Parents and Friends

The first set Of hypotheses predicted that adolescents'

structural relationships, measured in terms Of eommnnioative

inferaorion procedures, with their parents and friends would

be structurally different. Specifically, it was

hypothesized that:

H“: unilateral Direct Influence will be more,

and Mutual_21reet_lnfluenee will be less,

frequent in adolescent-parent relationships

than in adolescent-friend relationships.

Hm: Unilateral_Seeiel_Yerifieetien will be

more, and ut cia Ve ' ic '0 will

be less, frequent in adolescent-parent

relationships than in adolescent-friend

relationships.

112
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Adolescents’ eommunioative inferaction proceauree with

their mother and father were also expected tO differ. The

hypotheses tested were:

H“: Mutual Direct Influence will be more, and

Dnilateral Direct Influence will be less,

frequent in adolescent-mother relationships

than in adolescent-father relationships.

Hm: Marnal Sooial Verifioation will be more,

and 'l r SO 'a Ver' ' at' n will be

less, frequent in adolescent-mother

relationships than in adolescent-father

relationships.

An analysis Of variance with tests Of contrast was used

tO determine if there were differences in adolescents’

eommnnicafive inferaction proceduree with their parents and

friends. Results in Table 4 show that structural

relationships are significantly different: Unilateral

Direet_lnfluenee (p<-001). Mutuel_Direct_lniluence (p<-03).

Unilateral.§ocial_Yerifieafien (p<-001). and Mutual_Soeial

Yerifieetien (p<-001)-

The tests Of contrast supported the anticipated

differences in three Of the four oommnnieariye_inreraorion

prooeanree used by adolescents with their parents and

friends. Parents were found to engage more frequently in

unileterel_Direet_Influenee (p<-001) and unilateral_§eeiel

Eerifiearion (p<.001) than friends. a S 'al

Eerifiearion (p<.001) was more frequent with friends than

with parents. Mnfnal_Direor_Inflaenoe was not significantly

more frequent with friends than with parents.

The prediction that Unileterel_Direet_Influenee would
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Table 4

Summary of Analysis of Variance

' ocedure (CIP)for a iv n eract'

by Relationship

 

Adolescents’ CIP with Relations

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mother Father SSFriend OSFriend F Prob.

CIP X/SD X/SD X/SD X/SD

UDI* 2.04@/.89 1.98/.99 O.42/.46 0.66/.66 232.89 <.001

MDI* 1.65/.65 l.46/.72 l.64/.70 1.68/.80 3.09 .026

USV* 2.59.84 2.32/.95 1.52/.77 1.52/.79 82.18 <.001

MSV* 1.89/.76 1.56/.94 2.17/.92 1.90/.88 14.14 <.001

Tests Of Contrasts for CIP with Paired Relations

CIP t Prob.

UDI Parents > Friends 26.10 <.001

MDI Parents < Friends 1.89 ns

USV Parents > Friends 15.16 <.001

MSV Parents < Friends 4.77 <.001

Tests of Contrasts for CIP with Parents

CIP t Prob.

UDI Mother < Father 0.74 ns

MDI Mother > Father 2.44 .015

USV Mother > Father 3.00 .003

MSV Mother > Father 3.58 <.001

*UDI = Unilateral Direct Influence

*MDI = Mutual Direct Influence

*USV = Unilateral Social Verification

*MSV = Mutual Social Verification

@Scale used: 0 = Never

1 = Not Often

2 = Often

3 = Very Often

4: Always
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be more frequent in adolescent-father than in adolescent—

mother relationships was not supported. It was anticipated

that Unilateral Social Verification would be more frequent

in adolescent-father than in adolescent-mother

relationships, but results Show that this procedure was more

frequent in adolescent-mother than adolescent-father

relationships (p<.005). As expected, adolescent-mother

relationships were found to have more Mutual Direct

Inflnenee (p<.05) and Mutua SO 'a er' 'cation (p<.001)

than adolescent-father relationships.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

e iO ure

with MOthers and Fathers

NO hypotheses were Offered regarding differences in

adolescents’ eommnnicarive interaetion prooednree with same-

sex and Opposite-sex parents, but these were also

investigated in this study. Results Of t-tests are

presented in Table 5.

Both mothers and fathers were found tO engage in the

same amount Of unilateral Direcr Influence with their sons

and daughters. While mothers were also found to have the

same amount Of Maraal Direor Inflnenoe with their sons and

daughters, fathers were found to engage more frequently in

this communicative procedure with their sons (p<.001) than

with their daughters. Mothers’ Dnilareral_Soeial

Verifieation was found to be more frequent with their

daughters (p<.01) than with their sons. NO differences were
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Table 5

Summary Of t-tests

for Sommnnicatiye Interaerion Proeednres

with MOther and Father

Male Female t Prob.

Relation X/SD X/SD

UDI

Mother 2.10/0.87 1.99/.90 .84 ns

Father 2.09/l.00 l.88/.97 1.36 ns

MDI

Mother l.64/.67 l.67/.64 .27 ns

Father 1.70/.79 1.25/.57 4.09 <.001

USV

Mother 2.42/.87 2.75/.78 2.72 .007

Father 2.4l/.96 2.24/.95 1.10 ns

MSV

Mother 1.78/.75 2.00/.77 1.99 .048

Father 1.80/.90 1.33/.92 3.30 .001
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found in fathers’ Unilateral Social Verification with their

sons and daughters. Mothers’ Mutual Social Verification was

found to be more frequent with their daughters (p<.05) than

with their sons. Similarly, fathers’ Mutual Social

Eerifioarion was found to be more frequent with their sons

(p<.005) than with their daughters.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

with Friends

It was hypothesized that:

H”: Mutual Direct Influence will be more frequent

in female same-sex friendships than in male

same-sex friendships.

Hm: Mutual Social Verification will be more

frequent in female same-sex friendships than

in male same-sex friendships.

NO hypotheses were Offered regarding opposite-sex

friendships, but these were also investigated. Table 6

shows the results Of t-tests for the hypothesized, as well

as the non-hypothesized, relationships above.

Results Show that males engage more frequently than

females in Unilareral Direcr Influence with their friends,

whether they are Of the same (p<.05) or Opposite (p<.05)

sex. With same—sex friends, the prediction that females

would have more frequent Mnfnal Direet Inflnence than males

was supported (p<.005). There were no significant

differences between males and females in this communicative

procedure with Opposite-sex friends. Females were found to
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Table 6

Summary Of t-tests

for Qemmunicatixe_Intereetien_Proceeures

with Same- and Opposite-sex Friends

Male Female t Prob.

Relation X/SD X/SD

UDI

Same-sex .50/.55 .35/.35 2.28 .024

Opposite-sex .78/.75 .56/.54 2.35 .020

MDI

Same-sex 1.48/.71 1.79/.67 3.22 .002

Opposite-sex 1.63/.89 l.73/.72 .85 ns

USV

Same-sex 1.29/.72 1.74/.75 4.36 <.001

Opposite-sex 1.39/.71 1.64/.85 2.21 .029

MSV

Same-sex 1.66/.81 2.65/.75 8.90 <.001

Opposite-sex 1.66/.81 2.12/.89 3.79 <.001
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consistently engage more frequently than males in Unilateral

Social Verification with their same-sex (p<.001) and

Opposite-sex (p<.05) friends. In Mu Soci Veri ic t' n

procedures, the results were significant in the same

direction. Females engage in this procedure more frequently

than males with their same-sex (p<.001) and Opposite-sex

(p<.001) friends.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

Ielevision-Related Talk

with Parents and Friends

Under the assumption that interpersonal communication

about television content followed the theoretical

predictions Of the structural analysis Of relations, the

following hypotheses were formulated:

H“: In adolescent-parent relationships, Object tO

subject Information GiEing will be more

frequent than subject to Object Information

Siying; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-friend relationships.

H“: In adolescent-parent relationships, subject

tO Object Informa_ion_Seeking will be more

frequent than Object tO subject Informarion

Seeking; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-friend relationships.

H“: In adolescent-parent relationships, Object to

subject Infermation_clerifieatien will be

more frequent than subject to Object

I atio if ca ' n; they will not be

significantly different in adolescent-friend

relationships.

Hm: Informetien_Exehenqe will be more frequent in

adolescent-friend relationships than in

adolescent-parent relationships.
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Table 7 shows the results Of t-tests for the above set

Of hypotheses. The anticipated no-difference between

friends in the first three types Of TERI was supported (1),

with the results Of the t-tests showing nO significant

differences in the amount Of Information Giving, Information

Seeking, and Informarion Slarifieation between Object to

subject and subject to Object.

The predictions that there would be more frequent

Informarion_SiEing from parents to their children and more

frequent Information Seeking by children from their parents

were not supported. Instead, more frequent subject to

Object (children tO parents) than Object to subject (parents

to children) Informarion Giving was supported by the data

(p<.01). As predicted, parents were found to engage more

frequently in Informarion_glarifiearion than their children

(p<.005). The hypothesis that there would be more frequent

Informarion_EXehange between friends than between parents

and their children was not supported.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

Ielexieienflieletflfllk

with MOthers and Fathers

Mothers were hypothesized tO engage in more mutual IERT

with their adolescent children than fathers, and fathers

were hypothesized tO engage in more unilateral TERI with

their children than mothers. The hypotheses tested were:
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Table 7

Summary Of t-tests

for Telexieieaneleted_Talk

with Parents and Friends

 

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent* to Object

 

Relation X/SD X/SD

 

Information Giving

 

Parents 1.24/.80 1.38/.75 2.65 .009

Friends l.52/.7l 1.49/.74 .93 ns

Information Seeking

Parents 1.23/.71 1.27/.82 .99 ns

Friends 1.42/.72 l.35/.78 1.82 ns

Information Clarification

Parents .83/.75 .68/.70 3.39 .001

Friends .74/.65 .75/.69 .39 ns

X/SD t Prob.

Information Exchange

Parents 1.54/.76 1.30 ns

Friends 1.64/.69

 

*Since the subject is always the adolescent, "Adolescent"

was used instead Of "Subject" in Tables 7-12.
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H“: In adolescent-father relationships, Object to

subject Information Giving will be more

frequent than subject tO Object Information

Giving; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-mother relationships.

H“: In adolescent-father relationships, subject

tO Object Information Seeking will be more

frequent than Object tO subject Information

Seeking; they will not be significantly

different in adolescent-mother relationships.

H“: In adolescent-father relationships, Object tO

subject Information Clarificarion will be

more frequent than subject to Object

Information Clarifiearion; they will not be

significantly different in adolescent-mother

relationships.

H”: Information Ekchange will be more frequent in

adolescent-mother relationships than in

adolescent-father relationships.

The results Of t-tests for the above hypotheses are

shown in Table 8. The predicted mutual TERI procedures with

mothers were not supported in Information Giving and

Information_glerification. but was supported in Information

Seeking. Results also show that the adolescents in the

study reported engaging in more Information Giving (p<.05)

than their mothers but reported receiving more Informarion

glarifiearion (p<.001) from them.

The hypothesized unilateral TERI procedures by fathers

were not supported either. They were not found to do more

frequent Informafion_§iying than their adolescent children;

in fact, the reverse was supported by the data (p<.01). In

addition, fathers’ and adolescents’ Informarion_Seeking and

Informarion_glarifioarion with each other were found not to

be significally different.
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Table 8

Summary Of t-tests

for Television-Relatea Talk

with Mother and Father

 

 

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent to Object

Relation X/SD X/SD

 

Information Giving

 

Mother 1.34/1.00 l.46/.95 2.12 .035

Father 1.11/0.87 l.26/.86 2.69 .008

Information Seeking

Mother 1.32/.92 1.32/.99 .04 ns

Father 1.13/.81 l.l8/.9l 1.02 ns

Information Clarification

Mother .86/.84 .69/.77 3.98 <.001

Father .76/.78 .69/.78 1.25 ns

X/SD t Prob.

Information Exchange

Mother 1.72/.91 6.02 <.001

Father 1.25/.85
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Support was found for the prediction that mothers would

have more frequent Information Exehange (p<.001) than

fathers would have with their adolescent children.

The differences between male and female adolescents’

TERI with their mother and father were also considered in

this study. Results Of t-tests tO investigate these

differences are shown in Table 9.

Male adolescents were found to have no significant

differences in the amount Of Information Giving, Information

Seeking, and Informarion_glarifiearion they share with their

fathers. This finding was also true with their mothers

except in Information Clarification, where mothers were

found to give more clarification than their sons (p<.005).

Female adolescents were found to do more frequent

Informarion Giving than mothers (p<.01) and fathers (p<.05).

Like their male counterparts, however, females’ Information

Slarifioarion was found to be less frequent than their

mothers’ (p<.01). With fathers, females did not

significantly differ in the amount Of Informarion

Qlerifieatien and Wing.

Male and female adolescents were found not to differ in

their Informarion_Ekohange with their mothers. However,

males were found to have more Of this TERI than females with

their fathers (p<.05).
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Table 9

Summary of t-tests

for Television-Related Talk

with Parents according to Sex-Of-Child

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent to Object

Relation X}SD X/SD

Information Giving

Mother

Female 1.46/1.09 1.67/.97 2.90 .005

Male 1.20/.88 l.23/.88 .29 ns

Father

Female .98/.83 1.18/.81 2.63 .010

Male 1.25/.90 1.34/.91 1.17 ns

Information Seeking

MO e

Female 1.47/.99 1.47/1.09 0 ns

Male 1.16/.82 1.16/.85 .06 ns

Eather

Female .99/.77 1.08/.85 1.43 ns

Male 1.27/.8l 1.29/.96 .22 ns

Information Clarification

Mother

Female .75/.81 .63/.75 2.65 .009

Male .98/.85 .76/.79 3.02 .003

Father

Female .56/.65 .60/.73 .71 ns

Male .97/.86 .78/.83 1.94 ns

X/SD t Prob.

Information Exchange

MOLDEI

Female 1.81/.96 1.65 ns

Male 1.59/.81

Eather

Female 1.11/.75

Male 1.40/.90 2.09 .038
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Comparison Of Adolescents’

Teleyieion-Related Talk

with Same- and Opposite-Sex Friends

T-tests were used tO investigate differences in male

and female adolescents’ TERI with their same- and Opposite-

sex friends. NO hypotheses were formulated regarding

differences with Opposite-sex friends, but the following

hypotheses were formulated regarding differences with same-

sex friends:

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject tO

Object Information Siving will be

significantly different from Object tO

subject n or tiO G' in ; they will not be

significantly different in female same-sex

friendships.

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject to

object Information Seeking will be

significantly different from Object tO

subject Information Seeking; they will not

be significantly different in female same-

sex friendships.

H“: In male same-sex friendships, subject to

object Infotmation_tlarifltatien will be

significantly different from Object to

subject Information Slarification; they will

not be significantly different in female

same-sex friendships.

H“: Information Ekchange will be more frequent in

female same-sex friendships than in male

same-sex friendships.

Table 10 shows that no support was found for the

prediction that male same-sex friendships would have

significantly different Object to subject and subject tO

object Informatien_§1xinq. Informatien_Seekinq. and

Information_glarifioation. Neither was support found for
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Table 10

Summary Of t-tests

for Ielevieion-Relatea Talk

with Same- and Opposite-Sex Friends

 

 

 

 

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent to Object

Relation X/SD X/SD

Information Giving

Same-s ' n

Female 1.82/.95 1.75/.97 1.26 ns

Male l.54/.91 l.44/.85 1.64 ns

5' -se 'en

Female 1.24/.82 1.30/.93 .96 ns

Male l.27/.79 l.21/.81 .93 ns

Information Seeking

ame-se 'en

Female 1.69/.90 1.52/.94 2.36 .020

Male 1.34/.92 l.32/.96 .37 ns

opposite-Sen Eriena

Female 1.21/.80 1.23/.92 .30 ns

Male 1.26/.88 l.15/.80 1.66 ns

Information Clarification

am - e 'en

Female .73/.74 .65/.68 1.72 ns

Male .74/.80 .78/.86 .65 ns

Opposite-sex Eriend

Female .61/.67 .59/.66 .42 ns

Male .81/.73 .86/.83 .64 ns

X/SD t Prob.

Information Exchange

Same-Sek Eriend

Female 1.88/.88 1.07 ns

Male 1.74/.88

Oppositezsex_rrieaa

Female l.33/.84

Male 1.37/.78 .28 ns
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the hypothesis that female same-sex friends would have more

frequent Information Ekohange than male same-sex friends.

In female same-sex friendships, predictions Of no

significant differences between Object to subject and

subject to Object Information Giving and Information

clarification were supported. The same prediction for

Information_Seeking was not supported by the data, with

results showing that Object to subject procedures in this

type Of TERI are significantly more frequent than subject tO

Object procedures (p<.05).

In all four types Of TERI, and for both male and female

adolescents, no significant differences were found in

procedures with Opposite-sex friends.

Comparison Of Adolescents’

and TeEeYISIanaelatedlmalk

As discussed in Chapter 2, TERI could be typed as

either unilateral or mutual. When there is an equal amount

of Information_§iYinq. Informatien_§eeking, and Information

glarifieation between the subject and the Object, TERI is

mutual. When TERI by one member Of the dyad is more than

the other’s, it is unilateral.

To determine if adolescents’ 'ca 1 ' ’O

DLQQSQQreS had an influence on their TERI, the respondents

were first classified as having either unilateral or mutual

Direet_lnfluenee or Social_Yerifieation Procedures with

their parents and friends. Respondents were classified in
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the unilateral condition if their scores on the unilateral

oommunioative interaction proceduree were larger than their

scores on the mutual procedures. They were classified under

the mutual condition if their scores on the mutual

procedures were larger than their scores on the unilateral

procedures. T-tests on the adolescents’ TERI were then

performed, using the unilateral and mutual conditions as the

comparison groups. Information Exehange was not included in

this analysis since it is only a mutual procedure.

The hypotheses tested were:

H”: For adolescents whose Direct Inflnence and Social

V 'ca on procedures with their relations are

unilateral, Information Giving, Information

Seeking. and Infermatien_tlarifieation would also

be nnilateral.

Hm: For adolescents whose Direcct Inflnencce and Sal

Eerifioation procedures with their relations are

mntual, Information Sivving, Information Seeking,

and lnformatien_tlarifieatien would also be

mntual .

Classification according tO either Unilateral or Mntnal

Direet_Inflnenoe revealed that only three respondents had

greater unilateral than mutual procedures with their same-

sex friends on this type of communicative interaction; 183

engaged in greater mutual than unilateral procedures with

their same-sex friends. Only 13 respondents were classified

as having greater unilateral than mutual procedures with

their Opposite-sex friends while 138 were classified as
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having greater mutual procedures. Because Of the eschewed

differences (toward the mutual condition) in the number Of

respondents classified under the two categories, friendship

relations were dropped from this analysis.

Mother_Data. Table 11 shows that there are no significant

differences between adolescents and their mothers in both

unilateral and mutual Information Giving and Information

Seeking. Significant differences between adolescents and

their mothers were found in both unilateral (p<.001) and

mutual (p<.05) Information Clarification.

RatherIData. Results in Table 11 show that there are no

significant differences between adolescents and their

fathers in both unilateral and mutual Information Seeking

and Infermation_tlarifieatien. Under Unilateral_21reet

Inflnenee, the results further show that adolescents do more

Of lnformatien_§iYiaq (p<.05) than their fathers.

5 I J M 'E' !'

Results Of t-tests are presented in Table 12.

Mother_Data. Information Siving between adolescents and

their mothers was found to be significantly different in the

Mutual_Soeial_Yerifieation (p=.05), but not in the

uni1ateral_Seeial_Eerifieation, condition. Their

Information_Seeking procedures, under both unilateral and

mutual conditions, were not significantly different.

Infermatien_§larifieatien by mothers under Unilateral Social

Eerifioation was significantly more frequent than
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Table 11

Summary of t-tests

for Telexision:8elated.1alk

according to Direct Inflnence

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent to Object

 

 

X/SD X/SD n

 

Information Giving

Unilateral Direct Influence

Mother 1.35/1.05 1.46/.99 1.55 117 ns

Father 1.00/.82 1.16/.83 2.32 93 .023

u ' n uence

Mother 1.34/.97 1.44/.93 1.08 56 ns

Father 1.41/.87 1.53/.84 1.08 38 ns

Information Seeking

Unilateral Direct Influence

Mother 1.30/.94 1.35/1.03 .93 117 ns

Father 1.05/.76 1.12/.84 1.34 93 ns

Mutual_nireet_lnfluenee

Mother l.41/.95 1.27/.94 1.72 56 ns

Father l.32/.88 l.40/l.00 .57 38 ns

Information Clarification

unilateral Direct Influence

Mother .88/.92 .68/.80 3.61 117 <.001

Father .77/.72 .73/.75 .70 93 ns

Mutual_Direet_InflueDee

Mother .87/.69 .70/.71 2.40 56 .020

Father .74/.82 .58/.74 1.19 38 ns
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Table 12

Summary Of t-tests

for Television-Related Talk

 

 

 

 

according to 1 Ve

Object to Adolescent t Prob.

Adolescent to Object

X/SD X/SD n

Information Giving

'1 tera O Veri 'cation

Mother 1.39/1.02 1.49/.95 1.48 153 ns

Father 1.09/.82 1.22/.83 2.35 123 .020

S-sex friend* 1.47/.77 1.10/.89 2.91 24 .008

O-sex friend* 1.25/.80 1.26/.90 .06 41 ns

Mntual Social Verification

Mother 1.02/.76 1.24/.87 2.02 30 .053

Father 1.16/1.01 1.40/.92 1.38 15 ns

S-sex friend 1.73/.96 1.70/.91 .65 161 ns

O-sex friend 1.24/.81 1.25/.85 .13 111 ns

Information Seeking

unilateral Social Verification

Mother 1.38/.93 1.37/1.00 .28 153 ns

Father 1.10/.76 1.16/.89 1.08 123 ns

S-sex friend 1.08/.79 1.07/.78 .11 24 ns

O-sex friend 1.39/.91 l.17/.1.03 1.85 41 ns

a ' r' 'c 'Oh

Mother .97/.69 1.04/.84 .58 30 ns

Father 1.20/.96 1.20/.83 0 15 ns

S-sex friend 1.61/.92 1.50/.96 2.13 161 .035

O-sexfriend 1.15/.80 1.19/.82 .76 111 ns

Information Clarification

t c a1 V r tiO

Mother .87/.83 .68/.76 3.97 153 <.001

Father .72/.74 .66/.75 1.03 123 ns

S-sex friend .57/.63 .49/.72 .72 24 ns

O-sex friend .76/.73 .88/.96 1.02 41 ns

Ve ' 'c

Mother .71/.69 .63/.61 .88 30 ns

Father .76/.71 .67/.55 .69 15 ns

S-sex friend .74/.77 .73/.76 .27 161 ns

O-sex friend .66/.68 .62/.64 1.04 111 ns

friend*S-sex friend = Same-sex

= Opposite-sex friend*O-sex friend
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adolescents’. This type Of TERI was not Significantly

different under the mutual condition.

Rather Data. Information Giving by adolescents was found tO

be significantly more frequent (p<.05) than fathers’

Information Siving under the unilateral, but not under the

mutual, condition. Information Seeking and Information

clarification between them was not different under either

condition.

m - 'en ata. Table 12 shows that same-sex friends

have significantly different Information Siving under

unilateral Social Verification (p<.01); under mutual

procedures, this type Of TERI was not different.

Information_Seeking was found to be significantly different

in the mutual condition (p<.05) but not in the unilateral

condition. Information Slarification was not significantly

different under either unilateral or mutual condition.

e- 'e . Under either unilateral or mutual

Seeia1_Eerifioation, TERI between Opposite-sex friends was

found not to be significantly different.

 

Notes

(1) "Support" for a prediction Of no-difference indicates

that the test Of the alternative hypothesis (in this

case, a hypothesis predicting a difference) did not

find a statistically significant difference.



CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The purpose Of this study was tO examine the

association between Stracturea of relations, as measured by

eommnnicative interaction procedures, and television-related

talk in adolescent-parent and adolescent-friend

relationships. Three research questions were considered:

1. Are there differences (or similarities) in

adolescents’ structural relationships with parents and

friends? mothers and fathers? same sex and opposite

sex friends?

2. Are there differences (or similarities) in

adolescents’ TERI with their parents and friends?

fathers and mothers? same sex and Opposite sex

friends?

3. Are differences (or similarities) in TERI related

to differences (or similarities) in the structure Of

relations?

Discussion Of the results Of this study will be

presented in the same order as the questions were posed.

Findings and comments about adolescents’ oommnnioatiye

interaotion_prooegnree with their parents and friends will

134
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first be discussed, followed by results about their T T

with these relations and the association between

eommnnicative interaetion proceanres and IVR .

Communicative Interaction Procedures

SHIIQI!

Rarente_ang_firieng§. Results (Table 13) supported the

hypothesis that adolescents’ relationships with their

parents and friends are different. Parents were found tO

engage more than friends in procedures with their adolescent

children in both Unilateral Direct Influenee and unilateral

Sooial_Eerifieation contexts. Although the respondents were

not found tO have more frequent Mntnal Direct Inflnenee with

their friends than with their parents, they were found to

engage more frequently in Mutual Soeial Verifieation with

friends.

Table 13

Sumry Table forW

with Parents and Friends

 

 

    

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence AP*> AF* AP = AF

p < .001

Social AP > AF AP < AF

verification p < .001 p < .001

*AP Adolescent-Parent Dyad

*AF Adolescent-Friend Dyad
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Mothers and FatherS. For both parents, unexpected results

(Table 14) were found in the unilateral procedures in both

contexts. It was hypothesized that fathers would have more

frequent unilateral Direct Influence and Unilateral Social

Verification than mothers. However, the findings did not

support the prediction regarding Direct Influence; both

mothers and fathers were found to exert the same amount Of

Uailateral_Direet_Influenee on their children. And mothers,

instead Of fathers, were found to have more frequent

Unilateral Social Verification. Mothers were also found tO

have more frequent Mutual_Direet_Influenee and Mutual.§eeial

Verification with their children than fathers.

Table 14

Sulnary Table for QomIun1eatixe_1nteraetien_2reeedures

with Mothers and Fathers

 

 

    

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence AM*= AD* AM > AD

p < .05

Social AM > AD AM > AD

Verification p < .005 p < .001

*AM = Adolescent-Mother Dyad

*AD = Adolescent-Father Dyad

- - ' ' c . Although no

hypotheses were Offered regarding adolescents’ eommnnieatiye

interaotion_prooeanree with same- and Opposite-sex parents,

these were investigated in this study. NO significant

differences (Table 15) were found in both parents’

unilateral Direct Influenee with either same-sex or
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Opposite-sex child. ' a1 'a Ve

procedures by fathers with their sons and daughters were not

significantly different. Mothers were found to do more Of

this communicative procedure with their daughters than with

their sons. More frequent son-father than daughter-father

interactions were found in mutual procedures in both Direct

Influence and Seeial_Yerifieatien. Mother-daughter

interactions were not found to be more frequent than mother-

son interactions in Mntnal_Direot_Inflnenoe. However, more

frequent mother-daughter than mother-son interactions were

found in Mntnal_Seeial_Yerif1eatien.

Table 15

Suliory Table for cemlnnieatixe.1nteraetien.£reeedures

with Parents by Sex-Of-Child

 

 

    

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence MD*= MS* MD = MS

FS*= FD* FS > FD

P < .001

Social MD > MS MD > MS

Verification p < .001 p < .05

F8 = FD FS > FD

P < .005

*MD = Mother-Daughter Dyad

*MS = Mother-Son Dyad

*FS = Father-Son Dyad

*FD = Father-Daughter Dyad

Friends_and_Sex:Related_Differenees- No hypotheses were

Offered regarding adolescents’ eemmnnieatiye_interaetien

Diggeduree with opposite-sex friends, but these were also

investigated in this study. This summary discusses both
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same-and Opposite-sex friends’ eommnnicative interaction

procedures. Male respondents in this study were found

(Table 16) tO do more Unilateral Direct Influence with their

same- and Opposite-sex friends than females. Females, on

the other hand, were found to have more frequent Dnilateral

Sooial Verification with both friends than males. Females

also engaged more than males in Mutnal Direct Influence with

same-sex friends; with Opposite-sex friends, no difference

was found between males and females. In addition, females

had significantly higher Mntual Social Verification

interactions than males with both same- and Opposite-sex

friends.

Table 16

Summary Table for Sommunicatiye Interaction Rroeednres

with Same- and Opposite-Sex Friends

 

 

    

Unilateral Mutual

Direct

Influence MSS*> FSS* FSS > MSS

p < .05 p < .005

MOS*> FOS* FOS = MOS

p < .05

SOCial FSS > MSS FSS > MSS

Verification p < .001 p < .001

FOS > MOS FOS > MOS

P < .05 P < .001

*MSS = Male-Same-sex Friend Dyad

*MOS = Male-Opposite-sex Friend

Dyad

*FSS = Female-Same-sex Friend Dyad

*FOS = Female-Opposite-sex Friend

Dyad
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The findings Of this study about adolescents’

eommunicative interaction procedures with their parents and

friends generally support past research confirming

theoretical predictions Of the structural analysis Of

relations. This study further supports the

conceptualization that adolescents’ relationships with their

parents are mostly unilateral while their relationships with

friends are mostly mutual.

The non-significant finding regarding the difference in

Mutual Direct Influence between parents and friends could be

attributed tO mothers’ having mutual procedures, like

friends, in this context with their children, offsetting the

impact of fathers’ lesser mutual procedures. This result

supports previous research showing that while mothers

continue to be perceived as authorities, they are also

perceived by their children as confidants who are capable Of

consensual validation through cooperative procedures. Thus,

the findings that mothers engage more than friends in

unilateral Direct Inflnence with their adolescent children

and that friends do not engage more than mothers (see x’s in

Table 4) in Mntnal_Direet_Inflnenee are not irreconcilable.

Mothers try to directly influence their children’s behavior

because Of their greater power and authority but, at the

same time and like friends, they use negotiation,

explanations, and requests in trying tO exert their
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influence on their children. Mothers make both kinds Of

influence attempts.

Past research suggests that both parents retain their

position Of authority and assert that position unilaterally.

This was supported by the finding in this study that fathers

and mothers do not differ in their Unilateral Direct

Inflnence procedures with their children. The finding that

mothers have more frequent Mntnal Direet Influence

procedures with their children supports Youniss & Smollar’s

(1985) report that while mothers’ interactions may show the

same unilateral patterns as fathers’, they are also more

mutual. On the other hand, it disconfirms Hunter’s (1983)

results Of no-difference in mutual interactions between

mother-child and father-child, giving credence to her

explanation that her results might have been affected by

questionnaire wording.

The more frequent unilateral and Mntnal_Sooial

Eerifieation by mothers than fathers also may be explained

by adolescents’ perception Of their mothers as confidants

and conversational partners. Soeial_Eerifieation refers to

procedures initiated by the subject to solicit input from

the Object for the purpose Of clarification. If adolescents

perceive their mothers as more Open and willing tO discuss

different areas Of their interpersonal lives with them, it

is not surprising that they would solicit more input from

their mothers than from their fathers. Past research has

shown that fathers’ involvement with their children are
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generally restricted to domains Of academic performance and

future plans, where Direct Influence would be a more

prevalent communicative procedure than Social Verification.

As in Direct Influence, the more frequent mutual procedures

in Sooial Verification between mothers and children may be

attributed tO children’s perceptions that mothers, more than

fathers, are receptive to their ideas and willing to engage

in cooperative or mutual interactions with them.

Differences in adolescents’ commnnicative interaction

prooeauree with their same-sex and Opposite—sex parents

partly supported previous findings that father-son

interactions are more frequent than father-daughter

interactions. The support was found in mutual procedures in

both Direot_Inflnenoe and Sooial Eerification; in unilateral

procedures, no significant differences were found. These

findings are conjoint with the idea that, although fathers

generally engage in unilateral procedures with their

children, they tend to become more involved with the

socialization Of their sons than the socialization Of their

daughters because Of the similarity Of male experiences

(Hunter, 1983). Greater involvement may mean that fathers

are more willing to listen to their sons than daughters, and

may actually be willing to negotiate and exchange certain

ideas with them.

Mothers’ Direet_Inflnenoe procedures with their sons

and daughters are not different, but their interactions with

their daughters are more frequent than their interactions
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with their sons in both Unilateral and Mutual Social

Verification. The nonrelationship described by Wright &

Keple (1981) about father-daughter relationships may account

for this more frequent verification procedure between

mothers and daughters. If fathers are not willing to get

involved with the socialization Of their daughters as much

as they are willing to get involved with the socialization

Of their sons, it seems logical to suppose that daughters

would then try to get more input from the willing parent.

In addition, since mothers are also considered by their

children as conversational partners, confidants, and

consensual validators Of experiences, it is also very likely

that daughters would have a more open relationship with

them. This closeness may be manifested by mothers’ Openness

in Sharing ideas and experiences with their daughters, and

their willingness to listen tO their input.

The prediction that female adolescents engage in more

mutual interactions than their male counterparts with their

same-sex friends was confirmed in this study. This supports

previous Observations that females tend to be more peer-

oriented than males. Further support Of these Observations

was also found in females’ having significantly more

frequent Metal—Verification than males with

Opposite-sex friends, and a higher (but not significant)

mean than males on Mntnal_Direot_Inflnenoe with Opposite-sex

friends.
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TVRT Information Purposes

Sflllflil

Barent§_ana_firienae. Results (Table 17) supported the

prediction that Information Giving, Information Seeking, and

Information Slarification between friends would not be

significantly different. In adolescent-parent

relationships, more frequent Information Giving by

adolescents, instead Of by parents (as hypothesized), was

found. NO difference was found in adolescent-to-parent and

parent-to-adolescent Information Seeking. As predicted,

parents did more Of Information Slarification than their

children. Information Ekchange was not significantly

different between adolescent—parent and adolescent-friend

relationships.

Table 17

Summary Table for Telegision-Relatea Talk

with Parents and Friends

 

 

 

  

AP AF

Information

Giving S/O*> O/S* O/S = S/O

p < .01

Information

Seeking 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5

Information

Clarification O/S > S/O O/S = S/O

p < .005

Information

Exchange AF = AP

   
*0/8

*5/0

Object to Subject

Subject tO Object
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F e s. The prediction that Information Giving

by fathers would be more frequent than Information Giving by

their children was not supported (Table 18). The hypothesis

that this type Of TERI between mothers and their children

will not be significantly different was not supported

either. Results Show that children engage more than their

parents in Information Giving. Like mothers, fathers were

found to have an equal amount Of Information Seeking with

their children. Unlike mothers, fathers’ Information

Slarifieation was not found to be significantly more

frequent than their children’s. As predicted, Information

Ekehange by mothers with their children was more frequent

than Infernatien_Exenange by fathere-

Table 18

Summary Table for Teleyieion—Relatea Talk

with MOthers and Fathers

 

 

 

  

AD AM

Information

Giving S/O > O/S S/O > O/S

p < .01 p < .05

Information

Seeking S/O = O/S S/O = O/S

Information

Clarification O/S = S/O O/S > S/O

p < .001

Information

Exchange AM > AD

p < .001    
Male respondents Of

 

this study were found (Table 19) to have equal Information

citing. Infernatien.§eek1nq. and Infermatien_elarifieatien
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Table 19

Summary Table for Teleyision-Relatea Talk

with Parents by Sex-Of—Child

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Male Female

Information

Giving 0/5 = 5/0 5/0 > 0/5

Mother p < .01

0/5 = 5/0 5/0 > 0/5

Father p < .05

Information

Seeking S/O = O/S S/O = O/S

MOther

5/0 = O/5 5/0 = 0/5

Father

Information

Clarification O/S > S/O O/S > S/O

Mother p < .005 p < .01

0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0

Father

Information

Exchange Male = Female

Mother

Male > Female

Father p < .05    
with their fathers. With mothers, these same respondents

were also found tO have equal Information_§iying and

Information_Seeking. The female respondents were found to

do more frequent Information_§iying than their mothers and

fathers. Results also show that they have equal Information

Seeking with both their parents and equal Information

Slarifioation with their fathers. Mothers were found tO do

more Of Information_§larifieation than both their male and

female children. In addition, they were found to have equal

Information_Exehange with their sons and daughters.
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Fathers, on the other hand, were found tO have more frequent

Information Exchange with their sons than their daughters.

Table 20

Summary Table for Teleyision-Related Talk

with Same- and Opposite-Sex Friends

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
   
 

Male Female

Information

Giving 0/5 = S/O 0/5 = S/O

SSF

O/S = 5/0 0/5 = S/O

OSF

Information

Seeking S/O = O/S O/S > S/O

SSF p < .05

S/O = O/S S/O = O/S

OSF

Information

Clarification O/S = S/O O/S = S/O

SSF

O/S = S/O O/S = S/O

OSF

Information

Exchange Male = Female

SSF

Male = Female

OSF

Erienae ang Sen-Relateg Differences. Males were found

(Table 20) to have equal amounts Of Information Giving,

Information_Seeking, Information Clarification, and

Information Exchange with both their same- and Opposite-sex

friends. Except for Information Seeking with same-sex

friends, females were also found tO have equal amounts Of

these TERI procedures with their same- and Opposite-sex
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friends. Same-sex friends were found to dO more frequent

Information_Seeking than the female respondents Of this

study.

Discussion

Results Of this study about adolescents’ TERI with

friends parallel the results on their eommunicative

interaotion_prooeanree with each other. Adolescent-friend

interactions about television were found tO be mostly

mutual--Object to subject and subject to Object TERI were

found not to be significantly different. Friends had equal

scores on Information Giving, Information Seeking, and

Information_§larifioation. Male respondents and their same-

and Opposite-sex friends followed this pattern. The female

respondents did, tOO, except in Information Seeking with

same-sex friends. Here, females’ reports that their friends

did more frequent Information_Seeking was found to be

significant. However, females generally reported their

same-sex friends to do more frequent TERI than themselves

(see Table 10). The significant result on Information

Seeking should, therefore, be interpreted with caution.

Overall, the findings suggest that interpersonal

communication between friends about television followed the

theoretical predictions of the structural analysis Of

relations. TERI between friends may possibly be a process

of consensual validation Of "television experiences"--a

process which allows them tO Offer each other a point Of
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view about television images as they perceive them within

the realm Of their own experiences. In other words, when

talking about television, friends engage in a cooperative or

mutual process, wherein they express Opinions, challenge

each other’s ideas, and negotiate and co-construct meaning

Of messages or portrayals.

TO a certain extent, the findings about TERI with

parents also support the predictions Of the structural

analysis Of relations. Parents were found tO engage more

frequently than their children in Information_glarifioation.

The data do not really indicate whether or not this type of

TERI is solicited by the adolescent respondents. If it were

not, then, the more frequent Information glarifioation by

parents would be a parallel Of Dnilateral_Direot_Inflnenoe,

wherein parents construct their own meaning about television

content and impart this meaning tO their children. If it

were solicited by the respondents, then, the more frequent

Information_glarifioation by parents would be a parallel Of

Enilateral_Sooial_Eerifioation, wherein parents respond to

their children’s request for clarification by giving them an

already constructed meaning. Thus, by virtue Of their

greater knowledge and experience, parents also retain their

position Of authority and assert that position unilaterally

when communicating with their children about television.

The finding that parents do more frequent Information

Slarifioation than their children was due to mothers’ having

higher scores on this type Of TERI than their children;
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fathers were found not tO have significantly higher scores

on Information_glarifieation than their children. Results

also Show that children have higher scores than their

mothers on Information Siting. As discussed in Chapter 4,

Information_SiEing is a much simpler process than

t'O a 1 'ca ' . The former concerns the relating

Of plot developments (events) and dialogues (conversations)

or talking about characters outside Of the reality

("like/not like real-life") and motive ("why characters act

the way they do") contexts. The latter focuses on the

reality and motive contexts. In addition, clarification Of

television portrayals contains an evaluative component and

necessitates TERI participants to draw upon their socio-

cultural knowledge and personal experiences. The higher

scores that the respondents have on Information_SiEing and

their lower scores on Information_glarifieation suggest an

interaction scenario with their mothers wherein their

contribution is focused on the non-evaluative components Of

TERI, to which mothers respond with points Of clarification

or explanation in addition to giving information. The

results on the Sooial_Eerifieation measures also point to

the possibility Of a scenario wherein the clarification

Offered by mothers would be a response to their children’s

request for input. Mothers were found to engage in both

Direot and Mntnal_Sooial_Eerifieation with their children.

That mothers, more than fathers, do more Of Information

glarifioation may be explained by past research showing that
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fathers’ involvement with their children are confined tO

those domains Of academic performance, future plans, and

other subject matter with clear Objective standards.

Mothers’ involvement with their children extend beyond these

areas, into areas that concern their children’s day to day

lives. In the sense that interpretation or meaning Of its

content is subject tO the values or beliefs that the

interpreter holds, television is an area which does not

really have clear Objective standards. And it is also a day

to day experience for most children. It is not surprising

that adolescents communicate with their mothers about

television in such a way that reflect how they perceive

them--as both authority and conversational partners. As

authorities, mothers do more Of Information_glarifieation

than their children. As conversational partners, they

equally engage in Information_Seeking and Information

Exchange-

Mothers were found to do more frequent Information

Qlarifioation than both their sons and daughters. On the

other hand, fathers were found tO do more frequent

Infgrmation_§larifioation with their sons than with their

daughters. Additionally, fathers were found to have more

Information_Exohange with their sons than with their

daughters. These findings are reflective Of the results on

eommnnication interaetion proceaures by fathers with their

sons. Fathers had more Mutual_uireet_1nfluenee and Mutual

Sooial Verifioation with their sons than with their
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daughters. As discussed earlier, research shows that

father-son interactions are more frequent than father-

daughter interactions. These findings further suggest that

fathers are more involved with their sons than with their

daughters, even in areas that are not usually within their

domains Of involvement. These results also further support

the non-relationship described by Wright & Keple (1981)

between fathers and daughters. While daughters were found

to do more frequent Information_SiEing than their fathers,

and that both equally engage in Information Seeking with

each other, fathers seem to contribute less to their

daughters’, and more to their sons’, request for

clarification and attempts at exchange Of information.

Thus, in terms Of overall results, fathers have more mutual

communication about television with their sons than with

their daughters. They have equal Information SiEing,

Information_Seeking. and Infenmtienjxehanee with their

sons than with their daughters. They also are more involved

with their sons in terms Of clarifying television portrayals

for them. Mothers’ communication about television with

their sons and daughters are parallel, showing that sex-Of-

child differences are more pronounced with fathers than with

mothers.
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Communicative Interaction Procedures and TVRT

Summary

M e at . Under Dnilateral Direct Influence and

Dnilateral Social Verification, the expected unilateral

(either O/S > S/O or S/O > O/S) TERI procedures were not

confirmed (Table 21) except in Information Clarification.

Under Mutual Direct Influence, the hypothesized mutual

procedures Of Information Giving and Information Seeking

were supported. The predicted no-difference in Information

Slarifioation was not supported. Under Mntual Social

Eerifioation, the predicted mutual procedures were confirmed

in Information Seeking and Informa 'On C a 'f'ca '0 but not

in Information_oiuino-

 

 

 

Rather_Data. Under Unilateral Direct Inflnence and

unilateral Social Verifieation, the predicted unilateral

TERI procedures were confirmed (Table 22) in Information

Siting. but not in Information_Seeking and Information

Table 21

Sui-ary Table for tommunioatiue_Interaotion_£rooeduree

and Telexieion:8elated.1alk.with Mothers

UDI USV MDI MSV

Information

Giving 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0 5/0 > 0/5

p = .05

Information

Seeking 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = O/5

Information

Clarification 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 = 5/0

p < .001 p < .001 p < .05     
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Slarification. Mutual procedures in all three types Of TVRT

were found under both Mntnal Direct Inflnence and Mntnal

Social Verification.

Same-Sex friend Data. Under U ' ate a Socia Ve ° ication,

unilateral procedures Of Information Giving, but mutual

procedures Of Information Seeking and Information

Slarification, were found (Table 23). Under Mntual Social

Yerifieation. mutual procedures of Information_oiuinq and

Information_olarifioation, but unilateral procedures of

Information Seeking, were found.

- e r' a . Mutual procedures in all types Of

TERI were found (Table 23) under both unilateral Social

 

 

 

Yerifieation and Mutual_Sooial_Yerifieation.

Table 22

Sui-ary Table for oomaunioatiye_Interaetion_£rooedures

and Telexieion:Related.Talk.with Fathers

UDI USV MDI usv

Information

Giving 5/0 > 0/5 S/O > O/S 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0

p < .05 p < .05

Information

Seeking 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5 5/0 = 0/5

Information

Clarification 0/5 = S/O O/S = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0
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Table 23

Summary Table for Sommunicatiye Interaotion Rroeegnree

and Televieion-Relateg Talk

with Same- and Opposite-Sex Friends

 

 

 

      

Same-sex Friend Opposite-sex Friend

USV MSV USV MSV

Information

Giving 0/5 > 5/0 0/5 = S/O 0/5 = 5/0 0/5 = 5/0

p < .01

Information

Seeking S/O = O/S 0/5 > S/O 5/0 = 0/5 S/O = O/S

p < .05

Information

Clarification O/S = S/O O/S = S/O O/S = S/O O/S = S/O

Discussion

The results in this section do not support the notion

that the structures Of relations, defined in terms Of

commnnicative interaction procedures, determine the nature

of TERI information purposee that adolescents have with

their parents and friends. Some findings Show a

correspondence in direction (unilateral or mutual) between

eommnnioatiye interaction proceaures and TERI, but this

correspondence appears tO be more a function Of relationship

and/or sex rather than Of relational structure. For

example, Table 21 shows that mothers do more frequent

Information glarification than their children under three

conditions--Dnilateral Direot Inflnence, Dnilateral Social

Yerifieation. and Mutual_oireet_Influenoe. If oomnunioatiue

interaotion_proeeanree determined the nature Of TERI, then,

Information glarifieation would be mutual under the mutual
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condition. It is clear that, in this case, communieative

interaction procedures do not indicate the nature Of TERI.

The results in Table 21 reflect the findings in Table

19, where mothers are also shown as having more frequent

Information Clarification than their children, regardless Of

sex. It seems that it is the adolescent-mother relationship

that strongly influences the nature Of this type Of TERI.

The summaries for fathers (Tables 19 and 22) and same- and

Opposite-sex friends (Tables 20 and 23) show the same

pattern as the summaries for mothers (Tables 19 and 21).

For example, fathers’ TERI procedures are shown in both

tables to be mostly mutual except in Information Siying

(under unilateral_uireet_lnfluenee and nnilateral.§ooial

Eerifioation), where subject to Object communication is more

frequent than Object to subject. This difference is a

function Of the sex (female) of the child as shown in Table

19. The respondents’ TERI with friends are also shown to be

mostly mutual. The differences found under the same-sex

friend columns for Information_Seeking (Table 20) and

Information_SiEing (Table 23) are also sex-related, with

females reporting more frequent communication by their same-

sex friends.

Conclusion

The results Of tests Of hypotheses about adolescents’

oommunioatiue_interaotion_prooedures with their parents and

friends generally supported the theoretical predictions Of



156

the structural analysis Of relations. The respondents’

relationships with their parents were found to be mostly

unilateral while their relationships with their friends were

found tO be mostly mutual. Results Of tests Of hypotheses

about their TERI with their relations generally paralleled

the results on eommunicative interaction procedures.

Adolescents’ TERI with parents, specifically Information

glarifieation, was found to be mostly unilateral while their

TERI with friends was found to be mostly mutual. However,

when the measures on oommunioatiue_interaotion_prooedures

were used to determine whether or not classification Of

respondents according to them would yield corresponding

directions Of talk about television, the results were

disappointing. Clearly, classification according to these

measures was not indicative Of the nature Of TERI.

The disappointing results, however, need tO be

interpreted with caution. The results Of separate tests Of

hypotheses on oonnunioatiue_interaetion_orooedures and TERI

information purposee generally supported the predictions Of

the theoretical framework Of this study, indicating that

relational structure is a workable analytical framework.

The disappointing results may have been due to

methodological, rather than theoretical, problems.

The TERI measures developed for this study have one

limitation. The measures come in pairs--the Object to

subject direction Of talk is measured differently from the

subject tO Object direction Of talk. For example, ohject to
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enhject Information Seeking was operationalized by the

following three items: “S/he asks me about events that

happen on TV shows," "S/he asks me about conversations that

take place on TV shows," and "She asks me about TV

characters." These items were then constructed into an

index to get the respondents’ score on Object tO subject

Information Seeking. thject to object Information Seeking

was operationalized by the following three items: "I ask

her/him about events that happen on TV shows," "I ask

her/him about conversations that take place on TV shows, and

"I ask her/him about TV characters." Similarly, these items

were constructed into an index to get the respondents’

separate score on Snpject to ohject Information Seeking.

In other words, the directions Of talk are measured

independently Of each other. Since there is no good way tO

combine them, the use Of one score that could be entered

into a correlation or regression equation is eliminated.

The nature Of the measures, therefore, confine the

statistical analysis to comparisons, such as the t-test.

As discussed in Chapter 2, children strive to transform

their relationship with parents from a complementary tO a

directly reciprocal relationship during adolescence.

Adolescents perceive that while parents assert their

position Of authority, they are also willing tO interact

cooperatively with them on certain areas. Results of this

study demonstrate that, with regard to television, parents

and their adolescent children sometimes interact
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cooperatively through mutual procedures. They equally seek

information from each other about television (see Table 17).

In addition, adolescents’ Information Exchange (a mutual

procedure) with their parents about television is as

frequent as their Information Ekchange with friends.

It is not possible to ascertain from the data the

supposed conceptual transformation by children Of their

relationship with parents, and if this transformation occurs

as well with regard to TERI. A research agenda that looks

at this conceptual transformation by children Of their

relationship with parents would be a logical follow-up tO

this study.

According to Youniss (1980), children start to

transform their conception Of the adult-child relationship

from that Of a complementary relationship to a directly

reciprocal relationship between the ages Of 9 and 14. And

this is more pronounced betwewen the ages Of 12 and 14. In

addition, the 6-8 age group’s structural relationship with

parents basically involves unilateral authority.

Respondents of this study were mostly l4 and 15 years-

Old (X = 14.73), slightly Older than the 9-14 age group.

The follow-up study would survey three age groups--6-8, 9-

11, and 12-14--using the same instruments and procedures

used in this study. Results Of the proposed study would

reveal if there is indeed a process Of transformation, such

as described above, that occurs as children get Older and

reach adolescence. Additionally, the study would indicate
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if the nature Of TERI with parents changes as children

become adolescents.

Results Of this study also show that parents, mothers

specifically, exercise unilateral authority in clarifying

information about television portrayals (see Tables 17 and

18). This suggests that the implicit conceptualization Of

TERI in mediation studies--communication aimed at

translating the complexities Of television into terms

comprehensible to children Of various cognitive levels Of

development--merits more attention. While the measure on

Information_§larifioation used in this study reveals the

extent to which clarification is used between parents and

their children, it does not provide detailed information on

this kind Of TERI. The index measures the frequency Of this

kind Of talk with regard to the "likeness" or "not likeness"

of what happens on TV shows to real-life and with regard tO

"why TV characters act the way they do;" but the index does

not provide insight into the criteria used by talk

participants to assess the "reality" Of portrayals or the

"motives" behind characters’ behaviors.

It has been suggested that viewer experiences are

brought to bear in making sense Of television (Fiske &

Hartley, 1978) and proposed that this process occurs during

viewers’ TERI (Linsangan, 1987). It has also been

demonstrated that viewers use their social and cultural

background (Katz & Liebes, 1985, 1987) when assessing the

"reality" Of programs and the behaviors Of characters. A
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research project that would incorporate the measures used in

this study, combined with an in-depth interview method,

would enhance the understanding Of the process Of

clarification used by parents and/or their children. Aside

from having the three age groups Of adolescents identified

earlier, the proposed study would also have parents. The

first part Of the study would assess the frequency Of

Information_glarifioation between parents and their

children. The second part would involve in-depth interviews

with both parents and children to find out the set Of

criteria used by parents and/or their children during

Information_§larifioation Of television content. Is there

an element Of explanation or construction Of meaning during

this process? Or is the clarification simply a process Of

relating what is happening on the screen? The study might

also reveal, for example, if changes in children’s

conceptual transformation Of their relationship with parents

and in their TERI coincide with changes in the criteria used

tO clarify television content. Furthermore, the interviews

might also reveal how talk about television differs from

talk about other aspects Of children’s lives, such as school

performance and dating. Television is an activity that does

not seem to be mediated vigorously by parents. Is it

possible that some Of the results found in this study, such

as the mutual Information Seeking procedures between parents

and children, could be due to parents’ acceptance or view

that television is a domain where their children have
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greater expertise than themselves.

When assessing the nature Of Information Slarification

between parents and children, important factors that might

also be considered are socio-economic status and number and

sex Of siblings. One would expect that socio-economic

status would differentiate television-related behaviors in

families. However, research shows that socio-economic

status has no influence on children’s television use

(Barnes, Kelloway, & Russell, 1978), nor on parental control

Of viewing (Gross & Walsh, 1980). Research also shows that

the number Of children in the home is negatively related to

parent-child interaction, and that parents tend tO exert

more influence over girls’ television use than boys’ (Gross

& Walsh, 1980). Additionally, children attempt to gain

information from both parents and siblings in order tO

resolve ambiguous or complex message presentations in

television commercials (Reid & Frazer, 1980). It would be

informative tO determine how these family variables would

influence the nature Of Information_glarifieation about

television content that takes place in families.

In addition tO including parents in the study proposed

above, including friends would provide the continuation Of

the comparative analysis started in this study. As pointed

out in Chapter 2, there is no literature available on how

adolescents talk about television among themselves. Results

Of this study show that adolescents use mutual procedures

when talking about television with friends. Discovering
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just how they go about "mutually mediating" television

messages, and what criteria they use, would provide the much

needed insight into how adolescents make sense Of television

images, some Of which may be completely out Of their realm

Of experiences. Results Of the proposed study might also

reveal differences or similarities in the criteria used by

young people in assessing the "reality Of programs" and the

"motivations behind TV characters’ actions" with friends and

with parents.
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Appendix A*

Table A.1

Information Seeking Items

Object to Subject

1. S/he asks me if what happens on TV shows is like real-

life.

2. S/he asks me about events that happen on TV shows.

3. S/he asks me about conversations that take place on TV

shows.

4. S/he asks me about TV characters.

5. S/he asks me why TV characters act the way they do.

Table A.2

' ' Items

Subject to Object

l. I ask her/him if what happens on TV shows is like real-

life.

2. I ask her/him about events that happen on TV shows.

3. I ask her/him about conversations that take place on TV

shows.

4. I ask her/him about TV characters.

5. I ask her/him why TV characters act the way they do.

Table A.3

Information_clarification Items

Object to Subject

1. S/he explains to me that what happens on TV shows is

like real-life.

2. S/he explains to me that what happens on TV shows is not

like real-life.

3. S/he explains to me events that happen on TV shows.

4. S/he explains to me conversations that take place on TV

shows.

5. S/he explains to me why TV characters act the way they

do.

*Item numbers in Tables A.1-A.7 (Appendix A) correspond with

the item numbers in Tables A.1a-A.7b (Appendix A) and Tables

B.1a-B.21b (Appendix B).



3.

4.

5.

6.

3.

4.

5.

6.
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Appendix A

Table A.4

Information Clarification Items

Subject to Object

I explain tO her/him that what happens on TV shows is

like real-life.

I explain to her/him that what happens on TV shows is

not like real-life.

I explain tO her/him events that happen on TV shows.

I explain tO her/him conversations that take place on TV

shows.

I explain to her/him why TV characters act the way they

dO.

Table A.5

’ ' ' Items

Object to Subject

S/he tells me that what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

S/he tells me that what happens on TV shows is not like

real-life.

S/he tells me about events that take happen on TV shows.

S/he tells me about conversations that take place on TV

shows.

S/he tells me about TV characters.

S/he tells me why TV characters act the way they do.

Table A.6

Infomtiolueiuinc Items

Subject to Object

I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is like

real-life.

I tell her/him that what happens on TV shows is not like

real-life.

I tell her/him about events that happen on TV shows.

I tell her/him about conversations that take place on TV

shows.

I tell her/him about TV characters.

I tell her/him why TV characters act the way they do.

Table A.7

Information—Exchange Items

We talk about TV shows.

We discuss whether or not what happens on TV shows is

like real-life.

We talk about events that happen on TV shows.

We talk about conversations that take place on TV shows.

We talk about TV characters.

We discuss why TV characters act the way they do.
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Table A.1a

Test of Internal Consistency

Information_Seeking/Object to Subject

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

 
 

Mother Data

 

1 41 41

2 36 42 42 42

3 41 61 60 50 51 61

4 44 57 68 64 51 52 62 64

5 68 36 50 54 52 46 47 56 58 52   
Father Data

 

   

 

1 37 37

2 40 43 40 42

3 49 60 76 54 57 77

4 34 55 66 52 44 47 63 52

5 50 29 53 43 38 37 40 54 44 37

Same-Sex Friend Data

1 33 34

2 35 51 42 52

3 34 62 57 44 55 58

4 40 67 61 61 45 56 59 61

5 59 37 52 45 47 39 49 52 53 46

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

1 32 31

2 51 64 45 64

3 40 66 62 44 63 62

4 39 68 65 67 46 66 65 67

5 50 51 62 69 61 44 62 62 64 61      

*Correlation coefficients and deviations in Tables A.1a-A.7b

were multiplied by 100 to eliminate the decimal point.
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Table A.1b

Test of Internal Consistency

Information_Seeking/Object to Subject

 

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

Deviations '00”: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .052

1 - -

2 06 - 00 -

3 09 10 - 00 00 -

4 07 05 06 - 00 00 00 -

5 22 11 O6 04 - 05 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .055

1 - .—

2 00 - 00 -

3 05 03 - 00 00 -

4 10 08 O3 - 00 00 00 -

5 13 11 01 01 - 00 00 00 00 -

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

1 - _

2 07 - 00 -

3 10 07 - 00 00 -

4 05 11 02 - 00 00 00 -

5 20 12 00 08 - 02 00 00 00 -

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

 

 
1 - -

2 06 - 00 -

3 04 03 - 00 00 -

4 07 02 00 - 00 00 00 -

5 06 11 00 05 - 00 00 00 00 -
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Table A.2a

Test of Internal Consistency

Wing/Subject to Object

 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

Mother Data

1 43 44

2 47 58 50 58

3 48 7O 68 54 62 67

4 49 65 71 67 54 62 67 67

5 55 41 47 51 41 55 41 47 51 41

Father Data

1 47 46

2 59 66 55 66

3 43 57 49 48 57 49

4 42 65 66 61 53 63 55 61

5 65 57 47 58 59 52 62 54 60 59

Sane-Sex Friend Data

1 40 40

2 36 51 45 50

3 42 57 53 46 52 53

4 34 62 58 50 45 50 52 50

5 65 39 40 39 43 42 47 48 47 44

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 38 37

2 46 57 46 58

3 47 69 7O 51 64 71

4 41 67 71 65 49 62 68 66

5 58 44 55 57 50 43 54 60 58 50
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Table A.2b

Test of Internal Consistency

Infiorgation Seeking/Subject to Object

 

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

  

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 _ ..

2 03 - 00 -

3 06 08 - 00 00 -

4 05 03 04 - 00 00 00 -

5 13 08 05 01 - 00 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .049

1 _ .-

2 04 - 00 -

3 05 00 - 00 00 -

4 11 02 ll - 00 00 00 -

5 13 05 07 02 - 00 00 00 00 -

Sane-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

1 _ .-

2 09 - 00 -

3 04 05 - 00 00 -

4 11 12 06 - 00 00 00 -

5 23 08 08 08 - 05 00 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

1 - —

2 00 - 00 -

3 O4 05 - 00 00 -

4 08 05 03 - 00 00 00 -

5 15 10 05 01 -

  
00 00 00 00
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Table A.3a

Test of Internal Consistency

Wannato Subject

 

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

1 Mother Data

1 51 52

2 48 38 45 38

3 43 45 52 52 45 52

4 57 46 76 71 61 53 61 72

5 62 47 47 59 55 53 46 53 63 55

Father Data

1 47 48

2 53 42 45 42

3 39 49 51 49 46 50

4 52 45 67 66 56 53 58 66

5 53 41 48 6O 50 49 46 50 58 50

Sane-Sex Friend Data

1 53 53

2 58 41 47 41

3 40 31 41 47 41 41

4 40 35 62 43 47 42 42 42

5 56 51 42 41 51 52 45 45 46 50

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 48 48

2 60 52 50 52

3 42 52 52 50 52 52

4 41 46 66 53 50 53 53 53

5 55 44 43 52 46 47 49 49 50 46
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Appendix A

Table A.3b

Test of Internal Consistency

lntornati9n_glarifiicatign/0bject to Subject

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

upther Data S.E. = .051

1 - —

2 03 - 00 -

3 09 00 - 00 00 -

4 04 07 15 - 00 00 00 -

5 09 01 06 04 - 00 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .053

1 _ -

2 08 - 00 -

3 10 03 - 00 00 -

4 04 08 09 - 00 00 00 -

5 04 05 02 02 - 00 00 00 00 -

Sane-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

l - .—

2 11 - 00 -

3 07 10 - 00 00 -

4 07 O7 20 - 00 00 00 -

5 04 06 03 05 - 00 00 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053

1 - -

2 10 - 00 -

3 08 00 - 00 00 -

4 09 07 13 - 00 00 00 -

5 08 05 06 02 - 00 00 00 00 -     
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Table A.4a

Test of Internal Consistency

Wmfictto Object

 

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

”1

Mother Data

1 47 48

2 51 43 46 44

3 41 41 44 46 44 44

4 43 41 59 51 49 47 47 50

5 57 53 47 55 60 53 51 51 55 59

Father Data

1 68 69

2 63 40 52 40

3 47 41 44 55 42 44

4 47 28 59 42 54 41 43 42

5 68 51 44 53 61 65 49 51 51 61

Sale-Sex Friend Data

1 56 56

2 68 53 55 53

3 29 27 27 39 38 27

4 37 34 62 40 47 46 33 40

5 57 58 27 35 45 50 49 35 42 45

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 56 56

2 61 42 49 42

3 38 38 39 47 4O 38

4 49 41 62 58 57 49 47 58

5 63 50 44 63 63 59 51 49 60 62
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Appendix A

Table A.4b

Test of Internal Consistency

ln:grnatign_§lari£isatign/Subject to Object

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

  

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .054

l _ -

2 05 - 00 -

3 05 03 - 00 00 -

4 06 06 12 - 00 00 00 -

5 04 02 04 00 - 00 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .053

1 - -

2 11 - 00 -

3 08 01 - 00 00 -

4 07 13 16 - 00 00 00 -

5 03 02 07 02 - 00 00 00 00 -

Sane-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .057

1 - .-

2 13 - 00 -

3 10 11 - 00 00 -

4 10 12 29 - 00 00 10 -

5 07 09 08 07 - 00 00 00 00 -

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .052

1 — —

2 12 - 00 -

3 O9 02 - 00 00 -

4 08 08 15 - 00 00 00 -

5 04 01 05 03 - 00 00 00 00 -
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Table A.5a

Test of Internal Consistency

Internatign_§ixing/Object t0 Subject

 

 

  

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

1 36 36

2 44 24 29 24

3 31 35 55 44 36 55

4 38 21 75 59 46 38 57 59

5 140 29 7o 76 64 48 39 59 62 64

6 61 51 42 52 57 58 46 37 56 59 61 58

Father Data

1 42 42

2 56 28 34 28

3 41 33 56 49 40 56

4 46 31 69 61 51 41 58 61

5 32 29 69 63 52 47 38 54 56 52

6 55 44 46 59 58 59 50 41 58 60 55 59

Sane-Sex Friend Data

1 45 45

2 59 43 44 44

3 31 34 40 42 42 40

4 38 40 61 50 47 46 44 49

5 34 36 63 55 47 46 46 43 48 48

6 67 57 3O 44 46 52 48 48 45 50 50 52

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 42 42

2 69 54 48 55

3 39 46 52 47 53 52

4 44 53 68 63 52 59 58 64

5 28 34 60 58 40 41 47 45 50 40

6 54 56 42 52 50 51 47 53 52 58 45 52     
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Appendix A

Table A.5b

Test of Internal Consistency

wowed t0 Subject

Deviations ”00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

 
 

 

   
 

   
 

Mother Data S.E. = .055

1 — .—

2 15 - 00 -

3 13 01 - 00 00 -

4 08 17 18 - 00 00 00 -

5 08 10 11 14 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 15 14 14 07 07 - 00 00 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .054

1 - .—

2 22 - 04 -

3 08 07 - 00 00 -

4 05 10 11 - 00 00 00 -

5 15 09 15 07 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 05 03 12 01 03 - 00 00 00 00 00 -

Sale-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

1 _. ..

2 15 - 00 -

3 11 08 - 00 00 -

4 09 06 17 - 00 00 00 -

5 12 10 20 07 - 00 00 02 00 -

6 19 09 15 06 04 - 00 00 00 00 00 -   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053

 

 
1 - -

2 21 - 04 -

3 08 07 - 00 00 -

4 08 06 10 - 00 00 00 -

5 13 13 15 08 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 07 03 10 06 05 - 00 00 00 00 00 -    
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Table A.6a

Test of Internal Consistency

Wing/Subject to Object

 

 

  

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

INNSl 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

1 31 31

2 52 34 32 34

3 29 38 54 41 43 55

4 33 38 73 64 45 46 59 64

5 26 29 68 67 49 39 41 52 56 49

6 56 42 36 49 43 45 38 39 50 54 47 45

Father Data

1 43 42

2 62 3O 36 30

3 40 32 50 46 39 50

4 42 32 6O 59 50 42 55 59

5 26 18 69 60 42 42 36 46 50 42

6 52 46 35 58 47 51 47 40 51 55 47 52

Sane-Sex Friend Data

1 48 48

2 66 41 44 41

3 20 24 3O 37 35 29

4 47 35 53 53 50 47 39 53

5 24 29 66 53 39 43 4O 34 46 40

6 69 58 22 47 37 53 50 47 39 53 46 53

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 50 50

2 73 43 46 42

3 51 46 69 59 54 69

4 49 45 74 64 57 52 66 64

5 42 37 74 67 55 53 48 61 59 55

6 53 48 58 60 58 55 53 48 61 59 55 55    
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Table A.6b

Test of Internal Consistency

mammalswiect to Object

 

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

 
 

 

   
 

   
 

Mother Data S.E. = .056

1 - .-

2 20 - 02 -

3 12 05 - 00 00 -

4 12 08 14 - 00 00 00 -

5 13 12 16 11 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 18 03 14 05 04 - 00 00 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .056

1 — -

2 26 - 08 -

3 06 07 - 00 00 -

4 08 10 05 - 00 00 00 -

5 16 18 23 10 - 00 00 05 00 -

6 05 06 16 O3 00 - 00 00 00 00 00 -

Sane-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .058

1 .- -

2 22 - 03 -

3 17 11 - 00 00 -

4 O3 12 14 - 00 00 00 -

5 19 11 32 O7 - 00 00 13 00 -

6 19 11 17 06 09 - 00 00 00 00 00 -   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .050

 

 
1 - -

2 27 - 11 -

3 08 08 - 00 00 -

4 08 07 08 - 00 00 00 -

5 11 11 13 08 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 00 00 03 01 03 - 00 00 00 00 00 -    
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Table A.7a

Test of Internal Consistency

1W

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

1 56 56

2 50 44 50 44

3 66 42 61 58 51 61

4 60 48 73 66 61 53 63 66

5 60 50 61 62 60 58 51 61 63 61

6 37 58 42 50 50 39 47 41 48 50 48 38

Father Data

1 67 67

2 67 57 62 56

3 77 60 66 66 61 66

4 63 58 64 67 67 62 66 67

5 56 55 58 60 53 59 54 58 59 52

6 47 49 48 63 51 43 54 50 53 54 48 44

Sane-Sex Friend Data

1 56 56

2 50 45 50 45

3 68 45 59 58 52 59

4 56 46 58 54 55 49 56 53

5 58 48 59 57 61 58 52 60 57 61

6 27 47 34 37 46 27 39 35 40 38 41 27

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

1 57 58

2 54 50 54 50

3 72 56 68 63 59 69

4 56 50 64 57 57 53 62 56

5 59 44 65 60 59 59 55 64 58 59

6 44 65 48 53 59 50 54 50 59 53 55 50    
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Table A.7b

Test of Internal Consistency

1W

 

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

ITEMS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

 
 

 

  
 

 

   
 

MOther Data S.E. = .050

1 - -

2 00 - 00 -

3 08 09 - 00 00 -

4 01 05 10 - 00 00 00 -

5 02 01 00 01 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 09 17 06 00 02 - 00 01 00 00 00 -

Father Data S.E. = .047

1 - -

2 06 - 00 -

3 11 01 - 00 00 -

4 04 04 02 - 00 00 00 -

5 03 01 00 01 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 07 00 05 O9 O3 - 00 00 00 00 00 -

Sale-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

1 — -

2 00 - 00 -

3 10 07 - 00 00 -

4 01 03 02 - 00 00 00 -

5 00 04 01 00 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 12 12 06 01 05 - 00 00 00 00 00 -   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .048

 

 
1 - _

2 00 - 00 -

3 O9 O3 - 00 00 -

4 01 03 02 - 00 00 00 -

5 00 11 01 02 - 00 00 00 00 -

6 10 15 11 00 04 - 00 00 00 00 00 -    
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Table B.1a

Test of Parallelis-

mowed to Subject (X)

Wswkct to Object (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data

X 1 63 36 40 37 63 42 48 52 52 41

2 35 68 60 63 39 42 49 53 53 41

3 37 62 75 59 43 51 59 63 63 49

4 45 54 63 68 50 52 60 65 65 51

5 54 38 46 46 73 47 54 58 58 46

Father Data

3 1 57 33 35 31 33 37 43 38 42 41

2 29 63 50 54 29 39 46 40 45 44

3 34 54 63 55 42 53 63 54 60 60

4 27 54 57 73 40 43 51 44 49 49

5 53 32 36 45 6O 37 43 38 42 41

  
 

Sane-Sex Friend Data

 

x 1 57 22 34 33 49 36 41 42 41 38

2 32 69 57 55 35 45 51 52 51 47

3 34 44 67 44 46 47 53 55 53 50

4 38 60 56 71 45 49 55 56 55 51

5 66 32 45 37 70 42 48 49 48 44

  
 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 66 45 32 34 50 33 42 46 44 39

2 47 76 61 67 39 48 60 66 64 56

3 47 60 71 53 47 47 59 65 63 55

4 46 58 58 75 50 49 61 68 65 57

5 70 46 53 51 71 47 58 64 62 54      

*Correlation coefficients and deviations in Tables B.1a-

B.21b were multiplied by 100 to eliminate the decimal point.
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Table B.1b

Test of Parallelism

Womect to Subject (X)

Wing/Subject to Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mbther Data S.E. = .051

X 1 11 02 02 05 12 00 00 00 00 00

2 00 O9 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 04 00 02 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 00 06 02 02 17 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 20 10 03 11 08 02 00 00 00 00

2 10 17 10 09 15 00 00 00 00 00

3 19 09 09 05 18 01 00 00 00 00

4 16 03 13 24 09 00 00 00 06 00

5 16 11 O2 03 19 00 00 00 00 01

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

x 1 21 19 08 08 11 03 01 00 00 00

2 13 18 05 04 12 00 00 00 00 00

3 13 09 12 09 O4 00 00 00 00 00

4 11 05 00 16 06 00 00 00 00 00

5 24 16 O4 11 26 06 00 00 00 08

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

x 1 33 03 14 10 11 17 00 00 00 00

2 01 16 05 O3 17 00 00 00 00 01

3 00 01 06 10 08 00 00 00 00 00

4 03 03 10 10 07 00 00 00 00 00

5 23 12 11 11 17 07 00 00 00 01
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Table B.2a

Test of Parallelism

WObject to Subject (X)

Wofiect to Subject (Y)

Observed

Correlations

ed

Correlations

 

ITEMS

 

I 1 2 3 4 5

 

1 2 3 4 5

 

Mother Data

 

X

U
'
I
-
F
U
N
P

 

74 43 35 52 59

34 37 71 58 31

36 28 58 61 39

46 30 52 61 4O

65 37 39 49 66

 

42 37 42 50 44

43 37 43 51 44

52 44 52 61 53

53 46 53 63 54

48 41 48 56 49

 

Father Data

 

l

2

3

4

5

 

46 38 19 44 60

33 38 65 63 55

35 32 49 71 58

27 31 58 50 54

53 34 32 39 58

 

39 36 4O 45 4O

41 39 42 48 42

56 53 57 66 57

46 43 47 54 47

39 36 40 45 40

 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

x 1

2

3

4

5

 

55 46 17 25 47

32 27 54 44 39

31 24 48 65 42

34 28 53 52 46

50 40 31 37 67

 

37 32 32 33 36

46 40 40 41 44

48 42 42 43 47

50 43 43 44 48

43 38 38 38 42

 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

x 1

U
l
u
b
U
N  

59 45 33 37 51

34 35 68 50 41

44 36 56 69 50

40 33 54 45 57

51 40 36 49 64

 

34 36 36 36 34

49 51 51 52 48

49 51 51 51 48

50 53 53 53 50

48 50 50 51 47
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Appendix B

Table B.2b

Test of Parallelism

Womect to Subject (1")

Inflammation/Object to Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Deviations '00”: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS I 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mbther Data S.E. = .054

x 1 32 06 07 02 15 14 00 00 00 00

2 O9 00 28 07 13 00 00 10 00 00

3 16 16 06 00 14 00 00 00 00 00

4 07 16 01 02 14 00 00 00 00 00

5 17 04 09 07 17 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 07 02 21 01 20 00 00 03 00 02

2 O8 01 23 15 13 00 00 05 00 00

3 21 21 08 05 01 03 03 00 00 00

4 19 12 11 04 07 01 00 00 00 00

5 14 02 08 06 18 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 18 14 15 08 11 00 00 00 00 00

2 14 13 14 03 05 00 00 00 00 00

3 17 18 06 22 05 00 00 00 03 00

4 16 15 10 08 02 00 00 00 00 00

5 07 02 07 01 25 00 00 00 00 06

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

x 1 25 09 03 01 17 07 00 00 00 00

2 15 16 17 02 O7 00 00 00 00 00

3 05 15 05 18 02 00 00 00 00 00

4 10 20 01 08 O7 00 02 00 00 00

5 03 10 14 02 17 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table B.3a

Test of Parallelism

Inigraatign_§§eking/Object t0 Subject (X)

 

 

Ia£9:mati9n.§larifiigatign/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed EXpected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

  
 

Mbther Data

 

X 1 66 51 41 34 50 41 39 39 42 46

2 26 37 58 51 33 42 40 40 43 47

3 37 34 50 76 43 50 48 48 52 56

4 41 34 46 57 41 51 49 49 53 57

5 65 45 43 48 66 46 44 44 48 52

   
Father Data

 

X 1 63 50 33 30 45 46 35 36 36 43

2 31 31 65 44 31 49 37 39 38 46

3 46 25 63 65 52 66 50 52 51 62

4 35 19 47 49 42 54 41 43 42 51

5 55 44 37 42 69 46 35 36 36 43  
 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 62 64 17 20 54 44 42 3O 37 39

2 41 33 69 60 32 54 53 37 45 48

3 41 35 45 71 41 57 55 40 48 51

4 41 41 57 58 39 58 57 41 49 52

5 63 51 22 40 68 51 50 35 43 46

   
Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 
X 1 52 48 43 47 56 43 37 35 43 45

2 47 44 73 65 45 61 53 51 62 64

3 46 36 57 75 54 60 52 50 61 64

4 51 48 63 63 57 63 54 52 64 66

5 64 53 48 58 76 60 52 49 60 63
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Appendix B

Table B.3b

Test of Parallelism

Wing/Object t0 Subject (X)

mejmto Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

    
  

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 l 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .055

X 1 25 12 02 08 04 07 00 00 00 00

2 16 03 18 08 14 00 00 00 00 00

3 13 14 02 24 13 00 00 00 06 00

4 10 15 03 O4 16 00 00 00 00 00

5 19 01 01 00 14 01 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .057

X 1 17 15 03 06 02 00 00 00 00 00

2 18 06 26 06 15 00 00 07 00 00

3 20 25 11 14 10 01 06 00 00 00

4 19 22 O4 07 09 00 03 00 00 00

5 09 09 01 06 26 00 00 00 00 O7

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

X l 19 22 13 17 15 01 04 00 00 00

2 13 20 32 15 16 00 02 14 00 00

3 16 20 05 23 10 00 02 00 05 00

4 17 16 16 09 13 00 00 00 00 00

5 12 01 13 03 22 00 00 00 00 04

quposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .050

X 1 O9 11 08 04 11 00 00 00 00 00

2 14 09 22 03 19 00 00 06 00 03

3 14 16 07 14 10 00 00 00 00 00

4 12 06 11 01 O9 00 00 00 00 00

5 04 01 01 02 13 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table 8.4a

Test of Parallelism

Information_Seeking/Object to Subject (X)

WObject to Subject (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 
  
 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 79 45 27 37 37 60 37 30 46 48 50 47

2 38 32 72 59 60 41 38 31 47 49 50 48

3 39 20 61 61 53 46 45 37 56 58 61 58

4 47 25 57 61 62 47 47 38 57 60 62 59

5 67 36 34 42 41 66 42 34 52 54 56 53

Father Data

X l 59 42 25 29 21 42 38 31 43 45 42 45

2 35 34 63 57 60 44 40 33 46 48 44 48

3 39 24 60 70 52 52 54 44 63 65 60 64

4 29 20 66 53 67 45 44 36 51 53 49 53

5 53 38 37 46 44 73 38 31 43 45 42 45

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 67 55 31 3O 35 52 39 39 37 41 40 42

2 35 31 6O 59 61 31 49 48 46 51 50 52

3 38 31 49 70 49 39 51 51 48 54 53 55

4 34 37 59 59 75 43 53 52 50 55 54 57

5 66 52 35 49 38 73 46 45 43 48 47 49

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 73 62 46 44 35 54 36 41 40 45 35 40

2 45 46 73 63 58 36 52 59 58 64 50 58

3 41 50 64 77 54 51 51 58 57 63 50 57

4 38 46 53 56 69 52 53 61 59 66 52 59

5 60 56 44 53 41 64 51 58 56 62 49 56
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Table B.4b
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Test of Parallelism

wowed to Subject (X)

Wm?“to Subject (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .054

X 1 42 15 19 11 13 13 24 00 01 00 00 00

2 00 01 25 10 10 07 00 00 07 00 00 00

3 06 17 05 03 08 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 00 13 00 01 00 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 25 02 18 12 15 13 07 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 21 11 18 16 21 03 03 00 00 00 03 00

2 05 01 17 09 16 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 15 20 03 05 08 12 00 02 00 00 00 00

4 15 16 15 00 18 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 15 07 06 01 02 28 00 00 00 00 00 10

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 28 16 06 11 05 10 10 00 00 00 00 00

2 14 17 14 08 11 21 00 00 00 00 00 03

3 13 20 01 16 04 16 00 02 00 00 00 00

4 19 15 09 04 21 14 01 00 00 00 03 00

5 20 07 08 01 09 24 02 00 00 00 00 06

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .051

X 1 37 21 06 01 00 14 20 04 00 00 00 00

2 07 13 15 01 08 22 00 00 00 00 00 05

3 10 08 07 14 O4 O6 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 15 15 06 10 17 O7 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 09 02 12 09 O8 08 00 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table B.5a

Test of Parallelism

Internati9n_§e§king/Object to Subject (X)

Intermat19n_§ixing/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 73 51 29 37 30 57 36 37 47 51 45 43

2 27 35 69 62 55 32 36 38 48 52 45 44

3 31 29 58 75 54 50 44 45 58 62 55 52

4 44 35 52 56 60 50 45 46 59 64 56 54

5 68 44 34 44 4O 74 40 42 53 58 50 48

Father Data

X l 54 48 32 3O 24 50 39 33 42 46 39 43

2 32 17 76 50 58 39 41 35 45 49 41 46

3 38 22 52 75 56 57 56 47 61 66 56 62

4 28 14 58 54 70 45 46 39 50 54 46 51

5 59 51 40 47 39 65 39 33 42 46 39 43

Same-Sex Friend Data

X l 61 69 17 30 26 59 42 39 33 44 38 44

2 33 38 73 60 55 37 52 48 41 55 48 55

3 40 35 44 75 42 47 55 51 43 58 50 58

4 36 38 57 57 75 48 57 52 44 60 52 60

5 68 56 24 49 36 81 49 46 39 52 45 52

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 56 52 42 4O 32 49 40 36 46 45 41 41

2 43 38 75 61 70 48 57 52 66 64 59 59

3 50 46 67 75 59 56 56 51 66 63 58 58

4 51 51 69 62 76 54 58 53 68 66 61 61

5 69 55 54 53 52 69 55 51 65 62 58 58
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Table B.5b
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Test of Parallelism

mowed to Subject (X)

Wsubject to Object (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00“: Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .054

X 1 37 14 18 14 15 14 19 00 00 00 00 00

2 09 03 21 10 10 12 00 00 03 00 00 00

3 13 16 00 13 01 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 01 11 O7 08 04 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 28 02 19 14 10 26 10 00 01 00 00 08

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 15 15 10 16 15 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 09 18 31 01 17 07 00 00 13 00 00 00

3 18 25 09 09 00 05 00 07 00 00 00 00

4 18 25 08 00 24 06 00 07 00 00 06 00

5 20 18 02 01 00 22 02 00 00 00 00 O4

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 19 30 16 14 12 15 01 12 00 00 00 00

2 19 10 32 05 07 18 01 00 14 00 00 00

3 15 16 01 17 08 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 21 14 13 03 23 12 O3 00 00 00 05 00

5 19 10 15 03 09 29 01 00 00 00 00 11

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

X 1 16 16 04 05 09 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 14 14 09 03 11 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 06 05 01 12 01 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 07 02 01 04 15 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 14 04 11 09 06 11 00 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table B.6a

Test of Parallelism

WObject to Subject (X)

111W (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 31 48 29 36 36 57 44 38 45 47 45 36

2 66 42 65 56 59 46 44 39 46 48 46 37

3 56 37 57 67 51 40 53 47 55 57 55 44

4 46 45 49 60 61 49 55 48 57 59 57 45

5 32 45 34 43 38 60 49 43 51 53 51 41

Father Data

X 1 29 47 22 36 22 48 43 39 42 43 37 34

2 56 45 62 53 54 49 45 41 45 45 40 36

3 41 35 52 68 45 57 61 56 61 61 54 49

4 47 35 43 53 54 47 50 46 5O 50 44 40

5 38 35 30 45 40 59 43 39 42 43 37 34

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 3O 57 26 22 36 48 4O 35 41 39 41 27

2 53 41 57 57 63 44 49 44 50 48 51 34

3 44 37 46 65 42 44 52 46 53 50 54 36

4 53 37 50 52 69 44 53 48 55 52 55 37

5 21 44 29 35 30 71 46 41 48 45 48 32

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 35 69 41 42 40 53 39 36 42 38 39 36

2 59 51 64 59 63 44 55 52 6O 55 56 52

3 44 40 48 65 55 47 55 51 6O 54 55 51

4 58 44 53 48 69 53 57 53 62 56 57 53

5 47 57 37 44 45 67 54 50 59 53 55 50
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Table B.6b
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Test of Parallelism

WObject to Subject (X)

W(Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00”: Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

ITEMS 1 l 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .054

X 1 13 10 16 11 09 21 10 00 00 00 00 00

2 22 03 19 08 13 09 04 00 01 00 00 00

3 03 10 02 10 04 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 O9 03 08 01 04 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 17 02 17 10 13 19 00 00 00 00 00 01

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 14 08 20 07 15 14 00 00 02 00 00 00

2 11 04 17 08 14 13 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 20 21 09 07 09 08 02 03 00 00 00 00

4 03 11 07 03 10 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 05 04 12 02 03 25 00 00 00 00 00 07

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .057

X 1 10 22 15 17 05 21 00 03 00 00 00 02

2 04 03 O7 09 12 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 08 O9 O7 15 12 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 00 11 05 00 14 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 25 03 19 10 18 39 06 00 00 00 00 10

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .049

X 1 16 16 04 05 09 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 14 14 09 03 11 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 06 05 01 12 01 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 07 02 01 04 15 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 14 04 11 09 06 11 00 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table B.7a

Test of Parallelism

meject to Object .(X)

Mitigation/Object to Subject (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mbther Data

X 1 62 57 39 47 56 45 39 45 53 46

2 34 44 69 61 46 52 45 52 61 53

3 43 33 67 72 49 56 48 56 66 58

4 36 34 62 64 46 56 48 56 66 58

5 62 41 45 52 62 44 38 44 52 45

Father Data

X 1 73 52 35 41 51 46 43 47 53 47

2 51 45 63 56 43 54 51 56 64 56

3 49 43 62 71 54 47 44 48 55 48

4 44 41 68 59 57 52 49 54 61 54

5 61 41 46 35 52 52 49 53 60 53

  
 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 51 42 21 27 49 38 33 33 34 37

2 28 22 53 41 36 43 37 37 38 41

3 34 26 45 55 35 44 38 38 39 43

4 25 28 46 39 37 43 37 37 38 41

5 43 33 30 38 63 40 35 35 35 38

  
 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 
X 1 60 49 36 38 53 39 41 41 41 39

2 37 43 69 57 45 49 51 51 52 48

3 33 43 59 61 45 54 56 56 57 53

4 38 50 66 52 48 52 54 54 55 51

5 47 51 36 45 72 46 48 48 48 45
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Appendix B

Table B.7b

Test of Parallelism

WSubject to Object (X)

Wannat0 Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

 

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .052

X 1 17 18 O6 06 10 00 01 00 00 00

2 18 01 17 00 07 01 00 00 00 00

3 13 15 11 06 O9 00 00 00 00 00

4 20 14 06 02 12 03 00 00 00 00

5 18 O3 01 00 17 01 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .052

X 1 27 09 12 12 04 10 00 00 00 00

2 03 06 07 08 13 00 00 00 00 00

3 02 01 14 16 O6 00 00 00 00 00

4 08 08 14 02 03 00 00 00 00 00

5 09 08 07 25 01 00 00 00 08 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .061

X 1 13 09 12 O7 12 00 00 00 00 00

2 15 15 16 03 05 00 00 00 00 00

3 10 12 07 16 08 00 00 00 00 00

4 18 09 09 01 04 00 00 00 00 00

5 03 02 05 03 25 00 00 00 00 05

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 21 O8 05 03 14 03 00 00 00 00

2 12 08 18 05 03 00 00 00 00 00

3 21 13 03 04 08 03 00 00 00 00

4 14 O4 12 03 O3 00 00 00 00 00

5 01 03 12 03 27 00 00 00 00 09
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Appendix B

Table B.8a

Test of Parallelism

hummus/Subject to Object (X)

WSW?“to Object (Y)

 

Observed

Correlations

Expected

Correlations

 

ITEMS

 

X 1 2 3 4 5

 

1 2 3 4 5

 

Mbther Data

 

X 1

2

3

4

5

 

65 61 47 41 51

29 43 64 62 43

42 44 58 73 47

38 34 56 57 44

57 41 43 42 62

 

44 42 42 45 49

50 48 48 52 56

54 52 52 56 61

54 52 52 56 61

42 41 41 44 47

 

Father Data

 

X

U
I
b
U
N
H

 

63 59 37 29 53

43 32 66 43 41

34 23 54 69 38

34 21 53 56 46

52 41 43 41 71

 

49 37 39 38 46

58 44 46 45 54

50 38 40 39 47

56 42 44 44 52

55 42 44 43 52

 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X

m
a
u
v
e
:

 

74 58 25 32 66

35 34 67 58 37

33 27 55 68 44

26 32 58 49 43

59 58 24 43 71

 

49 48 34 41 44

55 54 38 47 49

57 55 39 48 51

55 54 38 47 49

51 50 36 43 46

 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 
X 1

U
I
D
U
N

 

69 55 44 51 65

42 44 74 67 51

43 41 60 67 46

41 47 72 57 45

53 53 36 43 67

 

46 40 38 46 48

57 49 47 58 60

63 55 52 64 66

61 53 50 62 64

53 46 44 54 56
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Appendix B

Table B.8b

Test of Parallelism

Wstlbject to Object (X)

Mama/Subject to Object (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   
 

 

Deviations '00“: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .053

X 1 21 19 05 04 02 04 02 00 00 00

2 21 05 16 10 13 04 00 00 00 00

3 12 08 06 17 14 00 00 00 00 00

4 16 18 O4 01 17 00 01 00 00 00

5 15 00 02 02 15 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .056

X 1 14 22 02 09 07 00 04 00 00 00

2 15 12 20 02 13 00 00 02 00 00

3 16 15 14 30 09 00 00 00 12 00

4 22 21 O9 12 O6 04 03 00 00 00

5 03 01 01 02 19 00 00 00 00 01

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

1X 1 25 10 09 O9 22 07 OO 00 00 04

2 20 20 29 11 12 02 02 11 00 00

3 24 28 16 20 07 06 10 00 02 00

4 29 22 20 02 06 11 04 02 00 00

5 08 08 12 00 25 00 00 00 00 07

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .051

X l 23 15 06 05 17 06 00 00 00 00

2 15 05 27 09 09 00 00 10 00 00

3 20 14 08 03 20 03 00 00 00 03

4 20 06 22 05 19 03 00 05 00 02

5 00 O7 08 11 11 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table 8.98

Test of Parallelism

laigrnatign_§egzing/Subject to Object (X)

Information giving/Object to Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mbther Data

X 1 57 55 34 39 44 60 39 32 48 50 52 50

2 35 36 67 6O 61 46 45 37 56 58 6O 57

3 44 25 66 72 61 52 49 40 60 63 65 62

4 38 34 65 62 75 51 49 4O 60 63 65 62

5 66 37 33 43 45 70 38 31 47 49 51 48

Father Data

X 1 64 49 38 44 32 57 41 33 47 49 45 48

2 38 35 67 58 56 50 48 39 56 58 54 57

3 43 23 64 73 40 41 42 34 48 50 46 50

4 39 17 65 63 71 51 47 38 54 56 52 55

5 47 34 36 46 44 62 46 38 53 55 51 55

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 54 63 26 35 31 54 40 39 37 41 41 43

2 23 31 57 51 54 27 45 44 42 47 46 48

3 34 31 51 69 49 46 46 45 43 48 47 49

4 25 31 57 45 75 40 45 44 42 47 46 48

5 47 52 31 37 36 57 42 41 39 43 43 45

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 72 56 44 52 34 61 38 43 42 46 37 42

2 45 49 62 61 45 35 47 53 52 58 45 52

3 41 43 54 70 47 36 52 59 57 64 50 57

4 39 45 54 57 66 46 50 57 55 62 48 55

5 54 54 33 47 43 64 44 50 49 54 42 49
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Table B.9b
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Test of Parallelism

Internatinn_s§eking/Subject to Object (X)

Internatign_§ixing/Object to Subject (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations “00':

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

Deviation

 

   

 

   

 

   
 

 

   

 

    

ITEMS 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 l 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .052

X 1 18 23 14 11 08 10 01 06 00 00 00 00

2 10 01 11 02 01 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 05 15 06 09 04 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 11 O6 05 01 08 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 28 06 14 06 06 22 11 00 00 00 00 05

Father Data S.E. = .054

X 1 23 16 09 05 13 O9 05 00 00 00 00 00

2 10 O4 11 00 02 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 01 11 16 23 06 O9 00 00 00 05 00 00

4 O8 21 11 O7 19 04 00 03 00 00 01 00

5 01 04 17 09 O7 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .057 ]

X 1 14 24 11 06 10 11 00 05 00 00 00 00

2 22 13 15 04 08 21 O3 00 00 00 00 02

3 12 14 08 21 02 03 00 00 00 02 00 00

4 20 13 15 02 29 08 01 00 00 00 10 00

5 05 11 08 06 07 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053 H

X 1 34 13 02 06 03 19 17 00 00 00 00 02

2 02 04 10 03 00 17 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 11 16 03 06 03 21 00 00 00 00 00 04

4 11 12 01 05 18 09 00 00 00 00 01 00

5 10 04 16 07 01 15 00 00 00 00 00 00

L : 
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Appendix B

Table B.10a

Test of Parallelism

hummus/Subject to Object (X)

meject to Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 54 55 31 40 39 48 37 38 48 52 46 44

2 27 42 66 72 58 39 42 44 56 60 53 50'

3 35 38 56 77 54 46 45 47 60 65 57 54

4 32 40 58 66 72 42 45 47 6O 65 57 54

5 67 43 32 42 40 65 35 37 47 51 44 42

Father Data

X 1 72 55 42 35 29 47 39 33 43 47 39 44

2 45 32 67 51 54 41 47 40 51 56 47 52

3 32 17 44 61 36 37 40 34 44 48 40 45

4 39 20 58 53 69 42 45 38 49 53 45 50

5 49 40 32 45 41 60 45 38 49 53 45 49

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 69 64 17 36 29 67 44 41 34 46 40 46

2 27 33 68 50 57 39 49 46 39 52 45 52

3 31 37 43 69 49 43 51 47 40 54 46 54

4 24 31 56 45 79 39 49 46 39 52 45 52

5 51 54 22 34 37 70 46 43 36 49 42 49

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 72 58 46 43 38 62 40 36 47 45 42 42

2 41 29 69 51 56 47 50 45 58 56 52 52

3 48 38 59 66 52 42 55 50 64 62 57 57

4 45 45 63 54 67 48 53 48 62 60 55 55

5 55 47 38 42 41 65 46 42 54 52 48 48
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Table B.10b
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Test of Parallelism

Internatign_Seeking/Subject to Object (X)

Infiermatign_§i!ing/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations I'00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .054

X l 17 17 17 12 07 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 15 02 10 12 05 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 10 09 04 12 03 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 13 07 02 01 15 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 32 06 15 09 04 23 14 00 00 00 00 05

Father Data S.E. = .057

X 1 33 22 01 12 10 O3 14 O3 00 00 00 00

2 02 O8 16 05 07 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 08 17 00 13 04 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 06 18 09 00 24 08 00 00 00 00 05 00

5 04 02 17 08 04 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

X 1 25 23 17 10 11 21 07 05 00 00 00 03

2 22 13 29 02 12 13 04 00 11 00 00 00

3 2O 10 03 15 03 11 02 00 00 00 00 00

4 25 15 17 07 34 13 07 00 00 00 16 00

5 05 11 14 15 05 21 00 00 00 00 00 03

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .052

X 1 32 22 01 02 04 20 15 05 00 00 00 O3

2 09 16 11 05 04 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 07 12 05 04 05 15 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 08 03 01 06 12 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 09 05 16 10 07 17 00 00 00 00 00 00
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Appendix B

Table B.11a

Test of Parallelism

humus/Subject to Object (X)

1W(Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Observed ed

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 l 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 36 55 34 38 47 47 45 39 46 48 46 37

2 59 38 62 58 59 37 51 45 53 55 53 42

3 53 49 59 72 53 46 55 49 58 60 58 46

4 51 45 56 60 62 48 55 49 58 60 58 46

5 35 46 32 36 39 56 43 38 45 47 45 36

Father Data

X 1 42 59 34 46 37 49 49 45 48 49 43 39

2 57 50 65 56 53 47 58 53 58 58 51 47

3 53 46 47 77 39 46 51 46 50 51 44 41

4 59 48 54 61 66 46 56 51 56 56 49 45

5 42 44 40 49 46 50 56 51 55 56 49 45

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 23 44 25 35 30 53 40 35 41 39 41 28

2 45 22 50 50 56 38 45 40 46 44 47 31

3 41 32 45 63 42 43 46 41 47 45 48 32

4 49 37 47 46 61 48 45 40 46 44 47 31

5 20 32 21 25 26 60 42 37 43 4O 43 29

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 35 64 43 44 34 61 41 39 45 41 42 39

2 57 48 59 52 49 45 51 48 56 51 52 48

3 54 43 50 58 43 46 57 53 62 56 58 53

4 62 47 58 53 67 55 55 51 60 54 56 51

5 46 53 36 36 40 68 48 45 52 47 49 45
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Test of Parallelism

Informatign_$eeking/Subject to Object (X)

Infiermatign_Exchange (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations ”00': Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .054

X 1 09 16 12 10 01 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 08 07 09 03 06 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 02 00 01 12 05 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 04 O4 02 00 O4 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 08 08 13 11 06 20 00 00 00 00 00 02

Father Data S.E. = .053

X 1 07 14 14 03 06 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 01 03 07 02 02 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 02 00 03 26 05 05 00 00 00 09 00 00

4 03 03 02 05 17 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 14 07 15 O7 03 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 17 09 16 04 11 25 00 00 00 00 00 06

2 00 18 04 O6 09 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 05 09 02 18 06 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 O4 03 01 02 14 17 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 22 05 22 15 17 31 O3 00 03 00 00 12

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053

X 1 06 25 02 03 08 22 00 08 00 00 00 05

2 06 00 O3 01 03 03 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 03 10 12 02 15 O7 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 07 04 02 01 11 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 02 O8 16 11 O9 23 00 00 00 00 00 06
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Table B.12a

Test of Parallelism

Walden/Object to Subject (X)

Wsubject to Object (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Mother Data

X 1 66 44 40 37 46 46 44 44 47 51

2 37 58 46 35 35 39 38 38 40 44

3 28 35 62 63 41 46 44 44 47 51

4 39 41 49 62 44 54 52 52 56 60

5 52 54 47 42 69 47 45 45 48 52

Father Data

X 1 57 50 38 35 52 48 37 38 38 45

2 39 56 35 27 25 45 34 36 35 43

3 25 24 55 52 34 50 38 39 39 47

4 41 32 58 69 39 56 43 45 44 53

5 45 35 40 42 60 50 38 39 39 47

  
 

Same-Sex Friend Data

 

X 1 61 59 26 31 38 52 51 36 44 46

2 53 62 25 28 30 46 44 32 38 41

3 30 27 61 55 23 46 44 32 38 41

4 30 31 54 65 33 46 45 32 39 41

5 58 53 25 44 62 51 49 35 42 45

  
 

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

 

 
X 1 58 42 36 34 50 49 43 41 50 52

2 49 66 43 33 4O 51 44 42 52 54

3 48 40 75 51 39 51 44 42 52 54

4 38 27 61 62 45 52 45 43 53 55

5 57 47 38 49 74 48 42 40 49 51
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Table B.12b

Test of Parallelism

ijectto Subject (X)

Wsubject to Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Deviations '00“: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 l 2 3 4 5

Mother Data S.E. = .055

X 1 20 00 04 10 05 02 00 00 00 00

2 02 20 08 05 09 00 02 00 00 00

3 18 O9 18 16 10 00 00 00 00 00

4 15 11 03 06 16 00 00 00 00 00

5 05 09 02 06 17 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .058

X 1 09 13 00 03 07 00 00 00 00 00

2 06 22 01 08 18 00 03 00 00 00

3 25 14 16 13 13 O6 00 00 00 00

4 15 11 13 25 14 00 00 00 06 00

5 05 03 01 03 13 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .058

X 1 09 08 10 13 08 00 00 00 00 00

2 O7 18 07 10 11 00 00 00 00 00

3 16 17 29 17 18 00 00 10 00 00

4 16 14 22 26 O8 00 00 03 O7 00

5 07 04 10 02 17 00 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 09 01 05 16 02 00 00 00 00 00

2 02 22 01 19 14 00 04 00 01 00

3 03 04 33 01 15 00 00 15 00 00

4 14 18 18 O9 10 00 00 00 00 00

5 09 05 02 00 23 00 00 00 00 05
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Table B.13a

Test of Parallelism

Internatign_§ixing/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

Observed

Correlations

Expected

Correlations

 

ITEMS

 

X l 2 3 4 5 6

 

l 2 3 4 5 6

 

Mbther Data

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

X 1 79 43 31 42 42 66 45 37 55 58 60 57

2 44 78 36 30 36 47 39 32 48 50 52 49

3 39 29 76 69 63 50 45 37 55 58 60 57

4 52 34 67 81 69 57 53 43 65 68 71 67

5 58 50 38 48 47 73 46 38 57 59 62 58

Father Data

X l 80 49 43 55 41 65 47 38 54 57 52 56

2 55 74 38 48 37 40 44 36 51 53 49 53

3 33 29 72 67 64 47 48 40 56 58 54 57

4 48 27 58 83 51 51 55 45 64 66 61 65

5 60 34 47 56 55 69 48 40 56 58 54 57

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 71 50 27 32 33 62 48 47 45 50 49 52

2 49 65 19 29 32 51 42 41 40 44 43 45

3 32 26 58 57 56 38 42 41 40 44 43 45

4 31 33 51 69 48 36 43 42 40 45 44 46

5 61 56 32 38 38 72 47 46 44 49 48 50

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 63 66 41 50 34 73 45 52 50 56 44 50

2 48 69 38 43 32 50 47 54 52 58 46 52

3 34 42 69 62 57 37 47 54 52 58 46 52

4 35 49 53 68 41 46 48 55 53 59 46 53

5 50 57 38 51 53 74 45 51 49 55 43 49
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Table B.13b

Test of Parallelism

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Wobject to Subject (X)

WObject t0 Subject (Y)

Deviations "00': Deviation

Observed-Expected “Yin S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .051

X 1 34 06 24 16 18 09 17 00 O7 00 01 00

2 05 46 12 20 16 02 00 29 00 03 00 00

3 06 08 21 11 O3 07 00 00 04 00 00 00

4 01 09 02 13 02 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 12 12 19 11 15 15 00 00 02 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .051

X 1 33 11 11 02 11 09 16 00 00 00 00 00

2 11 38 13 05 12 13 00 21 00 00 00 00

3 15 11 16 09 10 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 07 18 O6 17 10 14 00 01 00 00 00 00

5 12 O6 O9 02 01 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

X 1 23 03 18 18 16 10 05 00 00 00 00 00

2 O7 24 21 15 11 06 00 06 03 00 00 00

3 10 15 18 13 13 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 12 09 11 24 04 10 00 00 00 06 00 00

5 14 10 12 11 10 22 00 00 00 00 00 04

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053

X 1 18 14 09 06 10 23 01 00 00 00 00 06

2 01 15 14 15 14 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 13 12 17 04 11 15 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 13 06 00 09 05 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 05 06 ll 04 10 25 00 00 00 00 00 08
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Table B.14a

Test of Parallelism

Object to Subject (X)

Wing/Subject to Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Observed ed

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 69 48 19 34 24 54 35 37 47 51 44 42

2 38 61 27 29 22 30 31 32 40 44 38 37

3 28 32 57 63 51 33 35 37 47 51 44 42

4 40 43 49 63 45 42 42 43 55 60 52 50

5 58 54 34 42 35 66 36 38 48 52 46 44

Father Data

X 1 63 53 38 42 26 48 40 34 44 48 40 45

2 50 51 46 28 32 24 38 32 42 45 38 42

3 31 20 64 47 53 28 42 35 45 49 42 46

4 45 28 58 70 48 40 47 40 52 56 47 52

5 50 32 44 45 40 61 42 35 45 49 42 46

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 53 52 23 33 28 51 46 43 36 49 42 49

2 48 62 23 23 19 47 41 38 32 43 37 43

3 20 27 64 50 56 30 41 38 32 43 37 43

4 28 29 49 65 46 34 41 38 32 44 38 44

5 49 53 26 35 38 68 45 42 35 48 41 48

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 61 63 43 46 28 58 45 41 53 51 47 47

2 50 65 41 37 33 46 47 43 55 53 49 49

3 43 39 68 57 63 44 47 43 55 53 49 49

4 39 30 53 64 51 48 48 44 56 54 50 50

5 46 46 41 49 49 65 44 41 52 50 46 46 l

I _  
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Table B.14b

Test of Parallelism

WWWject t0 Subject (X)

meject to Object (Y)

 

 

   

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

Deviations "00“: Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

‘Mother Data S.E. = .058

X 1 34 11 28 17 20 12 15 00 09 00 01 00

2 07 29 13 15 16 07 00 10 00 00 00 00

3 07 05 10 12 07 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 02 00 06 03 07 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 22 16 14 10 11 22 03 00 00 00 00 03

Father Data S.E. = .057

X 1 23 19 06 06 14 03 O4 00 00 00 00 00

2 12 19 04 17 06 18 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 11 15 19 02 11 18 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 02 12 06 14 01 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 08 03 01 04 02 15 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 07 09 13 16 14 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 07 24 09 20 18 04 00 05 00 01 00 00

3 21 11 32 07 19 13 02 00 13 00 00 00

4 13 09 17 21 08 10 00 00 00 02 00 00

5 04 11 O9 13 03 20 00 00 00 00 00 01

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 16 22 10 05 19 11 00 04 00 00 01 00

2 O3 22 14 16 16 03 00 04 00 00 00 00

3 04 04 13 04 14 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 09 14 03 10 01 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 02 05 11 01 03 19 00 00 00 00 00 01
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Table B.15a

Test of Parallelism

Womect to Subject (X)

W

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

(Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 37 50 30 40 41 60 48 42 50 52 50 40

2 43 49 36 32 38 35 41 36 43 45 43 34

3 64 39 65 62 57 38 48 42 50 52 50 40

4 58 49 59 68 56 52 57 50 59 61 59 47

5 35 55 43 45 40 60 49 43 51 53 51 41

Father Data

X 1 51 65 43 56 43 54 54 49 53 54 47 43

2 47 50 38 44 44 33 51 46 50 51 44 41

3 64 43 63 63 61 44 55 51 55 55 49 45

4 60 56 58 77 54 51 63 58 62 63 55 51

5 48 50 39 54 41 68 55 51 55 55 49 45

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 24 46 21 32 34 55 43 38 44 42 44 30

2 25 40 13 24 26 43 37 33 38 36 39 26

3 48 27 52 48 57 42 37 33 38 36 39 26

4 47 25 47 61 45 38 38 34 39 37 40 26

5 25 34 20 30 26 61 42 37 43 40 43 29

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 32 57 43 44 41 52 46 43 50 46 47 43

2 43 58 4O 40 35 52 48 45 53 48 49 45

3 56 47 63 50 53 42 48 45 53 48 49 45

4 44 40 43 55 50 47 49 46 53 48 49 46

5 41 46 40 36 50 69 45 42 50 45 46 42
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Table B.15b
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Test of Parallelism

wowedto Subject (X)

lnformation Exchange (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .055

X 1 11 08 20 12 09 20 00 00 02 00 00 02

2 02 13 07 13 05 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 16 03 15 10 07 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 01 01 00 07 03 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 14 12 08 08 11 19 00 00 00 00 00 01

Father Data S.E. = .052

X 1 03 16 10 02 04 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 04 O4 12 07 00 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 09 08 08 08 12 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 03 02 04 14 01 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 07 01 16 01 08 23 00 00 00 00 00 06

Same—Sex Friend Data S.E. = .061

X 1 19 08 23 10 10 25 00 00 03 00 00 05

2 12 07 25 12 13 17 00 00 05 00 00 00

3 11 O6 14 12 18 16 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 09 09 08 24 05 12 00 00 00 04 00 00

5 17 03 23 10 17 32 00 00 03 00 00 12

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

X 1 14 14 07 02 06 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 05 13 13 08 14 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 08 02 10 02 04 03 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 05 06 10 07 01 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 04 04 10 09 04 27 00 00 00 00 00 09
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Table B.16a

Test of Parallelism

Subject to Object (X)

Webject to Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 66 40 21 22 31 56 37 30 45 47 49 47

2 41 51 26 34 36 46 35 29 43 45 47 45

3 45 41 59 44 54 45 35 29 43 45 47 45

4 39 26 58 59 51 44 38 31 47 49 51 48

5 50 32 29 39 41 66 41 34 51 53 55 52

Father Data

X 1 58 42 29 37 25 56 43 35 50 52 48 51

2 39 57 22 28 29 48 33 27 38 39 36 39

3 24 24 55 57 47 47 34 28 40 41 38 41

4 26 13 46 64 36 41 34 28 39 41 37 40

5 42 30 29 43 38 68 41 33 47 49 45 48

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 60 63 25 37 34 50 46 46 43 48 48 50

2 51 68 29 29 36 51 45 44 42 47 46 48

3 13 21 55 53 55 16 32 32 30 33 33 34

4 21 24 50 62 51 30 39 38 37 41 40 42

5 48 49 30 29 32 60 41 41 39 43 43 44

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 66 56 41 49 35 49 47 54 52 58 46 52

2 52 63 34 34 33 41 41 47 45 50 40 45

3 44 39 62 59 53 41 39 45 43 48 38 43

4 51 53 55 67 46 40 48 55 53 59 46 53

5 60 58 37 49 49 63 50 57 55 61 48 55
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Table B.16b

Test of Parallelism

meject to Object (x)

maxing/Object t0 Subject (Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Deviations ”00': Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .058

X 1 29 10 24 25 18 09 10 00 05 06 00 00

2 06 22 17 11 11 01 00 03 00 00 00 00

3 10 12 16 01 07 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 01 05 11 10 00 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 09 02 22 14 14 14 00 00 03 00 00 01

Father Data S.E. = .059

X 1 15 07 21 15 23 05 00 00 02 00 04 00

2 06 30 16 11 07 09 00 11 00 00 00 00

3 10 04 15 16 09 O6 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 08 15 07 23 01 01 00 00 00 04 00 00

5 01 03 18 06 07 20 00 00 00 00 00 01

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .059

X 1 14 17 18 11 14 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 O6 24 13 18 10 03 00 05 00 00 00 00

3 19 11 25 20 22 18 00 00 06 01 03 00

4 18 14 13 21 11 12 00 00 00 02 00 00

5 07 08 09 14 11 16 00 00 00 00 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .054

X 1 19 02 11 09 11 03 01 00 00 00 00 00

2 11 16 11 16 07 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 05 06 19 11 15 02 00 00 01 00 00 00

4 03 02 02 08 00 13 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 10 01 18 12 01 08 00 00 00 00 00 00
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Table B.17a

Test of Parallelism

' Subject to Object (X)

 

 

   

 

   

 

  
 

 

   

 

 

Infiemtinnfiixing/Subject to Object (Y)

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 65 46 25 38 35 62 39 40 52 56 49 47

2 47 69 31 39 3O 52 37 39 49 53 47 45

3 35 40 61 58 60 41 37 39 49 53 47 45

4 31 35 58 77 53 45 40 42 53 57 50 48

5 52 45 39 47 45 73 44 45 58 62 54 52

Father Data

X 1 74 57 34 51 32 68 53 45 58 63 53 59

2 54 66 34 32 24 43 41 34 44 48 41 45

3 42 23 63 64 51 47 42 36 46 50 42 47

4 32 28 44 75 45 49 42 35 46 50 42 46

5 55 45 28 51 38 73 50 42 55 59 50 56

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 70 69 20 41 28 63 56 52 44 59 51 59

2 59 78 24 34 35 63 54 50 43 58 50 58

3 17 29 72 57 59 23 39 36 30 41 35 41

4 3O 30 54 75 52 41 47 44 37 50 43 50

5 54 55 20 44 38 72 50 46 39 53 46 53

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 75 60 56 53 47 68 54 49 63 61 56 56

2 56 72 43 36 38 39 47 43 54 53 49 49

3 45 40 72 57 61 46 44 41 52 50 46 46

4 49 42 62 69 56 57 54 50 64 61 57 57

5 54 48 47 50 49 76 57 52 66 64 59 59
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Test of Parallelism

Wilmsmject to Object (x)

Whine/Subject to Object (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mbther Data S.E. = .055

X 1 26 06 27 18 14 15 08 00 09 00 00 00

2 10 30 18 14 17 07 00 12 00 00 00 00

3 02 01 12 05 13 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 09 07 05 20 03 03 00 00 00 02 00 00

5 08 00 19 15 09 21 00 00 01 00 00 03

Father Data S.E. = .055

X 1 21 12 24 12 21 09 03 00 06 00 03 00

2 13 32 10 16 17 02 00 14 00 00 00 00

3 00 13 17 14 09 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 10 07 02 25 03 03 00 00 00 07 00 00

5 05 03 27 08 12 17 00 00 09 00 00 01

Sale-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

X 1 14 17 24 18 23 04 00 00 06 00 05 00

2 05 28 19 24 15 05 00 10 01 06 00 00

3 22 07 42 16 24 18 04 00 24 01 06 00

4 17 14 17 25 09 09 00 00 00 07 00 00

5 04 09 19 09 08 19 00 00 01 00 00 01

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .050

X 1 21 11 07 08 09 12 05 00 00 00 00 00

2 09 29 11 17 11 10 00 13 00 01 00 00

3 01 01 20 07 15 00 00 00 04 00 00 00

4 05 08 02 08 01 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 03 04 19 14 10 17 00 00 03 00 00 01
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Table B.18a

Test of Parallelism

meject to Object (X)

W(Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

nether Data

X 1 27 51 20 29 28 47 40 35 41 43 41 33

2 27 41 34 35 32 43 38 34 40 41 40 32

3 53 41 47 46 48 41 38 34 40 41 40 32

4 49 36 55 62 44 32 41 36 43 44 43 34

5 25 40 35 37 29 49 44 39 46 48 46 37

Father Data

X 1 25 46 22 36 32 46 49 45 48 49 43 39

2 34 44 24 31 36 41 37 34 37 37 33 30

3 44 37 61 54 47 51 39 36 38 39 34 31

4 45 30 38 63 31 45 38 35 38 38 34 31

5 35 34 29 40 3O 49 46 42 45 46 40 37

Same-Sex Friend Data

X 1 26 49 27 35 31 48 46 41 47 45 48 32

2 33 44 23 23 33 48 45 40 46 44 47 31

3 48 26 57 55 56 35 32 29 33 31 33 22

4 40 23 45 61 41 40 39 35 40 38 40 27

5 23 34 23 30 25 60 41 37 42 40 43 29

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 41 6O 42 42 35 56 50 47 55 50 51 47

2 52 57 40 24 31 43 43 41 47 43 44 41

3 53 48 56 49 54 46 41 39 45 41 42 39

4 40 42 47 6O 49 53 51 47 56 50 51 47

5 39 54 43 46 45 72 53 49 58 52 54 49
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Table B.18b

Test of Parallelism

Mailman/Subject to Object (X)

W(Y)

 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

 

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .060

X 1 13 16 21 14 13 14 00 00 01 00 00 00

2 11 O7 06 06 08 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 15 07 07 05 08 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 08 00 12 18 01 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 19 01 11 11 17 12 00 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .060

X 1 24 01 26 13 11 07 04 00 06 00 00 00

2 03 10 13 06 03 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 05 01 23 15 13 20 00 00 O3 00 00 00

4 07 05 00 25 03 14 00 00 00 05 00 00

5 11 08 16 06 10 12 00 00 09 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .061

X 1 20 08 20 10 17 16 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 12 04 23 21 14 17 00 00 03 01 00 00

3 16 03 24 24 23 13 00 00 04 04 03 00

4 01 12 05 23 01 13 00 00 00 03 00 00

5 18 03 19 10 18 31 00 00 00 00 00 11

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .055

X 1 09 13 13 08 16 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 09 16 07 19 13 02 00 00 00 01 00 00

3 12 09 11 08 12 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 11 05 09 10 02 06 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 14 05 15 06 09 23 00 00 00 00 00 05
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Table B.19a

Test of Parallelism

WObject to Subject (X)

Waning/Subject to Object (Y)

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

   
 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS X 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 72 46 34 41 35 58 31 32 40 44 38 37

2 33 60 24 20 23 29 25 26 33 36 31 3O

3 20 32 61 64 55 27 38 39 50 54 47 45

4 28 29 47 63 52 38 39 41 52 56 49 47

5 28 37 50 61 64 38 41 42 54 58 51 49

6 52 40 32 44 39 63 39 40 51 55 48 46

Father Data

X l 64 50 33 32 22 44 38 33 42 46 38 43

2 38 55 37 16 23 33 31 27 34 37 31 35

3 30 15 63 49 55 35 44 38 48 53 44 49

4 42 17 54 74 53 41 46 39 50 55 46 51

5 35 18 65 46 70 35 43 36 47 50 43 47

6 57 41 41 51 44 69 46 39 50 54 46 50

Same-sex Friend Data

X 1 67 59 18 35 21 55 47 44 37 50 43 50

2 62 67 21 29 29 58 46 43 36 49 42 49

3 30 30 66 54 63 32 44 41 35 47 40 47

4 42 35 55 72 48 43 49 46 39 52 45 52

5 32 33 62 51 80 35 49 45 38 51 44 51

6 55 48 20 34 39 70 51 47 40 54 46 54

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 68 54 39 37 30 56 45 41 53 51 47 47

2 55 63 45 46 36 57 51 47 60 58 54 54

3 45 35 72 65 63 47 50 46 59 56 52 52

4 55 43 65 77 58 56 56 51 65 63 58 58

5 31 31 51 53 68 44 44 40 51 49 46 46

6 61 61 43 53 42 65 50 46 59 56 52 52  
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Table B.19b

Test of Parallelism

WODjOOt t0 Subject (X)

Wsmject ‘30 Object (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations I'00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .058

X 1 41 14 06 03 03 21 22 00 00 00 00 02

2 08 34 09 16 08 01 00 15 00 00 00 00

3 18 07 11 10 08 18 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 11 12 05 07 03 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 13 05 04 03 13 11 00 00 00 00 00 00

6 13 00 19 11 09 17 00 00 00 00 00 00

Father Data S.E. = .058

X 1 26 17 09 14 16 01 07 00 00 00 00 00

2 07 28 O3 21 08 02 00 09 00 02 00 00

3 14 23 15 04 11 14 00 04 00 00 00 00

4 04 22 04 19 07 10 00 03 00 00 00 00

5 08 18 18 04 27 12 00 00 00 00 08 00

6 11 02 09 03 02 19 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

X 1 20 15 19 15 22 05 02 00 01 00 04 00

2 16 24 15 20 13 09 00 06 00 02 00 00

3 14 11 31 07 23 15 00 00 13 00 05 00

4 07 11 16 20 03 09 00 00 00 02 00 00

5 17 12 24 00 36 16 00 00 06 00 18 00

6 04 01 20 20 07 16 00 00 02 02 00 00

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .052

X 1 23 13 14 14 17 09 06 00 00 00 00 00

2 04 16 15 12 18 03 00 00 00 00 01 00

3 05 11 13 09 11 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 01 08 00 14 00 O2 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 13 09 00 04 22 02 00 00 00 00 05 00

6 11 15 16 03 10 13 00 00 00 00 00 00    
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Table B.20a

Test of Parallelism

Wing/Object t0 Subject (X)

W(Y)

 

 

   

 

   
 

   
 

  
 

 

 

Observed Expected

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 l 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data

X 1 38 52 28 38 36 63 45 39 46 48 46 37

2 41 54 39 29 37 45 36 32 38 39 38 30

3 66 42 73 70 64 42 55 48 57 59 57 45

4 53 38 63 74 64 47 57 50 59 62 59 47

5 51 41 55 58 69 51 59 52 62 64 62 49

6 41 55 45 51 45 67 56 50 59 61 59 47

Father Data

X 1 45 63 35 52 41 54 54 49 53 54 47 43

2 46 45 38 33 32 43 44 40 43 44 39 35

3 64 45 71 66 62 55 62 57 61 62 55 50

4 62 53 64 85 61 59 65 59 64 65 57 52

5 58 44 57 50 78 55 60 55 59 60 52 48

6 49 52 46 53 51 73 64 58 63 64 56 51

Same-sex Friend Data

X 1 30 51 23 34 28 51 48 43 49 46 50 33

2 34 51 27 31 31 51 47 42 48 46 49 33

3 68 39 74 52 58 35 45 40 46 44 47 31

4 53 43 57 73 51 42 50 45 51 49 52 35

5 58 43 49 54 69 52 49 44 50 48 51 34

6 24 46 21 30 31 70 51 46 53 50 53 36

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X 1 39 70 40 46 32 63 49 46 54 49 50 46

2 48 67 47 50 41 54 56 53 61 56 57 53

3 63 54 72 64 63 43 55 51 60 54 55 51

4 51 51 57 75 57 51 61 57 66 60 62 57

5 56 41 56 49 76 49 48 45 52 47 49 45

6 34 54 45 44 56 69 55 51 60 54 55 51    
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Appendix B

Table B.20b

Test of Parallelism

Wag/Object t0 Subject (X)

Warns (Y)

 

 

   

 

   
 

   
 

   
  

  

Deviations '00": Deviation

Observed-Expected W/in S.E.(p=.001)

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .053

X 1 07 13 18 10 10 26 00 00 01 00 00 09

2 05 22 01 10 01 15 00 05 00 00 00 00

3 11 06 16 11 07 03 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 04 12 04 12 05 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 08 11 07 06 07 02 00 00 00 00 00 00

6 15 05 14 10 14 20 00 00 00 00 00 03

Father Data S.E. = .050

X 1 09 14 18 02 06 11 00 00 02 00 00 00

2 02 05 05 11 07 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 02 12 10 04 07 05 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 03 06 00 20 04 07 00 00 00 04 00 00

5 02 11 02 10 26 07 00 00 00 00 10 00

6 15 06 17 11 05 22 00 00 01 00 00 06

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .056

X 1 18 08 26 12 22 18 00 00 08 00 04 00

2 13 09 21 15 18 18 00 00 03 00 00 00

3 23 01 28 08 11 04 05 00 10 00 00 00

4 03 02 06 24 01 07 00 00 00 06 00 00

5 09 01 01 06 18 18 00 00 00 00 00 00

6 27 00 32 20 22 34 09 00 14 02 04 16

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .051

X 1 10 24 14 03 18 17 00 07 00 00 01 00

2 08 14 14 06 16 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 08 03 12 10 08 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 10 06 09 15 05 06 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 08 04 04 02 27 04 00 00 00 00 10 00

6 21 03 15 10 01 18 04 00 00 00 00 01
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Test of Parallelism

Wsubject to Object (X)

W(Y)

 

 

   

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 

Observed ed

Correlations Correlations

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Bother Data

X l 27 50 23 32 34 55 37 33 39 40 39 31

2 31 52 35 37 42 42 39 34 40 42 40 32

3 56 40 63 56 57 34 49 43 51 53 51 41

4 54 43 58 65 54 43 53 47 56 58 56 44

5 49 39 46 48 61 36 47 41 49 50 49 39

6 32 43 30 36 31 61 45 39 47 48 47 37

Father Data

X 1 3O 52 27 38 41 43 43 39 43 43 38 35

2 31 40 19 22 26 33 37 33 36 37 32 29

3 56 40 58 49 56 44 47 43 47 47 41 38

4 45 34 49 66 42 51 51 47 51 51 45 41

5 51 35 50 44 65 42 43 39 43 43 38 35

6 34 38 32 43 32 54 48 44 47 48 42 38

Same-sex Friend Data

X l 26 52 27 37 29 46 48 43 49 46 50 33

2 28 47 21 26 32 44 44 39 45 43 46 31

3 59 31 61 53 63 35 37 33 38 36 39 26

4 46 38 51 73 48 41 50 45 52 49 52 35

5 56 35 49 50 67 48 43 39 45 42 45 30

6 23 42 25 32 32 67 50 45 52 49 52 35

Opposite-Sex Friend Data

X l 41 64 40 41 33 54 49 45 53 48 49 45

2 37 58 4O 36 38 51 44 42 49 44 45 42

3 55 52 63 57 59 46 57 53 62 56 58 53

4 45 45 60 69 61 50 55 51 6O 54 55 51

5 54 39 58 51 74 46 51 47 55 50 51 47

6 35 51 47 52 49 69 51 47 55 50 51 47    
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Test of Parallelism

Inter-atign_§ixing/Subject to Object (X)

Internatign_fixchange (Y)

 

Observed-Expected

Deviations '00": Deviation

W/in S.E.(p=.001)

 

   

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 

ITEMS 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mother Data S.E. = .057

X 1 10 17 16 08 05 24 00 00 00 00 00 05

2 08 18 05 05 02 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 07 03 12 03 06 07 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 01 04 02 O7 02 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 02 02 03 02 12 03 00 00 00 00 00 00

6 13 04 17 12 16 24 00 00 00 00 00 05

Father Data S.E. = .058

X 1 13 13 16 05 03 08 00 00 00 00 00 00

2 06 07 17 15 06 04 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 09 03 11 02 15 06 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 06 13 02 15 O3 10 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 08 04 07 01 27 07 00 00 00 00 08 00

6 14 06 15 05 10 16 00 00 00 00 00 00

Same-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .058

X 1 22 09 22 09 21 13 O3 00 03 00 02 00

2 16 08 24 17 14 13 00 00 05 00 00 00

3 22 02 23 17 24 O9 03 00 04 00 05 00

4 04 07 01 24 04 06 00 00 00 05 00 00

5 13 04 04 08 22 18 00 00 00 00 03 00

6 27 03 27 17 20 32 08 00 08 00 01 13

Opposite-Sex Friend Data S.E. = .053

X 1 08 19 13 07 16 09 00 02 00 00 00 00

2 07 16 09 08 07 09 00 00 00 00 00 00

3 02 01 Ol 01 01 O7 00 00 00 00 00 00

4 10 06 00 15 06 01 00 00 00 00 00 00

5 03 08 03 01 23 01 00 00 00 00 06 00

6 16 04 08 02 02 22 00 00 00 00 00 05    



APPENDIX C

The Survey Questionnaire*

*The questionnaire in this appendix was the version

completed by female respondents. The version for male

respondents was identical, except for pronouns used in the

same-sex and opposite-sex friend sections.
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Circle the one statement that applies to you and

complete the rest of the orange pages.

I live with my mother.

I live with my stepmother.

I live with my father's girlfriend.

Think of the times when the relative you have circled

above wants you to do something when you want to do

something else. flow often does she do the following when

shunts you to dmmhim

Choose one answer from the following: Never(0), Not

Often(1), Often(2), Very Often(3), Always(4). Choose the

answer which comes closest to what you think even when none

of the answers is exactly right for you. Please answer

every question.

 

Neve; Ho; Often Veny we 5

Often Often

She keeps talking to me

about what she wants me

to do hoping I will start

wanting to do it. . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

She says I'm supposed to

do what she tells me to do. 0 1 2 3 4

She says I would enjoy doing

what she wants me to do. . 0 1 2 3 4

She simply tells me to do

it. 0 O I O O O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

She says she expects me to

do what she tells me. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that she would

do favors for me at other

times if I would go along

with her now. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She keeps telling me to do

it until I do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She asks me if I would be

willing to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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flny do you think she nants ygn to OO gngsa things? flow

gfgen age nne following answers sinila; on close to he:

neasgns?

Never Not Often Very A w s

Often Often

Because she wants to teach

me to do the right thing. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she doesn't trust

my judgment. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she wants me to

help her to do something. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she is supposed

to tell me what to do. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she knows I would

want to do what she wants

me to do. . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she knows what I

should do about some

things better than I do. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she wants to spend

time with me by doing

something together. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she wants me to do

the same thing she wants

to do 0 O O O O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

Think of the times when you feel unsure about important

decisions you have to make, or unsure about personal

problems you have, or unsure whether your ideas about

something are right. w e oe

Wa‘u 0- a . 9 1‘ 290 0 et '10 0- z ‘ IO -‘ 077

mm Oftenlerxblnaye

Often Often

She tries to figure out

with me whether or not

I'm right. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that she thinks

I'm right. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She takes time to understand

in what way I'm uncertain

about something. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Never Not Often Very Always

Ofnen Often

She tells me that she

points out where I'm wrong

for my own good. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that I would

realize her ideas are right

when I get more experience. 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me she wonders

about the same thing . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me what is right. 0 1 2 3 4

do 0 ta 0 er when 0 are not sure ab ut

agmathing? EOE gften age tne fgllgwing anawers ainila: gr

glose to you; :easons?

Neve; Not Often Very Always

Often Often

Because I know that she

really cares about my

doing the right thing. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she has taught me .

a lot of things. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she has more

experience than I do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she understands

how I feel. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she thinks with me

about what might be right

instead of just telling me

what she thinks is right. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because I don't feel

embarrassed to tell her

what's troubling me . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she is having

similar experiences as

I am I O O O O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

Because I respect her

knowledge about certain

things 0 O I O O O O O O O O 0 l 2 3 4
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The following statements are about you and this relative.

flow often dg you and this gelative go the activitiea

es h s tement ?

Neve; not Often Vezy Always

0f_te_n. 93311

We talk about TV shows. . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss whether or not

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about conversations

that take place on TV

shows. . . . . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

We talk about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss why TV characters

act the way they do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me about events

that happen on TV shows . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O O 0 O 0 1 2 3 4

She explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4



She explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life. .

She explains to me events

that happen on TV shows.

She explains to me the

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

She explains to me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . .

She asks me if what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . .

She asks me about events

that happen on TV shows.

She asks me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

She asks me about TV

characters. . . . . . . .

She asks me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . .

I tell her that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . .

I tell her that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . .

I tell her about events

that happen on TV shows.

I tell her about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

I tell her about TV

characters. . . . . . . .
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never: 80 E

Qfifigfl

O 1

0 1

O 1

0 1

. 0 1

0 l

0 1

. 0 1

0 l

. 0 1

. 0 1

0 1

0 l

. 0 1
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Never Not Often Very Always

Often E

I tell her why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

I explain to her that what

happens on TV shows is not

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her events

that happen on TV shows. . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

I ask her if what happens

on TV shows is like

real-life. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about

conversations that take

place on TV shows . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about TV

characters . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her why TV

characters act the way

they do . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Complete the green section of the questionnaire only if

you live with one of the following: your father, your

stepfather, or your mother’s boyfriend.

If you don't live with any of them, check the box below

and go to the next section (another color) of the

questionnaire.

[:1 I don’t live with my father, stepfather, or mother’s

boyfriend.

If you live with one of them, go to the next page.
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Circle the one statement that applies to you and

complete the rest of the green pages.

I live with my father.

I live with my stepfather.

I live with my mother’s boyfriend.

Think of the times when this relative wants you to do

something when you want to do something else. flow often

20‘ ‘ 0- Qe _0 .OW'IO W1‘: 1‘ Want_ 0- to 00 01‘ 1.107

Choose one answer from the following: Never(0), Not

Often(1), Often(2), Very Often(3), Always(4). Choose the

answer which comes closest to what you think even when none

of the answers is exactly right for you. Please answer

every question.

Never Not Often Vefy Always

Offen Often

He keeps talking to me

about what he wants me

to do hoping I will start

wanting to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He says I’m supposed to

do what he tells me to do. 0 1 2 3 4

He says I would enjoy doing

what he wants me to do. . 0 1 2 3 4

He simply tells me to do

it. 0 O O O O O O C O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

He says he expects me to

do what he tells me. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that he would

do favors for me at other

times if I would go along

with him now. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He keeps telling me to do

it until I do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He asks me if I would be

willing to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Why do you tnink he wants ygn to d9 tnose fnings? How

often are the following answers simila; o; glose tg nis

reasgns?

 

Never Not Often Vefy wa s

Often O te

Because he wants to teach

me to do the right thing. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he doesn't trust

my judgment. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he wants me to

help him to do something. . O 1 2 3 4

Because he is supposed

to tell me what to do. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he knows I would

want to do what he wants

me to do. . . . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

Because he knows what I

should do about some

things better than I do. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he wants to spend

time with me by doing

something together. . . . . O 1 2 3 4

Because he wants me to do

the same thing he wants

to do 0 0 O O O I O O O O O O 1 2 3 4

Think of the times when you feel unsure about important

decisions you have to make, or unsure about personal

problems you have, or unsure whether your ideas about

something are right. ow e oe e w'

.Q‘l 9 o.. 0 1 u 99-- 91‘ 150° 0 g_‘ 10 __: o 7-

Never Net Often yeti AlEQXS

QILQD Often

He tries to figure out

with me whether or not

I’m right. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that he thinks

I’m right. . . . . . . . . o 1 2 3 4

He takes time to understand

in what way I'm uncertain

about something. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Nevef Ngf Oftan yeti Always

Often Often

He tells me that he

points out where I'm wrong

for my own good. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that I would

realize his ideas are right

when I get more experience. 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me he wonders

about the same thing . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me what is right. 0 1 2 3 4

ta ' whe u s a

sonatning? flow gften afe tne fallowing answera sinila; 9f

glose fo yon; feasons?

Never bLto Often 19.12 Alma

Often QiLQfl

Because I know that he

really cares about my

doing the right thing. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he has taught me

a lot of things. . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

Because he has more

experience than I do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he understands

how I feel. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he thinks with me

about what might be right

instead of just telling me

what he thinks is right. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because I don't feel

embarrassed to tell him

what's troubling me . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he is having

similar experiences as

I am . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because I respect his

knowledge about certain

things. . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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The following statements are about you and this relative.

flaw offen do you and this felative dg fhe activitiea

aesgrlbed in fhe sfatemenfa?

Nevef No; Often Vary wa

Often Often

We talk about TV shows. . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss whether or not

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about conversations

that take place on TV

shows. . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss why TV characters

act the way they do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

He tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me about events

that happen on TV shows . . O 1 2 3 4

He tells me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me why TV

characters act the way

they do I O O O O O O O O 0 0 1 2 3 4

He explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4



He explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life. .

He explains to me events

that happen on TV shows.

He explains to me the

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

He explains to me why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O O 0

He asks me if what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . .

He asks me about events

that happen on TV shows.

He asks me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

He asks me about TV

characters. . . . . . .

He asks me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . .

I tell him that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . .

I tell him that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . .

I tell him about events

that happen on TV shows.

I tell him about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

I tell him about TV

characters. . . . . . .
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Nevef

. 0

C 0

. 0

not

0 te

Often Very

Often

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3
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Neve; fig; Offen Very Always

Often Often

I tell him why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O 0 O O o 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to him that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to him that what

happens on TV shows is not

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to him events

that happen on TV shows. . O 1 2 3 4

I explain to him

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to him why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask him if what happens

on TV shows is like

real-life. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask him about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask him about

conversations that take

place on TV shows . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask him about TV

characters . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask him why TV

characters act the way

they do . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Think of your best or good friend who is of the same

sex as you. Complete the yellow section of the

questionnaire with that friend in mind.
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Think of the times when this friend who is of the same

sex as you wants you to do something when you want to do

something else. How ten does s do e f 11 win whe

she wanfsfyou to do sometning?

Choose one answer from the following: Never(0), Not

Often(1), Often(2), Very Often(3), Always(4). Choose the

answer which comes closest to what you think even when none

of the answers is exactly right for you. Please answer

every question.

Neyef Nof Often Very A w s

Often Often

She keeps talking to me

about what she wants me

to do hoping I will start

wanting to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She says I’m supposed to

do what she tells me to do. 0 1 2 3 4

She says I would enjoy doing

what she wants me to do. . 0 1 2 3 4

She simply tells me to do

it. 0 0 O O O O O O O O O O O 1 2 3 4

She says she expects me to

do what she tells me. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that she would

do favors for me at other

times if I would go along

with her now. . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

She keeps telling me to do

it until I do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She asks me if I would be

willing to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

W u ' s w o t o i ? ow

9_ ‘l 0. 2 le 9. 9W. 9 e. W ”1!." 1 9v 1988 0 1e-

Nev_fe Net LOen Yen ALexew

Often Often

Because she wants to teach

me to do the right thing. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she doesn't trust

my judgment. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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mm LftenyetxAleaye

Because she wants me to

help her to do something. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she is supposed

to tell me what to do. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she knows I would

want to do what she wants

me to do. . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she knows what I

should do about some

things better than I do. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she wants to spend

time with me by doing

something together. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she wants me to do

the same thing she wants

to do I O O O O O O O O I O 0 1 2 3 4

Think of the times when you feel unsure about important

decisions you have to make, or unsure about personal

problems you have, or unsure whether your ideas about

something are right. ow te e s w'

1‘ 9- a; 9!e__ 1.99- _9‘_l,!9 9.2‘ 9 ,‘ 9.9

never not Often yerx Al!§¥§

m Often

She tries to figure out

with me whether or not

I’m right. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that she thinks

I 'm right. 0 O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

She takes time to understand

in what way I'm uncertain

about something. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that she

points out where I’m wrong

for my own good. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that I would

realize her ideas are right

when I get more experience. 0 1 2 3 4



Beyer HOE Often yet! ALEOXS

Often Often

She tells me she wonders

about the same thing . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me what is right. 0 1 2 3 4

Why do yoo telk to her when yon age not eure about

something? How ofteh one the followihg ahswete eimila: or

o o ?

Meyer hot Often Vety Always

Often Offln

Because I know that she

really cares about my

doing the right thing. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she has taught me

a lot of things. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she has more

experience than I do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she understands

how I feel. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she thinks with me

about what might be right

instead of just telling me

what she thinks is right. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because I don't feel

embarrassed to tell her

what’s troubling me . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because she is having

similar experiences as

I am 0 I O O O O I O O O O O 1 2 3 4

Because I respect her

knowledge about certain

things. . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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The following statements are about you and your best or good

friend who is of the same sex. how often do you and this

 

friend do the activitiee desotihed in the etetemehte?

Never Not Often lieu Aime

Organ 0 en

We talk about TV shows. . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss whether or not

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . O 1 2 3 4

We talk about conversations

that take place on TV

shows. . . . . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

We talk about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss why TV characters

act the way they do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me about events

that happen on TV shows . . O 1 2 3 4

She tells me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

She tells me why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O 0 O O 0 1 2 3 4

She explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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eve

She explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life. . . 0

She explains to me events

that happen on TV shows. . 0

She explains to me the

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0

She explains to me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . 0

She asks me if what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0

She asks me about events

that happen on TV shows. . 0

She asks me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0

She asks me about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0

She asks me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . 0

I tell her that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0

I tell her that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . . . 0

I tell her about events

that happen on TV shows. . 0

I tell her about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0

I tell her about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0

2

g
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never got Often Very hlweys

Often Often

I tell her why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O O O O O l 2 3 4

I explain to her that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her that what

happens on TV shows is not

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her events

that happen on TV shows. . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I explain to her why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her if what happens

on TV shows is like

real-life. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about

conversations that take

place on TV shows . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her about TV

characters . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

I ask her why TV

characters act the way

they do . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Think of your best or good friend who is of the

opposite sex. Complete the gold section of the

questionnaire with that friend in mind.
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Think of the times when this friend who is of the

opposite sex wants you to do something when you want to do

something else. How often does he do the following when he

wants you to do something?

Choose one answer from the following: Never(0), Not

Often(1), Often(2), Very Often(3), Always(4). Choose the

answer which comes closest to what you think even when none

of the answers is exactly right for you. Please answer

every question.

Never not Often Very Always

Often Often

He keeps talking to me

about what he wants me

to do hoping I will start

wanting to do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He says I’m supposed to

do what he tells me to do. 0 1 2 3 4

He says I would enjoy doing

what he wants me to do. . 0 1 2 3 4

He simply tells me to do

it. 0 O O O O O O O O O O 0 0 1 2 3 4

He says he expects me to

do what he tells me. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that he would

do favors for me at other

times if I would go along

with him now. . . . . . . . O l 2 3 4

He keeps telling me to do

it until I do it. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He asks me if I would be

willing to do it. . . . . . 0 l 2 3 4

Why do yon think he wants you to do those things? How

often are the following enswers similar 0; close to his

reasons?

Nevef not Often Vefy Always

Often Often

Because he wants to teach

me to do the right thing. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he doesn’t trust

my judgment. . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4
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Merlot Oftgnmm

Often Often

Because he wants me to

help him to do something. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he is supposed

to tell me what to do. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he knows I would

want to do what he wants

me to do. . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he knows what I

should do about some

things better than I do. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he wants to spend

time with me by doing

something together. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he wants me to do

the same thing he wants

to do 0 O O O O O O O O O 0 0 1 2 3 4

Think of the times when you feel unsure about important

decisions you have to make, or unsure about personal

problems you have, or unsure whether your ideas about

something are right. How often goee he go the folloying

9‘! 9- o A 9 !‘ 299- 9m‘ !,_l9 0 -. " 101211-? 9 7

Helen 1191: Often Yerx Alnexe

QILQD. QiLQD

He tries to figure out

with me whether or not

I'm right. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that he thinks

I'm right. 0 O O O C O O O o 1 2 3 4

He takes time to understand

in what way I’m uncertain

about something. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that he

points out where I’m wrong

for my own good. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that I would

realize his ideas are right

when I get more experience. 0 1 2 3 4



Often Often

He tells me he wonders

about the same thing . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me what is right. 0 1 2 3 4

W d al 0 hi whe ou are not sur about

something? How often ate the following answers similar or

olose to yon; feasons?

 

Never Not Often Vefy Always

Often Often

Because I know that he

really cares about my

doing the right thing. . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he has taught me

a lot of things. . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he has more

experience than I do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he understands

how I feel. . . . . . . . . O 1 2 3 4

Because he thinks with me

about what might be right

instead of just telling me

what he thinks is right. . 0 1 2 3 4

Because I don't feel

embarrassed to tell him

what’s troubling me . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

Because he is having

similar experiences as

I am 0 O I O O O O O O O O 0 1 2 3 4

Because I respect his

knowledge about certain

things. . . . . . . . . . . o 1 2 3 4
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The following statements are about you and your best or good

friend who is of the opposite sex. How often do you and

this ftieng go the activities desofiheg in the statemente?

never got Often Very Alweye

Often Often

We talk about TV shows. . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss whether or not

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about conversations

that take place on TV

shows. . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We talk about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

We discuss why TV characters

act the way they do. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me about events

that happen on TV shows . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me about TV

characters. . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He tells me why TV

characters act the way

they do . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4

He explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is like real-life . . . . . O 1 2 3 4



He explains to me that

what happens on TV shows

is not like real-life. .

He explains to me events

that happen on TV shows.

He explains to me the

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

He explains to me why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 I O O O O O ‘ O 0

He asks me if what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . .

He asks me about events

that happen on TV shows.

He asks me about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

He asks me about TV

characters. . . . . . . .

He asks me why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . .

I tell him that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . .

I tell him that what

happens on TV shows is

not like real-life. . . .

I tell him about events

that happen on TV shows.

I tell him about

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . .

I tell him about TV

characters. . . . . . . .

O 0

. 0

. 0

Bet Often

Often

1 2

l 2

l 2

l 2

l 2

l 2

1 2

1 2

l 2

l 2

1 2

l 2

l 2

1 2
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Often

I tell him why TV

characters act the way

they do. . . . . . . . . . O 1 2

I explain to him that what

happens on TV shows is

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2

I explain to him that what

happens on TV shows is not

like real-life. . . . . . . 0 1 2

I explain to him events

that happen on TV shows. . 0 1 2

I explain to him

conversations that take

place on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2

I explain to him why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O O O O O O O O O 0 1 2

I ask him if what happens

on TV shows is like

real-life. o o o o o o o o O 1 2

I ask him about events that

happen on TV shows. . . . . 0 1 2

I ask him about

conversations that take

place on TV shows . . . . . 0 1 2

I ask him about TV

characters . . . . . . . . 0 1 2

I ask him why TV

characters act the way

they do 0 O 0 O O O O O O 0 o 1 2

Very

Often
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The following questions ask you how real certain things

on TV are. Zero means you think something is not real at

all, and 10 means you think it is very real. For each

question, circle one number that describes how real you

think each thing is.

Not Very

Real Real

How real to life are

events that happen

on TV shows? 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

How real to life

are conversations

that take place on

TV shows? 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

How real to life are

TV characters? 0 l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

How real to life

are TV characters’

actions? 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Your answers to the following questions will help us

understand more about the students in your school.

1. How old are you? . . . . . . .
 

2. What grade are you in? . . . .
 

3. Are you male or female? . . .
 

4. What is your race? Please circle all that apply.

ASIAN BLACK HISPANIC WHITE OTHER(SpeCify)

 

5. Which parents or older adults live with you? Please

circle all that apply.

MOTHER STEPMOTHER FATHER’S GIRLFRIEND

FATHER STEPFATHER MOTHER'S BOYFRIEND
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Please answer these questions if your mother,

stepmother, or father's girlfriend lives with you.

a)

b)

Does she work: Full-time? Part-time? Not Work?

How much schooling has she had? Less Than High

School

High School

Some College

College Degree

Please answer these questions if your father,

stepfather, or mother’s boyfriend lives with you.

a)

b)

b)

C)

d)

f)

9)

h)

b)

a)

b)

Does he work: Full-time? Part-time? Not Work?

How

How

How

How

How

How

How

How

How

much

many

many

many

many

many

many

many

many

schooling has he had? Less Than High

School

High School

Some College I

College Degree ' 

older stepbrothers do you have?

younger stepbrothers do you have?

older brothers do you have?

younger brothers do you have?

older stepsisters do you have?

younger stepsisters do you have?

older sisters do you have?

younger sisters do you have?

On a typical schoolday,

how many hours of TV

do you watch? . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4 5 More

How many of these hours do

you watch with someone? . 0 1 2 3 4 5 More

On a typical Saturday,

how many hours of TV

do you watch? . . . . . O 1 2 3 4 5 More

How many of these hours do

you watch with someone? 0 1 2 3 4 5 More
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12.

13.

14.

15.
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a) On a typical Sunday,

how many hours of TV

do you watch? . . . . . . 0 1 2 3 4 5 More

b) How many of these hours do

you watch with someone? O 1 2 3 4 S More

How many working TV sets do you have at home?

Do you have your own TV set? YES NO

Do you have cable TV at home? YES NO

Do you have HBO or some other

pay cable channel at home? YES NO
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